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Project under the direction of The Rt. Rev. Joe Goodwin Burnett 

 

 

 

Edwin Friedman writes, “I have been struck by how families, corporations, [churches, 

synagogues] and other kinds of institutions are constantly trying to cure their own ills 

through amputations .  As a priest ordained in Southern Virginia, I have often thought of 

this reality and wanted to gain a better understanding of the history of the Church in 

Virginia and what are the historical reasons for the dysfunction that seems to be in the 

Diocesan DNA.  Here are two initial questions: What impact does the Colonial Church 

have on the current workings, attitudes, and ecclesial developments of the Diocese of 

Southern Virginia and could there be particular dimensions of family systems theory—

particularly as articulated in the work of Edwin Friedman—that shed light on what 

appear to be some longstanding dysfunctional patterns that negatively impact the role and 

office of bishop?  

 

It is understood that the American Revolution was an instrumental event in the decline of 

the established church in early America, and especially in Virginia.  However, what else 

was going on that contributed to the decline?  Was it the powerful privileged gentry class 

that ruled the vestries, the chaotic political situation in England, the inadequate response 

to evangelicalism, the tie to the monarchy in England, the lack of educated clergy, the 

lack of bishops in America, a compilation of all of these, or was it something else? 

 

This paper attempts to explore a deeper understanding and appreciation of the impact of 

the Colonial Church and its legacy, and the way in which it continues to manifest itself 

within the family system of Southern Virginia as well as any diocese with Colonial 

Church roots.  This author believes that this single understanding could well be the most 

important pre-requisite for an incoming bishop in a Colonial diocese.  When such a 

diocese and their new bishop do not know or understand these deeply rooted patterns, a 

“secret” stays alive in the system, and it is only a matter of time before it begs to come 

out and wreak havoc with future generations.  
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It is not only necessary to understand the ramifications of living in an institution with 

roots in the Colonial Church, but just as important is to address how we may be able to 

usher it out the door. 
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We are all affected by forces, social and natural, that in 

some measure determine our behavior without our being 

able to bring to bear upon them our private will, however 

great or righteous it may be. 

  

-Howard Thurman, Jesus and the Disinherited 
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PROLOGUE 

During seminary I was blessed with the opportunity to do a month-long field 

education immersion at St. John’s Episcopal Church (formerly known as Chuckatuck 

Parish), located in Suffolk, Virginia.  This parish traces its roots to 1642 when the area 

was divided into three parishes: Upper, Lower, and Chuckatuck.  In 1640, a man named 

Percival Champion donated 450 acres to the Church around the area of Lower Parish.  A 

church was built on the land of Lower Parish, called the glebe, in about 1643.  In 1725, 

Lower Parish and Chuckatuck Parish joined as Suffolk Parish because they were 

separately unable to financially support a minister. 

The Bishop of London assigned a loyalist Parson, John Agnew, to this parish in 

1754.  When the trouble with Great Britain began, Parson Agnew, who was a zealous 

supporter of the British cause and open in his condemnation of the growing spirit of 

independence in the colonies urged all to attend church on a particular Sunday.  That 

Sunday, the church was full and a large crowd stood outside the church listening through 

the open windows.  The topic of Parson Agnew's sermon was “Render unto Caesar the 

things that are Caesar's,” he proceeded to denounce the sins of disloyalty and rebellion.  

In the middle of the sermon William Cowper, a vestryman and magistrate, left his seat in 

the pew and mounting the pulpit, ordered Parson Agnew to sit down.  “I am doing my 

Master's business,” said the Parson; Cowper replied “Which Master?  Your Master in 

heaven or your Master over the seas?  You must leave the church or I will use force.”  “I 
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will never be the cause of breeding riot in my Master's house,” responded Parson 

Agnew.  He stepped down from the pulpit, walked through the crowd to his carriage, and 

drove away.  This was the first open defiance of the British Crown on the south side of 

the James River.
1
 

  When the Glebe Act of 1802 took effect, the Overseers of the Poor in Suffolk 

attempted to confiscate the glebe land of Suffolk Parish.  In 1817, Reverend Jacob 

Keeling argued successfully in the courts that the land was a gift from a private 

individual and the original glebe land is still in possession of the two churches that used 

to make up Suffolk Parish, St. John’s and Glebe Church, Suffolk.  The glebe land is 

currently used in the same manner as it was originally used in colonial times.  The 

parishes split the income from the land, which is worked by a local farmer.  The income 

from the glebe provides approximately ten to fifteen percent of the operating budget of 

both churches. 

This experience, and the particular history of this region, took on new meaning 

for me in the light of my more recent involvement in the wider church.  In 2006 I 

attended the 75
th

 General Convention of the Episcopal Church where I worked as a 

volunteer and served as an exhibit booth assistant for Sewanee.  I also served as a Deputy 

for the 76
th

 General Convention in 2009, and was elected as a Deputy for the 77
th

 General 

Convention but could not serve due to the acceptance of a new call in a different diocese.  

During this time, I became aware of the organization of the Episcopal Church, especially 

in its General Convention, House of Deputies, and House of Bishops Secretariats.  I dealt 

                                                 

1
 History of Suffolk Parish.  Taken from Original Vestry Books of 18

th
 Century Suffolk 

Parish, currently St. John’s, Suffolk and Glebe Church, Suffolk. 
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with bishops and deputies, submitting resolutions and tracking their progress, and 

through this I gained valuable insight into the legislative workings of the church. 

Observing various committees at work as they discussed changes to the prayer 

book and other liturgical resources, as well as dealing with the Windsor resolutions and 

other important issues, enabled me to gain a better understanding of the wide diversity of 

the church.  I saw firsthand how faithful and passionate Christians can disagree with one 

another, and yet serve in a spirit of mutual admiration and love.  Being present at 

convention for the election of the first female Presiding Bishop, Katharine Jefferts Schori, 

was a powerful witness as well. 

My behind the scenes involvement at the 2006 General Convention helped me 

link what I encountered—an open legislative process with Bishops and Deputies 

exhibiting a willingness to work together across divisions of theological difference and 

intense disagreements—with what appeared to me, by contrast, to be a colonial “legacy” 

of dysfunction in the church in southern Virginia.  These experiences at General 

Convention led me to believe that there had to be a better way, a more respectful and 

understandable way, of doing business in the church.  

The thinking, research, and development of ideas and theories presented herein 

have largely grown out of insights I have received regarding colonial churches, and the 

aspects of the colonial period that live on in rural southeastern Virginia Episcopal 

churches.  It is my hope that the culmination of all of these experiences in the form of this 

project will yield important learning for the contemporary Episcopal Church. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

“I have been struck by how families, corporations, 

[churches, synagogues] and other kinds of 

institutions are constantly trying to cure their own 

ills through amputations…
2
 

                     

Edwin H. Friedman 

 

 

It seems appropriate that one could reasonably ask the question, “Why, when the 

Church of England in Virginia
3
 was the first Church in Virginia, does the Episcopal 

Church not celebrate a larger presence in Virginia today?”  As a priest ordained in 

Southern Virginia, I have often thought of this reality and wanted to gain a better 

understanding of the history of the Church in Virginia and what are the historical reasons 

for the “first church” being one of the smallest today.  Here are two initial questions: 

What impact does the Colonial Church have on the current workings, attitudes, and 

                                                 

2 Edwin H. Friedman, A Failure of Nerve: Leadership in the Age of the Quick Fix. (New 

York: Seabury Books, 2007), 5. 

 
3
 Throughout this thesis The Church of England in Virginia, the Established Church, the 

Anglican Church, and the Colonial Church will be used interchangeably and reflect the Anglican 

heritage that was brought from England.  
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ecclesial developments of the Diocese of Southern Virginia?  Are there particular 

dimensions of family systems theory—particularly as articulated in the work of Edwin 

Friedman—that shed light on what appear to be some longstanding dysfunctional patterns 

that negatively impact the role and office of bishop? There were many issues faced by the 

Colonial Church and its members.  At the same time, there were numerous quality of life 

issues, including farming problems, Indian attacks, famine, illness, etc.  Were these 

church members devout?  Were they loyalists or dissenters?  On the other hand, were 

they just a bunch of renegades who could care less about the church, God, and faith? 

 It is understood that the American Revolution was an instrumental event in the 

decline of the established church in early America, and especially in Virginia.  However, 

what else was going on that contributed to the decline?  Was it the powerful privileged 

gentry class that ruled the vestries, the chaotic political situation in England, the 

inadequate response to evangelicalism, the tie to the monarchy in England, the lack of 

educated clergy, the lack of bishops in America, a compilation of all of these, or was it 

something else? 

 This paper will attempt to explore these and other related questions. The period 

for this section will be from the landing at Jamestown in 1607 through the end of James 

Madison’s episcopacy in 1812. 

The Beginning 

Most believe that Jamestown was the location for the first Anglican service in 

1607; however, the first Anglican service actually occurred in 1579 at Drake’s Bay near 

San Francisco when Sir Francis Drake’s flagship, the Golden Hind, landed in California 
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while on an expedition against the Spanish for Queen Elizabeth.  The Reverend Francis 

Fletcher, the chaplain who journeyed with Drake, probably served for about six weeks 

and was the celebrant at the first Anglican service in North America.
4
  However, the 

reality is that the Church of England in America spread throughout the colonies from 

Virginia and that is where this paper will begin. 

The expedition that led to the Jamestown settlement and the beginning of the 

organized Anglican Church on American soil did not begin as a religious expedition.  

However, King James I was “happy to bless ‘so noble a work’ in hope that the mission to 

the New World would carry the ‘Christian religion to such people as yet live in darkness 

and miserable ignorance of the true knowledge and worship of God.’”
5
  In 1606, James I 

chartered the Virginia Company hoping to successfully colonize North America.  An area 

from Cape Fear extending south to the Potomac on the eastern seaboard and extending 

west to the Pacific Ocean, an area thought to be no more than 200 miles, was assigned to 

a group of London businessmen who named their venture The London Company.  On 

New Year’s Day in 1607, the London Company sent three ships to America.
6
  The 

instructions that Captain Christopher Newport carried with him stated, “The way to 

prosper and achieve good success is to make yourselves all of one mind for the good of 

your country and your own, and to serve and fear God, the giver of all goodness, for 

                                                 

4
 Leighton Coleman, A History of the American Church (New York: Oxford Church Text 

Books, 1906), 1. 

 
5
 Jon Meacham, American Gospel: God, The Founding Fathers, and The Making of a 

Nation (New York: Random House, 2006), 41. 

 
6
 George Hodges, Three Hundred Years of the Episcopal Church in America 

(Philadelphia: George W. Jacobs and Company, 1906), 17-20. 
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every plantation which our Heavenly Father hath not planted shall be rooted up.”
7
  In a 

manner of speaking, the ships that transported the colonists reveal a sense of divine and 

human cooperation.  John Donne preached to the Virginia Company, “God taught us to 

make ships…not to transport ourselves but [H]im.”
8
 

The leaders of the Jamestown settlement brought with them the ways and ideals 

of England.  They brought the law, the process of parliament, and they brought their 

church, The Church of England.  Prior to departing England, these leaders wrote a prayer 

that all those traveling to and settling in Virginia would say at the turnover and setting of 

each watch.  The prayer read, “And seeing, Lord, the highest end of our plantation here is 

set up the standard and display the banner of Jesus Christ, even here where Satan’s throne 

is, Lord let our labour be blessed in labouring the conversion of the heathen; and because 

thou usest not to work such mighty works by unholy means, Lord sanctifie our spirits and 

give us holy hearts that so we may be thy instruments in this most glorious work.”
9
  

Although only three percent of the First Charter of Virginia’s words spoke of God, it is 

apparent that God, Jesus, and the Church of England along with its inherent church-state 

                                                 

7
 Ibid, 20. 

 
8
 Edward Lawrence Bond, "Religion in Seventeenth-Century Anglican Virginia: Myth, 

Persuasion, and the Creation of an American Identity" (PhD diss., Louisiana State University, 

Baton Rouge, LA, 1995), 54. 
 
9
 George MacLaren Brydon, Religious Life in Virginia in the Seventeenth Century: The 

Faith of Our Fathers (Williamsburg: Virginia 350th Anniversary Celebration Corporation, 1957), 

1. 
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relationship were to be a significant part of the London Company’s new settlement in 

America.
10

   

Finally, after sailing for many months, the ships of the London Company entered 

the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay and sailed up a river, which they named the James.  

They settled on a protected area approximately 27 miles upriver from the mouth, which 

they named Jamestown.  Records show that on the third Sunday after Trinity, June 21, 

1607, under the shade of forest trees and an old sail stretched between trees the Reverend 

Robert Hunt celebrated the first Holy Communion in Virginia.
11

  Since religion was a 

major influence in England, it was the same in the early development of the Virginia 

commonwealth.  A common belief in colonial Virginia was that “no policie can stand 

without religion.”
12

  When referring to a government in the seventeenth century it was 

natural to assume a “state church system.”
13

  It is under this guise that the church 

developed in Virginia. 

The tradition that landed on the shores of Jamestown in 1607 was one that 

depended on the ministry and presence of bishops.  As we are all aware no bishop ever 

came from England to the shores of this new place America, yet the church developed 

rapidly.  Without the leadership of bishops the clergy were left with the task of 

developing the church.  This effort met with limited success as the laity became the 

                                                 

10
 Meacham, American Gospel: God, The Founding Fathers, and the Making of a Nation, 

41. 
11

 Coleman, A History of the American Church, 2. 

 
12

 Bond, "Religion in Seventeenth-Century Anglican Virginia: Myth, Persuasion, and the 

Creation of an American Identity," 140. 

 
13

 Ibid, 141. 
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“episcopates” (overseers) of the church.  Throughout the development of my thesis and 

this paper I believe that I can suggest that this event, that of no bishops coming to the 

colonies, still causes great and deep issues in dioceses whose tap root is found in the 

Colonial Church.  
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CHAPTER 2 

THE COLONIAL CHURCH 

 

“The waves have some mercy, at least, 

But the rocks have no mercy at all.” 

 

  -An Irish Proverb 

 

 

The Early Virginia Church 

Upon arriving in Jamestown, the colonists set about preparing their settlement.  

The first structure built was a fort to afford the settlers protection and the next was their 

church for the salvation of their souls.  Captain Smith wrote, “We had daily Common 

Prayer morning and evening, every Sunday two sermons and every three months the Holy 

Communion.”
14

  During these early years, Captain Smith was clearly in control with 

Reverend Hunt at his right hand.  “Together they administered the settlement, the man of 

the fort and the man of the Church.”
15

  Jon Meacham, writing in American Gospel states: 

The Laws, Divine, Moral, and Martial were severe, legislating religious 

observance upon pain of death.  Those who failed to come to services twice daily 

would first lose their food for the day.  A second offense brought a whipping, and a 

third six months in the gallows.  To break Sabbath by any gaming, public or private 

or to miss church on Sunday was, on the third offense, a capital crime.
16

 

Jamestown survived despite Indian attacks, famine, starvation, a lack of law and 

order after the death of Reverend Hunt and the injury to Captain Smith that forced his 

                                                 

14
 Hodges, Three Hundred Years of the Episcopal Church in America, 22.  

 
15

  Ibid, 29. 

 
16

 Meacham, American Gospel: God, The Founding Fathers, and the Making of a Nation, 

43. 
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return to England.  Despite these hardships, the settlement in Virginia had done well 

enough that in 1619, the Church of England became the established Church in Virginia at 

the first meeting of the House of Burgesses in the colony.
17

   

When Charles I succeeded his father James I in 1625, the colonies realized that 

Charles had no interest in the religious welfare of the colonies.  America was outside the 

bounds of any diocese or province in England and as such, there was no bishop, 

archbishop, or anyone else in authority to help and guide the fledging Church in Virginia.  

Essentially, “the Church in Virginia was left to itself to live or to die.”
18

  The church 

believed that bishops were necessary for confirmation, which in the Church of England 

was the only way someone could participate in the Eucharist, for ordination, and for the 

organization and leadership of the church.  The mother church in England never sent a 

bishop to America throughout the entire colonial period.
19

  What else could the laity 

leadership do except to develop a method to ensure the continuance of the church?  This 

is exactly what they did. 

The Impact of the Vestry 

Just as in England, the vestry was a parish gathering that met to consider parish 

business.  In Virginia, the vestry became a select group of the most able men who did the 

business of the parish for the whole.  John Nelson, author of A Blessed Company, wrote, 

                                                 

17
  John Frederick Woolverton, Colonial Anglican ism in North America (Detroit: Wayne 

State University Press, 1984), 16. 
 
18

 Brydon, Religious Life in Virginia in the Seventeenth Century: The Faith of Our 

Fathers , 12. 

 
19

 Ibid. 
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“Virginians understood ‘most able’ to mean the wealthiest in land and servants or slaves, 

the most respected and influential by virtue of family connections, and those who in the 

judgment of their peers were honest, honorable, and responsible.”
20

  David Holmes adds 

in A Brief History of the Episcopal Church that colonial vestries were “always white, 

always male, and usually wealthy.”
21

 

From 1619 to the eve of the Revolution, a series of codified statutes required all 

Virginians to pay taxes to support the minister of the parish, which gave the parish 

vestries secular duties as well as their religious responsibilities.
22

  These parish vestries 

became self-perpetuating as they made their own appointments to fill vacancies brought 

about by death or infirmity, as very few vestrymen would voluntarily give up their 

powerful seat.  As the vestry had a dual role of both religious and secular responsibilities, 

it was an excellent position from which one could commence a life in politics.  “In 

Virginia the church and state were intertwined and the political and economical elite were 

intimately a part of this system”
23

 and the vestrymen of Virginia jealously guarded their 

highly coveted positions. 

The role of the colonial vestrymen and the way they conducted their church 

business became all the more significant to the eventual decline of the established 

                                                 

20
 John K. Nelson, A Blessed Company: Parishes, Parsons, and Parishioners in Anglican 

Virginia, 1690-1776 (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2001), 34. 

 
21

 David Holmes, A Brief History of the Episcopal Church (Valley Forge: Trinity Press 

International, 1993), 21. 

 
22

 John Frank Waukechon, "The Forgotten Evangelicals: Virginia Episcopalians, 1790-

1876" (PhD diss., The University of Texas, Austin, TX, 1991), 71. 

 
23

 Frederick V. Mills Sr., Bishops by Ballot: An Eighteenth Century Ecclesiastical 

Revolution (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978), 94. 
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Episcopal Church in America although its impact would not be definitively felt for 

another 150 years. Despite laws that required the vestry to present their priest before the 

governor for induction into their parish, vestries routinely ignored this law and this 

refusal meant that the clergy rarely had a guaranteed position.  This led the clergy to 

support the vestry both politically and socially since they were dependent on the vestry 

for their salary and living arrangements.  These actions by the vestry led to a state of 

mind where a significant number of clergy hated their dependence on the laity, yet forced 

them to curry favor “with powerful persons and kin groups, or else face isolation.”
24

  

With a lack of resident bishops, ecclesiastical courts, or theological direction “the day-to-

day responsibility for colonial church affairs fell into the hands of the laity.”
25

  The 

Established Church in Virginia seems to be the only colony that took such strong 

measures.
26

 

By the 1750s, laymen were in firm control of the Established church in Virginia.  

However, at the same time, the laymen—the gentry—needed the church just as much as 

the clergy needed them.  These gentry, laity church authorities built what Gordon Wood 

describes as a “hierarchy of authority,” and the vestry was an integral cog of that wheel.
27

  

                                                 

24
 Rhys Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 

Press, 1982), 144. 

 
25

 Woolverton, Colonial Anglicanism in North America, 74. 

 
26

 George Brydon writes in Religious Life of Virginia in the Seventeenth Century that 

"during the colonial period in America every Governor of every colony other than Virginia 

appointed the rector of every Anglican parish and inducted him into office" (14). 

 
27

 Gordon S. Wood, The Radicalism of the American Revolution (New York: Alfred A. 

Knopf, 1992), 89. 
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In their roles as lay leaders and vestrymen of the Church of England in Virginia, the 

“sacredness of religion and the patronage of the poor relief further enhanced”
28

 the role of 

the laity in Virginia society. 

With the relationship established between the gentry and clergy, the churches in 

Virginia became more than just houses of worship, but important symbols for the social 

structure in Virginia.  Seating arrangements in many of the early parishes reveal this quite 

starkly.  The front seats were set aside for the well to do and the established sect whereby 

the lesser folk, the poor, and the servants, sat in the rear and the galleries or on crowded 

days, might have to stand outside and listen.
29

  Laws were established to ensure that the 

religious and social structures were maintained, “[a]ll (persons in Virginia) were required 

to attend divine service at least once in four weeks, under penalty of a fine of five 

schillings or fifty pounds of tobacco, for failure to comply.”
30

  The Virginia colony even 

went so far as making it a crime not to have children baptized in the Anglican Church.
31

 

Since tobacco was the money crop and brought financial strength and stability for 

the colony, the tobacco farm became a community within itself, providing food, lodging, 

and other necessities for workers and landowners.  Virginians opposed the development 

of towns any bigger than what was required to ship, store, and grade tobacco and be able 

to support a few agents of Scottish and English merchants.  The lack of large towns and 

                                                 

28
 Ibid. 

 
29

 Waukechon, "The Forgotten Evangelicals: Virginia Episcopalians, 1790-1876," 73. 
 
30

 Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia, 58. 

 
31

 Meacham, American Gospel: God, The Founding Fathers, and the Making of a Nation, 

58. 
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cities made the requirement to attend services once in four weeks all the more difficult.  

Virginia Governor Wyatt stated in 1622, “that the colonists were so dispersed and [the] 

people so straglingly seated that bringing them together was nearly impossible.”
32

  Due to 

these circumstances, attendance at these services became much more than just worship.  

Attendance at worship was often less about piety than about business; men often met 

before and after services to conduct business.  The time before and after the worship 

service was a time “when letters concerning business were exchanged, crop prices 

discussed and even debates about the quality of horseflesh abounded.”
33

  Virginians often 

took for granted “the close proximity of the profane and the sacred”
34

 on days of worship.  

The gentry class had the most to gain from these discussions and were actively involved 

in these undertakings. 

Because the Virginia Anglican clergy relied on the gentry class for their 

livelihood and job security, the ministers ended up reinforcing the current social 

hierarchy.  Although the ministers were closely allied with the gentry class, very few 

were gentry themselves.  However, to the poor, the destitute, and the dissenters, the 

Anglican clergy appeared to be no more than advocates for only one part of Virginia 

society.
35

  This act of non-defiance on the part of the clergy against the gentry 

                                                 

32
 Bond, "Religion in Seventeenth-Century Anglican Virginia: Myth, Persuasion, and the 

Creation of an American Identity," 172. 
 
33

 Waukechon, "The Forgotten Evangelicals: Virginia Episcopalians, 1790-1876," 74. 

 
34

 Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia, 61. 
 
35

 Waukechon, "The Forgotten Evangelicals: Virginia Episcopalians, 1790-1876," 75. 
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monopolization of the vestry and the church organization was one of a long series of 

events that led to the eventual downfall of the Church of England in Virginia.   

Lay administrators effectively controlled Virginia clergy and deprived them of 

religious leadership.
36

  John K. Nelson, writing in A Blessed Company, refers to the 

parish’s vestry as the “Twelve Bishops.”
37

  Additionally the vestries’ power structure 

“made the Established Church in Virginia conspicuously the church of the aristocracy.”
38

  

Even when serving the poor, the laws took on a view that the privileged class were 

sacrificing themselves, yet at the same time demanding conformity from those they 

served.  Amplifying this view is a law passed in the assembly in 1755, stating that all 

people receiving aid from a parish should “wear a badge with the name of the parish cut 

either in blue, red, or green cloth, and if any poor person neglect or refuse to wear such 

badge, his or her allowance shall be withdrawn or the offender whipped”
39

 (According to 

vestry records from St. John’s, Chuckatuck, their parish was one of the few parishes that 

obeyed this law).  The dominance of the laity in the Virginia church is “perhaps its most 

striking feature and the impact of their status had long-range implications.”
40

 

                                                 

36
 George MacLaren Brydon, Virginia's Mother Church and the Political Conditions 
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“In the minds of the common people (who comprised more than ninety percent of 

Virginia’s population), it also allied the church with the English government’s policy of 

taxation without representation.”
41

  Colonial Virginia’s legislative structure was very 

similar to the monarchy and parliamentary system in England.  At the same time, the 

colonies were evolving and establishing their own forms of government and England was 

going through chaotic change.   

The Impact of the Chaotic Political Situation in England 

Political conditions in England throughout the seventeenth century directly 

influenced the development of Virginia’s religious and political views.  In 1624, King 

James’ son, Charles, convinced his ailing father to revoke the charter of the Virginia 

Company.  His stated reason was concern for the unhappy colonists and the high 

mortality rates.  However, his real motivation was to acquire a source of income that was 

free from control of Parliament.  Additionally, The Virginia Company was under the 

influence of the Puritans, and the monarchy no longer trusted their loyalty to the crown.
42

  

Charles never mandated any reforms and, in general, paid less attention to the colonies 

than the Virginia Company had.
43

  The challenges for the colonists were now getting 

even larger. 
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In 1630, entire communities of Anglicans who desired congregational polity took 

advantage of a generous royal charter and migrated to New England, thanks to Charles’ 

plan.  This migration soon caused the New England population to exceed the Virginia 

Anglican community almost overnight.  These two separate and distinct colonies with 

ties to England further emphasized that the “differences that existed in England were only 

amplified in America.”
44

  The civil war in England that started in 1642 and lasted until 

the capture of the King and Archbishop of Canterbury William Laud, the much-despised 

persecutor of dissenters, set up more divisiveness in the colonies.  The New England 

colonies were “in hearty sympathy with the dissenters in England.  [And] in Virginia the 

government and the great body of the people were in equal sympathy with King Charles 

and the Established Church.”
45

 

The result of this civil war was that Oliver Cromwell was in control and given the 

title: Protector of the Commonwealth.  In this heated atmosphere of the colonies, a few 

hundred Puritan dissenters in Virginia appealed to Massachusetts for three ordained 

Puritans to come to Virginia.  When the Puritans arrived, the local authorities in Virginia 

sent them back to Massachusetts and fined the ship’s captain for attempting to bring them 

in.  From this point on, Puritan sympathizers were viewed with skepticism due to the 

Virginia authorities’ belief that their presence could be for nothing other than to organize 

opposition to the crown.  The authorities made life for them so horrible that the Puritan 

dissenters in Virginia accepted an invitation to relocate in Massachusetts.  Brydon says, 
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“The forcing of the group out of Virginia was a political act of defense and was not a 

religious persecution.”
46

 

Following Cromwell’s rise, the English Parliament officially abolished the 

Church of England in 1645.  Parliament reshaped the church by abolishing the Book of 

Common Prayer, the historic episcopate, and the Thirty Nine Articles of Religion.  In 

1653, Cromwell, believing himself to be England’s Lord Protector, used his authority and 

dissolved Parliament.  He ruled until his death in 1658.  Colonists in America reacted as 

they would have had they been back in England.  The New England Puritans, who 

opposed the Crown, supported the Parliament, and the colonists in Virginia, where 

loyalist feelings were strong, supported the royal family.
47

 

In 1660, Charles II returned from exile due to Parliament’s dissatisfaction with 

Oliver Cromwell’s reign.  Accompanying this was the reintroduction of the Church of 

England as the Established church, the Episcopal party gaining control of Parliament, the 

reestablishment of the episcopacy, The 1662 Book of Common Prayer, and the Thirty 

Nine Articles of Religion.  Also introduced was legislation that “guaranteed the 

continued dominance in the Church of England.”
48

  Parliament also required that anyone 

who was ordained during the years of Cromwell’s reign needed to be reordained by 

bishops or they would be forced to resign their position. 
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Many of those ordained during Cromwell’s reign refused to be reordained and 

approximately 300,000 lay and 20 percent of the clergy dropped out of the Church of 

England and formed dissenting groups.  The government tolerated these dissenters, but 

the Clarendon Code established prescribed limits allowing dissenters the ability to 

integrate with society.  Specifically, the Code’s Five Mile Act forbids dissenting clergy 

from living within five miles of any town or parish where they had served.  This act 

served its purpose in England where dissenters numbered less than 50,000 in 1750.
49

  

However, it provided the impetus for an exodus of these dissenters to the colonies, where 

the Clarendon Code was not strictly enforced.  Even though Parliament was Episcopal in 

nature, James II and Charles II both had heavy Roman Catholic leanings, which caused 

more confusion and divisiveness for the church in the colonies and Virginia.   

As early as the late 1730s, dissenters began to enter Virginia; these Presbyterians, 

Baptists, and Methodists came to Virginia and began to make an impact upon the 

religious life of the colony.  These new dissenters drew many of their followers from 

those who felt ignored by the established church.  It was the early beginnings of the 

evangelical movement, and the Established church either refused to recognize the 

movement’s power and its possibilities, or ignored it, thinking they could legislate the 

new dissenters into oblivion. 
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The Impact of the Evangelical Movement 

 Evangelical dissenters soon arrived in Virginia.  The first to arrive were the 

Presbyterians who came in the late 1730s.  However, it was not until the early 1740s that 

they caught the attention of the Anglican establishment when they held a revival in the 

tidewater area.
50

  These Presbyterians were committed to spiritual rebirth in believers and 

required that their ministers show signs of conversion, as well as displaying moral 

rectitude and signs of learning.
51

  The Presbyterian preachers began to draw huge crowds 

in Hanover County, and the Established church began to take notice.  The Church 

attacked them on two fronts: in the papers and through the judicial process.  Newspaper 

articles denouncing the new dissenters followed as well as prosecutions, required by the 

Act of Toleration, for preaching without a license.  The popularity of the Presbyterian 

dissenters placed fear in the gentry and ministers’ minds, and often led to physical 

violence and legal presentations.
52

  The Presbyterians’ challenges, both religious and 

secular, to the established church, continued into the early 1760s.   

However, it was the arrival of the Separate Baptists that brought a decisive 

confrontation between evangelical dissenters and Anglicans “into its fiercest and most 

bitter phase” after 1765.
53

  These evangelical Baptists offered the poor and marginalized, 

mostly small farmers, servants, and slaves, etc., something the Established church did 
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not.  As Rhys Isaac said, “[the Baptists offered] some escape from the harsh realities of 

disease, debt, overindulgence, and deprivation, violence, and fear of sudden death.”
54

  

These Baptist dissenters were often less educated and far more verbose and vociferous.  

The Holy Spirit was foremost to them, not like the intellectual educated class of Anglican 

and Presbyterian preachers.  The Baptists emphasized that the Holy Spirit could call 

anyone to expound upon scripture, and this appealed to the poor and the slaves.  The 

Baptists actively criticized the established clergy and the gentry, attacking both the social 

and political aspects of colonial life in Virginia. 

The third group of evangelical dissenters who arrived in Virginia came from 

within the Anglican church itself.  They were the Methodists, who arrived in Virginia in 

the early 1770s.  These evangelical Methodists remained within the Church of England in 

America for over a decade until they decided to break formally from the church at the 

Christmas Conference of 1784.  This break forced a “difficult decision for Anglicans who 

had hoped to make their church a primary agent for renewal.”
55

  Devereux Jarratt, an 

eighteenth century Anglican evangelical, aided the Methodists cause during this decade 

and was angered by the Methodists’ decision to break from the church.  Jarratt served as 

a “model and a beacon for nineteenth century evangelical Anglicans and Episcopalians”
56

 

because of his desire, intent, and resolve to stay in the Church of England in America.  

According to Don Armentrout and Robert Slocum writing in Documents of Witness, 
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“Jarratt has been called the first Evangelical of the Church of England in the American 

colonies.”
57

  This evangelical movement had “parishioners await[ing] their [evangelical 

preachers] sermons with excitement, travel[ing] long distances to hear particularly noted 

speakers, and began to express a new seriousness about religion.”
58

 

These three evangelical dissenting groups continued to cause trouble for the 

Anglican clergy as well as local authorities, who were mostly Anglicans.  The 

Established Church’s response to the challenges it faced from the dissenters could have 

probably been dealt with in positive ways if the relationship between the clergy and the 

gentry class had remained strong.  However, between the years of 1740 and 1790 this 

relationship deteriorated.  During these years, “a series of clashes between increasingly 

anticlerical squires and increasingly assertive clergymen”
59

 occurred.  These conflicts 

culminated in the Parson’s Cause.
60
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Today, the Parson’s Cause looks like a small event with little lasting significance.  

However, many historians believe that it was of lasting importance when considering the 

relations between the gentry and clergy.  Since this conflict arose when the evangelical 

dissenters were making inroads into the Virginia social order and the church could not 

fulfill its role in maintaining the social order, the gentry believed that the church might be 

a useless ally.
61

 

Since there were now divisions within the church between the laity and the clergy, 

the Established church found itself vulnerable from outside forces.  With this backdrop of 

bruised and torn relations between the laity and clergy, George Whitefield, an Anglican, 

ushered in an era of a new approach to theology and preaching often associated with the 

Great Awakening.  Whitefield’s Anglican colleagues did not greet his arrival with 

enthusiasm because they believed that Whitefield’s “revivals contradicted all valid forms 

for religious truth and expression.”
62

  Whitefield’s impact became evident in Virginia 

during his fifth visit to the colonies.  It was during this visit that Devereux Jarratt decided 

to seek ordination in the Church of England, traveling to England and being ordained in 

1762.  While in England Jarratt heard John Wesley and Whitefield preach, and upon his 

return to Virginia began to call for personal conversions and established small religious 

societies around Bath Parish in Dinwiddie County.
63
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Most of the Anglican clergy’s reaction to Whitefield and the evangelical 

movement created a situation in which “the Anglican Church cut itself off from 

participating in the definitive movement of American religion in the eighteenth 

century.”
64

  Joan Gundersen, writing in The Anglican Ministry in Virginia, 1723-1766: A 

Study of a Social Class, says that Anglican ministers did not support the Great 

Awakening even though they could have benefited because the movement “appeared not 

as an ecumenical revival but rather as an attack by the dissenters on the Anglican 

Church.”
65

  As far as the Church of England in Virginia was concerned, nothing could 

have been more wrong. 

The Impact of an Uneducated Clergy 

Some scholars have said that the men who came to the Virginia colonies as clergy 

were the bottom of the barrel outcasts educated at some far-fetched school that no one 

ever heard of.  Bishop William Meade, third bishop of Virginia, said this of the Virginia 

colonial clergy: “for the most part…  [they are] the refuse or more indifferent of the 

English, Irish, and Scottish Episcopal Churches, who could not find promotion at 

home.”
66

  Edward Carpenter, writing in his biography of Henry Compton, the Bishop of 

London, stated that those recruited to overseas clergy positions included a diversified 
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group of “missionary idealists, adventurers, French refugees, displaced Scottish 

Episcopalians, and the generally disillusioned.”
67

  Although often quoted, Bishop 

Meade’s assessment about the Virginia clergy stands in stark contrast to the realities of 

the situation. 

While it is true that in the early years of the Virginia colony English clergy 

dominated the pulpits, it is also true, that soon, Virginians serving in parishes drastically 

increased.  One analysis of Virginia parishes for the time period of 1723 through the 

Revolution indicates that “forty five went to William and Mary, thirty nine to Oxford, 

twenty to Cambridge, seventeen to Aberdeen, thirteen to Edinburgh, eleven to Trinity 

College, Dublin, ten to Glasgow, four to unspecified Scottish universities, two to St. 

Andrews, two to Roman Catholic seminaries, one to Yale and one to the University of 

Halle in Germany.”
68

   

Many of the Virginians who graduated from these institutions had been born 

abroad and initially came to Virginia as tutors and schoolmasters prior to seeking 

ordination.  They answered their “call” within the context of their Virginia experience 

and relied on the Virginia church for their recommendation and support.  These foreign-

born Virginians along with their American born counterparts had to cross the sea for their 

ordination by bishops in England and upon their return, they came as dedicated 

Virginians and many would actively support the Revolution.  There is no reason to 

believe that the Virginia clergy were less than desirable across the entire spectrum.  
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Although the story of Reverend Patrick Lunan is most colorful, it is not typical.  Lunan 

was brought up on charges for “officiating at Divine Service when drunk; officiating at 

Divine Service in ridiculous apparel; running down the main street of Suffolk in the nude; 

soliciting women for sexual favors; preaching from the pulpit that he did not care about 

his flock;… and announcing himself an atheist from the pulpit.”
69

  In spite of the actions 

of Lunan, most scholars agree that Virginia clergy were no better and no worse than their 

English counterparts.
70

  The presence of a resident bishop may had been able to limit the 

presence of unfit clergy in Virginia, but the lack of bishops in the American colonies had 

been an issue for many, many years and their lack of appearance in the American church 

was a concern for many. 

The Impact of the Lack of Local Bishops 

 Although the Church in Virginia was “The Church of England in America,” it did 

not resemble England’s mother church in many ways.  The differences were stark and no 

more evident than the fact that the Colonial Church did not have the episcopate.  Bond 

writes, “…despite being a part of the Church of England, Virginia’s Church lacked the 

institutional structure and support enjoyed by Anglicans in England.”
71

  Due to England’s 

inability to agree on the need of a colonial bishop, the Bishop of London, Henry 
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Compton, established the “commissary” to serve as a representative of the Bishop of 

London; this would be the closest thing to the episcopate the colonial church would see 

until after the Revolution.  These commissaries had some authority in the colonial 

church, but they did not have the power to confirm and ordain.  The commissary “could 

inspect churches, deliver charges, and in some measure administer discipline; but his 

appointment was a very imperfect remedy for the existing evils.” 
72

  In reality, the 

ecclesiastical authority in Virginia “was that of the Governor, the Council, and the House 

of Burgesses….  The clergy, [were] obligated to obey a foreign Bishop as well as a 

domestic legislature, [and] ministered to a laity worshipping in a bishopless Church.”
73

 

Discussions surrounding the idea of an episcopate in the colonies date to the early 

1600s.  Archbishop of Canterbury Laud wanted to send a bishop to New England to rein 

in the Puritans, and Charles II went so far as to identify the Reverend Dr. Alexander 

Murray for consecration as an American bishop.  However, a delay due to monetary 

considerations set aside his consecration and due to other matters never rose again.
74

  

Queen Anne was another supporter for the episcopate in the colonies.  The Queen and 

Bishop Secker (Bishop of Oxford) developed plans for four bishops: two for the 

American colonies, and two for the Islands.  Additionally, the Society for the Propagation 

of the Gospel in Foreign Parts submitted a plan to establish two sees: the first in 
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Burlington, New Jersey, and the other in Williamsburg, Virginia.  The inability to engage 

fully and institute some type of episcopal oversight in residence in the colonies was one 

of the more embarrassing events of the Church in England when discussing the inability 

of the established Church in Virginia to establish a firm foothold that would last. 

If the Church of England had agreed to send a bishop to Virginia, there was no 

guarantee that the effort would have been successful.  Virginians were well on their way 

to developing an independent church, free from the episcopacy and the secular authority 

that bishops possessed in England.  By the 1700s, the vestries were in firm control of the 

church and there was no interest from persons of influence to lobby for the episcopate.  

The anticlericalism brought about by the actions of the Parson’s Cause had taken root, 

and the laity had dug in their heels.  The Virginia laity firmly guarded their control over 

the church and any encroachment by a local bishop was not welcome.  The General 

Court, controlled by the laity, had jurisdiction over both ecclesiastical and civil cases, and 

the presence of a bishop would alter this arrangement and possibly make the church 

independent of the laity.
75

  Mills writes, “By the early 1770s Virginia Anglicans had 

formulated their own concept of episcopacy just as they had earlier formulated their 

practice of vestry prerogative, and their views were ‘low church.’”
76

  This “low church” 

was not describing their liturgical worship; rather it was describing the Virginia church’s 

view of the polity of the church. 
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The antagonistic relationship between the clergy and laity of the Colonial Church 

was a fight for who would control the church, and neither side desired bishops.  However, 

the real issue for a lack of support of the episcopate was the worsening relationship 

between England and the colonists, who could not believe a bishop would not exert 

secular powers as well as ecclesiastical.  Rhys Isaac tells us, “Virginia patriots voiced real 

alarm at the political uses to which a bishop might be put by a British government intent 

on curtailing American liberty.”
77

  Since English bishops had secular authority, it was 

logical that colonists would believe an American episcopate would have the same, and 

the idea of introducing another authority figure was troubling to most colonists.
78

  

Virginians were adamant in their lack of support for the episcopate even though it was a 

basic foundational concept of the governance of their church hierarchy and organization.  

There was a fear by many that by their very nature, bishops were “cruel usurpers.”
79

  

`Waukechon writes, “Bringing bishops to Virginia would have seriously altered a power 

relationship between laity and clergy that had developed in the 150 or so years that the 

Anglican Church had been located in the Old Dominion.”
80

  Many Virginia Anglicans 
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also believed that the mere bringing of a bishop to the colonies would bring about 

violence and “visions of the soil ‘moistened with the blood of Americans.’” 
81

 

The eve of the Revolution was near, and the war with England to gain 

independence for America and their states would only help to confirm and deepen 

Virginia’s commitment to self-governance and lack of enthusiasm for the episcopate.  

Unlike the dissenters, when the Colonial Church should have been speaking out about 

what was important, they were unable to because they were intrinsically tied to the state 

and possessed no organized and authoritative voice.  “It was a church without 

organization, without laws of its own enactment, without legislative authority, without an 

episcopate, without a ministry risen from within, without a liturgy of its own adoption.”
82

  

The church was an organization that fully relied on the legislature for its very existence 

and had outlived its usefulness.  This situation would lead to the church’s undoing. 

The Impact of the Revolutionary War and the Post War Period 

In March 1775, Patrick Henry, reading from Jeremiah 6:14 (NIV), “They dress 

the wound of my people as though it were not serious.  'Peace, peace,' they say, when 

there is no peace,” brought to the minds of his listeners evangelist George Whitefield’s 

Great Awakening theme.  Henry did not use the reading from Jeremiah for religious 

reasons but for political, as he tied the efforts of the Great Awakening to the coming of 
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the American Revolution.  It was on this day that Henry delivered his famous speech that 

included, “Forbid it, Almighty God!  I know not what course others may take, but as for 

me, give me liberty or give me death.”
83

  With the combination of religious and political 

rhetoric, the American Revolution was bound to have a profound affect on the religious 

life of Virginia.
84

 

Revolutionary War Period 

In 1776, there were no more than 300 Anglican parishes in the thirteen colonies 

and 95 of those parishes along with 105 clergy were located in Virginia.  Hodges writes, 

“No other religious body was seriously injured by the American Revolution.  The Church 

was almost destroyed.”
85

  Virginia colonists had more on their minds at this time than the 

evangelical movement, for they were at war with England.  Although the Church of 

England in America had legal authority in Virginia, by the time of the Revolution, true 

membership in the church was barely a majority of the white population.
86

  Addison 

wrote, “Most of the southern revolutionary leaders were Churchmen, and two-thirds of 

the ninety-two American clergymen in Virginia supported the American cause.
 87

  That so 
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many took sides for independence may be partly explained by the fact that, being locally 

supported, they were more inclined to sympathize with their parishioners than were the 

imported missionaries.”
88

  Ironically, this bare white majority included leading patriots: 

George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, George Mason, James Madison, James Monroe, 

Patrick Henry and more than two-thirds of the signers of the Declaration of 

Independence.  These Anglican leaders were patriots, and their leadership and beliefs in 

freedom and religion would set the foundation for what would one day evolve into the 

Episcopal Church. 

Although most of the clergy in Virginia were patriots, they were not without 

conflict and inner turmoil.  Priests had taken an oath at their ordination to the crown of 

England, and the Book of Common Prayer contained prayers for King George III.  

Loyalists who refused to alter the prayers for the king were considered traitors.  During 

this time, many men stayed away from church for fear of arrest if they were to use the 

prayer book.  In reality, trouble brewed in all areas, even those dominated by patriots.  In 

Virginia, “the legislature suspended salaries for clergy, abolished the chair of religion at 

William and Mary, and eventually seized some church property.”
89

   

The latter half of 1776 was not good for the established Church in Virginia.  The 

Church in Virginia had been losing ground to dissenters for almost a decade and this 

would culminate in the actions of the Virginia legislature during the fall of 1776.  During 

the ten or so years prior to the eve of the Revolution, Regular Baptists, Presbyterians, 

                                                 

88
 James T. Addison, The Episcopal Church in the United States 1789-1931 (New York: 

Charles Scribner's Sons, 1951), 52. 

 
89

 White, "Revolution and Reorganization," 58. 



34 

 

Quakers, Lutherans, Dunkers, and Mennonites had applied for and received permits for 

establishing places of worship as well as licenses to preach.  These legal and established 

dissenting groups would now help lead the assault on the Established church. 

Future presidents and Anglicans, James Madison and Thomas Jefferson, would 

write and pass legislation that led to the decline of the established church as well.  While 

in college in New Jersey, Madison came under the influence of a Scottish Presbyterian 

minister by the name of John Witherspoon.  This relationship had a profound effect on 

Madison’s view of theology, politics, and a person’s right of individual conscience.  

When Madison returned to Virginia, he looked hard at the established church and 

determined “that it produced both ignorance and corruption.”
90

  Madison’s interest in 

religious freedom exploded, and in 1774, he wrote these words: “Religious bondage 

shackles and debilitates the mind and unfits it for every noble enterprise every expanded 

prospect.”  Continuing on in the same letter Madison wrote, “the Clergy are a numerous 

and powerful body [and] have great influence at home by reason of their connection with 

and dependence on the Bishops and Crown and will naturally employ all their art and 

Interest to depress their rising Adversaries; for such they must consider dissenters who 

rob them of the good will of the people and may in time endanger their livings and 

security.”
91

  Madison’s view on religion would severely affect the established church, for 

in May of 1776, he took a seat as a delegate at the Virginia convention. 
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At the convention, George Mason’s original draft of the controversial sixteenth 

article on religion stated, “…all men should enjoy the fullest toleration in the exercise of 

religion.”  Madison was uncomfortable with ‘toleration’ and submitted an alternate 

proposal.  With the assistance of Edmund Pendleton, one of the most loyal churchmen in 

the assembly, Madison submitted his proposal that read, “…all men are equally entitled 

to the free exercise of religion.”  To Madison, toleration implied the ultimate power of 

the government over an individual’s own conscience, whereas freedom was a natural 

right not subject to any legislative action or will of the majority.  Buckley notes, “The 

convention was willing to make the alteration in wording, but failed to grasp its 

implications.”
92

  Madison realized the inconsistency in granting freedom of religion yet 

still having a state established church, so he proposed an amendment to disestablish the 

Church of England in Virginia, but his efforts failed.  For reasons unknown, the 

“Revolutionary convention could accept the concept of freedom of conscience, but it 

would not sever the special relationship which bound Virginians to the church of their 

fathers.”
93

 

Thomas Jefferson advocated for freedom of religion as well as freedom from 

taxation for the church and clergy, but did not advocate for the disestablishment of the 

church.  To him, the church was an essential element of the state and should continue as 

it was.  Still viewed as essential, the established church tolerated the dissenting groups.  

Even though he advocated freedom of religion and mandatory taxation, Jefferson, as well 

as the convention delegates, never fully saw a free church that was separate and distinct 
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from the state.  One of the last resolutions passed at the convention concerned the 

removal of prayers for George III and the royal family from the liturgy and the addition 

of prayers for the magistrates.  Virginia legislators could not see the state without its 

official church even though they would not provide for the clergy’s financial welfare.  

Dissenters were no longer required to pay taxes to support the state church or their own 

denominations.  Even the laity of the established church were no longer required to 

support their own clergy through taxation.  This left religion in Virginia in quite a 

predicament as people were no longer required to attend services and could choose where 

they would worship.  Officially, the state had not loosened its rules regarding dissenting 

preachers and places of worship, but popular sentiment effectively made the laws non-

existent, and over time, these laws lapsed.  Essentially, the state assumed control over 

Anglican clergy, but provided no means for their welfare.  “What had been the Church of 

England in Virginia gained nothing from the events of 1776, not even its own freedom.”
94

 

The Virginia convention did no favors to the long-term health of the church.  Had 

the convention officially disestablished the church, some believe that the soon to be 

established Episcopal Church may have had a better chance of gaining a firm foothold 

after the Revolution.  However, when discussing this point, one must remember that 

many clergy petitioned the convention not to dissolve the official church, as they believed 

in their hearts the church should stay as it always had.
95
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The defeat of England in 1783 brought an official end to the Church of England in 

Virginia as well as in America.  The link, although a weak one, with the Bishop of 

London was now broken.  The Society for the Propagation of the Gospel was restricted 

by its own charter from doing any work except in British possessions.  Many clergy who 

had taken ordination vows to the king had left and returned to England as well as many 

laity who were loyalists to the monarchy.  The uniting figurehead, the king, was no 

longer relevant and the thirteen colonies were now thirteen separate and independent 

entities.  These events brought about a loosely formed Protestant Episcopal Church that 

had to develop a method to expand, unite, and find ways to support itself as well as find a 

way to procure a bishop.  It was several years after the Revolutionary War before the 

remnants of the Church in Virginia took any action to establish any type of ecclesiastical 

authority that could lead the church and the clergy to the fulfillment of their mission.
96

 

Post Revolutionary War Period to 1812  

The Church after the Revolutionary War was in trouble and struggling.  At the 

end of the war, twenty-three parishes were entirely gone and of the remaining parishes, 

thirty-four were without any type of clergy.  Many churches and chapels were in ruin 

because of their use as barracks and stables for the armies.  When the war ended, the 

church set about repairing its property and spiritual rule and life.  Considering what the 

church had just gone through there were signs of hope and health.  There were men 

                                                 

96
 Mills, Bishops by Ballot, 89. 

 



38 

 

waiting to be ordained, and the church continued to grow through the early 1790s.
97

  In 

1782, Reverend William White, a priest from Pennsylvania, who would be consecrated 

bishop in 1787, published a pamphlet called The Case of the Episcopal Churches in the 

U.S. Considered.  It was the first proposal for an American Episcopal Church, traditional 

in its theology and liturgy, but separate from the Church of England.  

In 1783, the Anglican Church in Connecticut sent Samuel Seabury as their 

bishop-elect to England for consecration.  The church in England was unwilling to 

consecrate Seabury at the time, so bishops in the Scottish Episcopal Church consecrated 

him in late 1784.  Some in the American established church believed that the 

consecration by non-jurors in Scotland was invalid, yet many states stretching from 

Vermont to North Carolina sent Candidates for Holy Orders to Seabury for ordination.  

Seabury ordained twenty-six men in 1785 alone and five of these were from Virginia. 

Also in 1783, an article appeared in The Virginia Gazette in response to a revival 

in the interest of the state of religion in Virginia.  In response to the discussion about 

assessments and the presence of a state church the author wrote, “The Church and State 

are two societies, and in their natures and designs, are as different as Heaven and earth.  

And to unite them in one, is greatly to injure, if not utterly to ruin both together.”
98

  

Continuing, the author further emphasized that when governments involved themselves 

in religion, the legislators would involve themselves in fixing creedal formulas and 
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worship and that persecution would arise again.
99

  Separation of church and state was 

foremost in the minds of many and the church was concerned about disestablishment and 

the numerous restrictions being placed on the church by the legislature.
100

 

The l784 Virginia legislative session heard many proposals regarding 

incorporation of the Episcopal Church and assessments to provide for the welfare of the 

clergy.  At the end of the legislative session, a proposal passed, against the objections of 

the Presbyterians, to incorporate the Episcopal Church.  This legislative act placed the 

Episcopal Church as a fully recognized religion in Virginia and dissenting denominations 

believed this allowed the Episcopal Church to benefit from this “special privilege.”  Life 

for the Episcopal Church looked like it was improving, but within a few months of being 

incorporated the Methodists formally dropped out of the Episcopal Church at their 

Christmas Conference of 1784. 

Parallel to these activities, Virginia clergy were involved in the beginnings of the 

formation of a national church.  Meeting in New York in October of 1784, men from 

Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York, Connecticut, and 

Massachusetts met as an informal body to recommend actions that had been previously 

discussed at another informal gathering in Philadelphia just five months earlier.  In 

Philadelphia, clergy from New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania had adopted a set of 

principles that would shape the development of the Episcopal Church.  These principles 
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included the church’s independence from foreign powers; regulation of their own affairs; 

basic adoption of the liturgy of the Church of England; and other organizational issues.
101

 

The first Episcopal Church General Convention was held in 1785.
102

  Church 

members from most states, including Virginia, met in Philadelphia and began to form a 

church constitution and a revision of the Book of Common Prayer, but there were still 

many disagreements.  This group believed the best solution to obtain an episcopate was 

for English bishops to ordain elected American bishops.  In 1786, the Church of England 

realized that if they did not begin ordaining American bishops, The Episcopal Church of 

Scotland would do so and begin a fellowship with the American Episcopal Church.  With 

this in mind, an Act of Parliament passed, allowing American bishops to be ordained 

without an oath of allegiance to the English crown.  Soon after, William White of 

Pennsylvania, Samuel Provost of New York, and David Griffith of Virginia, were elected 

bishops.  White and Provost traveled to England to be ordained and unfortunately for 

Virginia, Griffith was unable to garner enough funds for the voyage.  Griffith was from 

Fairfax in Northern Virginia and did not enjoy the support and power base of the 

established gentry in Williamsburg.  Brydon writes in Virginia’s Mother Church, “It was 

indeed one of the major calamities which beset Virginia’s church life that Dr. Griffith did 

not become its first bishop.  What the Church needed above all things was the strong, 
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able, and consecrated leadership of a man who could give his whole time to the arduous 

work of organizing and developing the new life of independence and self government.”
103

  

Three years would pass before Griffith withdrew his name as bishop elect.  Due to other 

duties, the next bishop elect would be unable to dedicate the time necessary to the issues 

that needed addressing in Virginia. 

Concurrent with the first General Convention, thirty-six clergy and seventy-one 

laymen met in Richmond, Virginia, in May of 1785 for the first Convention of the 

Protestant Episcopal Church of Virginia.  Elected as the presiding officer was the 

Reverend Dr. James Madison, president of the College of William and Mary.  The first 

resolution proposed a status report on the Church in Virginia so they could address the 

loss of clergy, how to obtain new clergy, the ruinous state of many of the churches, the 

lack of needed finances, the need of proper authority to administer discipline to clergy, 

and how to obtain the consecration of a bishop.
104

  With regard to the episcopate, the 

Virginia convention stated that they conceived the office of bishop to be no different 

from any other ministry except “in the power of ordination and confirmation,…the rights 

of superintending the conduct of the clergy, and of precedency in ecclesiastical 

assemblies…: And every bishop, after his promotion to the episcopal order, shall 

continue to hold a parish and to do the duty of a parish minister….”
105

  The Virginia 

church also expressed a willingness to enter into community with the other states to form 
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the Protestant Episcopal Church in the United States of America.  This action as well as 

others caused dissenters, namely the Presbyterians and Baptists, to ask for a repeal of the 

incorporation of the church as well as the sale of all church property for the benefit of the 

state.  These issues would be continually addressed throughout much of the next decade 

and beyond. 

On October 16, 1789, in Philadelphia, the Episcopal Church officially organized 

itself at the third General Convention and church members from all the states gathered 

and adopted a constitution that stressed flexibility.  The impacts of this very important 

convention are still being felt today as it “considered and adopted a constitution and a set 

of canons, it authorized a Book of Common Prayer which continued in use for more than 

a century; and it achieved unity of the Church.”
106

  The work of this convention is 

noteworthy, for in a relatively short period they were not only able to regulate the 

functions of laymen and priests, but also of bishops.  There was now an established 

constitutional episcopate without the former alliance to a crown and parliament, and they 

accomplished this without abandoning or altering both their Catholic and Protestant 

heritage.  This body had made the switch from a government by bishops to a convention 

of government by bishops, priests, and laymen. 

In 1790, James Madison was elected the second bishop of Virginia and would be 

the first one consecrated.  Due to his ties to the gentry in Williamsburg, Madison had no 

difficulty raising funds for the voyage to England and was consecrated bishop later that 

same year.  With Bishops Seabury, White, Provost, and Madison, the American 
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Episcopal Church brought together the two lines of English and Scottish episcopacy and 

were able to expand the ordination of clergy and consecration of other bishops, enabling 

the church to move forward towards the organization needed to establish and grow.  The 

American Episcopal Church had now fulfilled its pledge to the Church of England not to 

consecrate any bishops until they had three in the English line of succession.
107

 

In Virginia, not much would happen until Madison’s consecration in 1790.  Until 

this happened, the Church in Virginia organized itself into twenty-four separate bodies.  

Once again, without the leadership of a bishop, Virginia was unable to respond to the 

serious issues of the day.  When Madison returned from England, he found a church that 

was increasingly uninspired and disorganized.  Immediately after his election, Madison 

wrote his cousin, the future United States President, “A late Convention of our Church 

thought proper to elect me to the Episcopal Office, and I have consented, whether wisely 

or not, I cannot say, to undertake it.”
108

  It appears that Madison may have already known 

the desires of the Virginia gentry.  The gentry had opposed bishops, but if they needed 

one, they wanted a bishop who was too busy doing other things to do too much 

bishoping.
109

  Waukechon writes, “Part of the desire for a weak bishop stemmed from a 

republican suspicion of unchecked authority, but a larger part sprang from the fact that 
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that the most active Episcopal laity were used to having authority themselves.”
110

  

Madison was a full time professor, who spent numerous hours in the classroom between 

October and July, the President, and chief fundraiser for the College of William and 

Mary, rector of a parish, and bishop of a diocese larger in size than all of England.  He 

was also intimately involved in the political affairs of the new nation as well as the 

development of the Democratic-Republican Party.  To be the first bishop of Virginia 

would be a challenge at which few could be successful.  When factoring in how busy 

Madison was with his other duties the challenge would prove insurmountable. 

Although Madison saw the church grow in the early years of his episcopacy, the 

trend did not continue.  The early growth was due to a surge of optimism after the 

Revolutionary War had decimated the church and the hope and optimism of the people.  

Soon the dissenting groups and their lobbying efforts to the legislature to take away 

church property, including the church buildings, glebe lands, and anything procured by 

the church during the time prior to the Revolution began to take its toll.  Additionally, 

deism had infiltrated the Virginia churches from France, starting in 1780.  Deism gained 

a significant foothold in Virginia due to the appreciation of the French for their actions at 

Yorktown as well as Thomas Paine’s The Rights of Man.  Bishop Madison spoke of the 

thousands of men who accepted Deism and gave up their belief in God and the power of 

God in their lives.  It was troubling for Madison that the center of deistic thought 

centered itself at the College of William and Mary, where he was a professor and the 
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president.
111

  Bishop Meade, speaking years later, recounted what he remembered about 

earlier times in anti-religious Virginia, “I can remember too well the time when, in every 

educated young man of Virginia, I was prepared to meet a sceptic, if not a scoffer.”
112

 

At the state convention in 1791, Madison spoke about his hopes for the diocese as 

well as future challenges.  When considering the current state of the church Madison said, 

“…when I cast my eyes towards the many obstacles to its prosperity [the churches] which 

present themselves on every side, I confess to you that,…  I feel myself for a moment 

intimidated; that for a moment despondency instead of hope, fear of evils greater than we 

have yet experienced instead of the consolatory anticipation of better prospects, take 

possession of my soul.”
113

  When realizing what Madison had experienced in the church 

over the previous fifteen or so years, including two political attacks, the Methodists 

dropping out of the church, and the effects of the Revolutionary War, one wonders what 

“evils greater than we have yet experienced” Madison may have been speaking about.  It 

is obvious that Madison saw tough times ahead for the church.
114

  Madison believed that 

if the Episcopal Church could make a comeback, serious change needed to occur.  

Madison was unsuccessful and unable to break the link that most Virginians believed: 

that the Episcopal Church was the church of aristocracy and privilege, and supporter of 

the monarchy during the War.   
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The legislative acts of 1799 and 1802 brought the Episcopal Church in Virginia to 

its knees.  The Church decided to fight the Glebe Act of 1802.  They failed at the lower 

court and then an unusual string of events occurred.  The Church appealed to the highest 

court in Virginia and on an October day in 1803 when the decision was to be announced, 

Justice Edmund Pendleton, a conservative Episcopalian, died in his room.  Even though a 

decree ruling three to one against the constitutionality of the Glebe Act was found, due to 

the death of Judge Pendleton, the decision was now invalid.  Under a new court, the 

church again appealed, but the decision was two to two allowing the lower court ruling to 

stand.
115

  Without its property and glebes, the churches could not afford a rector and had 

no place of worship.  Shortly after these events, the Overseers of the Poor in each county 

began to confiscate the property of parishes, and by 1811, only thirty seven percent of 

formerly active Anglican churches were active as Episcopal Churches.  The confiscated 

church buildings became the property of other denominations and the land sold for the 

benefit of the poor.  As a result, the Protestant Episcopal Church in Virginia simply died 

out.  The devastation of the legislation is evident in the fact that out of the 250 churches 

and chapels in use prior to the Revolutionary War, only fourteen percent remain active in 

Virginia today.
 116

  Holmes writes, “…every southern colony disestablished the Church of 

England, and none collapsed like the church of Virginia.”
117
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 Madison was a faithful and dedicated servant of the church and of Christ, yet his 

efforts to revitalize the Church in Virginia were unsuccessful.
118

  Due to the legislative 

acts of 1799 and 1802, attendance plummeted, and between 1803 and 1811, the Church 

in Virginia would only be able to meet in annual convention twice.  Although Virginia 

had sent delegates to every General Convention between 1789 and 1799, the Episcopal 

Church in Virginia did not send any representation to the four General Conventions 

between 1801 and 1811.  The Acts of 1799 and 1802 and the associated confiscation of 

church property demoralized the laity and the clergy to the point that there was no 

interest in organizing or participating in a state convention.  The church believed that 

there was no worthwhile reason to meet, and in the words of a twentieth-century writer, 

“The Church was doomed.”
119

  Times in Virginia were so bad that an 1808 General 

Convention report stated, “…the Church in Virginia is, for various causes, so depressed 

that there is danger of her total ruin unless great exertions, favored by the blessing of 

Providence, are employed to raise her.”
120

 

In 1805, Bishop Madison was suffering from dropsy and desired to go into 

retirement.  He asked his diocese, although poor and shorthanded, for an assisting bishop, 

something that was unheard of in those days.  At the 1805 convention, the issue was 

deferred to the next convention and no other convention was to meet during Madison’s 

lifetime.  “Despite his wishes, he therefore remained sole bishop of an increasingly 
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paralyzed Diocese.”
121

  Hope was not lost for Virginia, for although Madison ordained 

only one deacon between 1801 and 1810, in 1811 he ordained William Meade, who 

would become the third bishop of Virginia in 1829.  With the Virginia Church in despair 

on all fronts, on a cold day in February of 1811, Madison ordained one who as Edward 

Goodwin so eloquently described in The Colonial Church in Virginia, “…the old church 

of Virginia, relic of her Colonial Days, outworn and decrepit, in the person of Madison, 

handed the torch to Meade, the strong young runner who was the herald of the new 

day.”
122

 

 

How the above impacts the Diocese of Southern Virginia today 

The settlers who came to Virginia brought with them a sense of adventure, a 

desire for wealth, and a need to escape some of the ways of England.  Although they 

desired to be away from the “English way” of doing things, they brought with them what 

was familiar—the parliament, the hierarchy of the crown, and the Church of England.  

Within this context, these settlers developed a form of government as well as a church 

that mirrored the English in many ways but also had stark differences.  The gentry who 

developed the vestry system had no desire for a secular as well as ecclesiastical leader, 

the episcopate, and so the powerful Virginia vestries developed into, not only the leaders 

of the church, but also into the leaders of the new nation.  The church-state relationship 

continued when in 1619 the House of Burgesses recognized the Church of England in 
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America as the official Church.  The stage had been set, the Church of England was the 

official church, yet the organization and hierarchical characteristics of the Church of 

England were not present in the Church in America.  We now arrive at the question: why, 

when the Church of England in Virginia had such loyalty, resources, buildings, clergy, 

etc., did the church collapse almost immediately after the Revolutionary War?  We can 

trace this collapse to a number of issues already discussed in this paper.   

First, the independent and powerful vestries that ran the parishes and the church 

as a whole were ill prepared to deal with the issues that followed the Revolution.  

Specifically, the vestries were unaccustomed to procuring funds for the running and well-

being of the churches.  They lacked theological understanding and a central leadership 

figure who could guide the church.  With a firmly entrenched church-state system there 

was no need for the vestries to worry about tithing, fundraising, etc.  When faced with the 

realities of the legislation of 1799 and 1802 they could not deal with this new challenge. 

Second, the fallout from strained relations with the monarchy in England caused 

difficulty.  After the war, Americans and Virginians were unwilling to develop the 

necessary relationships to keep the church going, as they did not want to deal with 

England due to harsh feelings during the war as well as the history that had developed 

since 1607.  Additionally, Virginians and Americans had more important things to deal 

with, namely the formation of a new nation. 

Third was the long-term fallout from the Parsons Cause battle, which brought to 

the forefront the fact that the clergy were imperfect, concerned about their own financial 

welfare, and associated with the aristocracy by the commoners of Virginia.  This effect 

assisted greatly in the problems experienced by the church when the dissenting 
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denominations’ namely the Baptists, Presbyterians, and the Methodists, came into 

Virginia. 

Fourth, the dissenting Protestant denominations moved into Virginia and provided 

a much-needed alternative to those who felt ignored by the established church.  The 

inability of or lack of interest in becoming involved by the established Church of Virginia 

enabled these dissenting denominations to gain significant ground and pull away large 

numbers of parishioners. 

When putting all the aforementioned consequences together we see that the story 

of the Colonial Church prior to 1776 and the Episcopal Church in Virginia post 

Revolutionary War through 1812 is the story of what happens to a church whose 

governance relies on the episcopacy yet tries to live, grow and establish itself without the 

necessary leadership of a bishop.
123

  Many scholars believe that the lack of bishops in the 

Colonial Church was one of the most significant reasons for the inability of the 

Established Church in Virginia and America to establish a firm foundation that would 

have lasted throughout the turbulent Revolutionary period and beyond. 

It is hard to determine if an early bishop would have mitigated all of the issues 

that brought about the inability of the Colonial Church to gain a firm foothold in the 

colonies.  However, it is apparent that a bishop in residence in the colonies could have 

provided the necessary leadership to possibly counter what was happening.  The presence 

of a bishop could have held in check the enormous power of the vestries and helped 

Virginia’s early clergy gain the favor of the parishioners.  A bishop could have mitigated 
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the anti-English feelings by living here and gaining a deeper understanding of Virginia 

and the colonies and communicated this, with or without success, back to the Mother 

Church in England.  A bishop could have provided the leadership necessary as the clergy 

dealt with the effects of the Parsons Cause and its fallout of the perception that the church 

had aligned itself to the aristocracy.  There is no doubt that a bishop could have more 

effectively dealt with the church’s response to the dissenting denominations’ arrival in 

Virginia.  While there is no guarantee that a resident bishop would have ever been 

successful in any of these endeavors, there is no doubt that a bishop with ecclesiastical 

authority over the clergy and the ability to chart a course for the church was something 

that was extremely lacking in the Church in Virginia and America. 

How might the Bishop’s absence be manifested later on as the church develops in 

a modern world, yet still paralyzed by the notion that the colonial model, that of the true 

“episcopates”  were the gentry, the privileged class, the laity who had escaped a national 

church and were excited about their new found theological and hierarchical influence? 

Let us continue the journey. 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE IDENTIFIED PATIENT & FAMILY SYSTEMS 

 

If you cannot get rid of the family skeleton, 

You may as well make it dance. 

 

     George Bernard Shaw 

Family systems is an approach to analyzing issues which is based on several basic 

assumptions, these issues are: 

 Each family is unique, due to the infinite variations in personal characteristics and 

cultural and ideological styles; 

 The family is an interactional system whose component parts have constantly 

shifting boundaries and varying degrees of resistance to change; 

 Families must fulfill a variety of functions for each member, both collectively and 

individually, if each member is to grow and develop; and 

 Families pass through developmental and non-developmental changes that 

produce varying amounts of stress that affects all members. 

These assumptions are diagramed in figure 1 (see page 54).  The components and 

their relationship to the whole system are as follows: 

1. Family structure consists of the descriptive characteristics of the family. This 

includes the nature of its membership and its cultural and ideological style. These 

characteristics are the input into the interactional system. They are the resources 

and the perception of the world that shape the way in which the family interacts. 
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2. Family interaction is the hub of the system. It is the process of interaction among 

family members that determines the rules by which the family is governed. This is 

the family's level of cohesion, its adaptability, and its communication style. 

Finally, these interactions work together to serve individual members and 

collective family needs. 

3. Family function is the output of the interactional system. Utilizing the resources 

available through its structure (input), the family interacts to produce responses 

that fulfill its needs. 

4. The family life cycle introduces the element of change into the family system. As 

the family moves through time, developmental and non-developmental changes 

alter the family structure and/or the family's needs. These, in turn, produce change 

in the way the family interacts. 
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Figure 1.  What is a Family System? 

Understanding something as complex as a family unit is not an easy task.  What 

does it mean to say that the family is a system?  Merriam-Webster define a system as a 

“regularly interacting or interdependent group of items forming a unified whole.”
124

 

Certainly members of families are interrelated and interdependent parts of a whole. 

Many writers in discussing the family as a system use the analogy of the heating 

system of a house.  As Haley explains it (writing in the State of Missouri’s Child Welfare 

Manual), the furnace responds to the signal from the thermostat, but the thermostat 

responds to the temperature of the room which responds to the heat from the furnace.  

Each element serves a function in the total heating system.  The elements are 
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interdependent.  For example, when the air becomes "too cold" the thermostat signals the 

furnace to give more heat, and when the air is "warm" the thermostat signals the furnace 

to shut off.  The temperature in the house fluctuates within a narrow range around the 

setting of the thermostat. 

The heating system has a kind of balance, or homeostasis, and all of the elements 

of the system (the furnace, the thermostat, the room temperature) are involved in 

maintaining that balance.  As long as the setting remains the same, the temperature 

remains stable.  Even when the setting is changed the elements of the heating system still 

relate to each other in the same way.  There are rules which govern this process, and all 

parts of the system work to maintain the rules, in this case, the setting. 

This analogy is comparable to the family system in which the elements, the family 

members, are dependent upon one another.  In a similar manner, families develop a kind 

of balance in their relationship patterns.  Thus the family is not just a collection of 

individuals.  It is a whole much larger than the sum of its parts.
125

 

Dr. Murray Bowen, M.D. is widely recognized as the developer of Family 

Systems Theory.  Dr. Bowen was a scholar, researcher, clinician, writer, and teacher.  He 

taught at numerous academic institutions and was Director of Family Programs at 

Georgetown University Medical Center.  His life work was the tireless pursuit of an 

understanding of human behavior through the lens of the family or families that one is 

associated with or has been influenced by.  Many have credited Dr. Bowen as one, who 

                                                 

125
 Missouri Department of Social Services. Family Systems Theory. http:// 

http://www.dss.mo.gov/cd/info/cwmanual/section7/ch1_33/sec7ch1.htm (accessed 21 January 

2013). 

 

http://www.dss.mo.gov/cd/info/cwmanual/section7/ch1_33/sec7ch1.htm


56 

 

in their research, had stumbled upon and then developed a genuinely new idea.  He was 

so dedicated to his pursuit that he went against many well respected and established 

norms to stand up for this new theory about human behavior.  This new theory possesses 

the real possibility of replacing Freudian theory with a new method of psychotherapy.
126

 

Bowen’s family systems theory views the entire family as a multi-layered 

emotional unit and then uses systems thinking to analyze and differentiate the complex 

interactions of the unit or family.  Bowen discovered that the “family” members so 

overwhelmingly shape each other's feelings, thoughts, and actions that it often seems as if 

the family is living under each other’s “emotional skin.” The connectedness and 

reactivity make the functioning of family members interdependent as the members solicit 

everyone’s approval, support, and attention and thus react, often negatively, to the unit’s 

needs, expectations, and distress.  As one member of the family unit changes it is 

predictably followed by reciprocal changes in the functioning of others. Although 

families do differ in the degree of interdependence, it is almost always present. 

This emotional interdependence apparently evolved to promote the unification, 

loyalty and cooperation families require to protect, shelter, and feed its members. 

However, heightened tensions intensify these processes that promote unity and 

teamwork, and this often leads to problems. When family members get anxious, anxiety 

often escalates by spreading, almost like the flu, among them.  As this anxiety goes up, 

the emotional connectedness of family members becomes more stressful and less 
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comforting. Ultimately, one or more members feel overwhelmed, isolated, or out of 

control. 

“These are the people who accommodate the most to reduce tension in others. It is 

a reciprocal interaction. For example, a person takes too much responsibility for the 

distress of others in relationship to their unrealistic expectations of him. The one 

accommodating the most literally "absorbs" anxiety and thus is the family member most 

vulnerable to problems such as depression, alcoholism, affairs, or physical illness.”
127

 

Dr. Bowen developed this theory and its eight interlocking concepts by using 

systems thinking to integrate knowledge of the human species as a product of evolution 

and knowledge from family research. A core hypothesis is that an emotional system that 

evolves over several million years definitively governs human relationship systems. 

Bowen’s understanding was that people have a “thinking brain,” a language, a complex 

psychology and a culture that affects all that people do in life. The emotional system 

affects almost every single thing human beings do and is often the principal driving 

influence in the development of clinical problems. With knowledge of how the emotional 

system operates in one's family, work, and social systems Bowen’s work reveals new and 

more effective options for solving problems in each of these areas. 

The eight interlocking concepts in Dr. Bowen’s theory are as follows: 

 Triangles: The smallest stable relationship system. Triangles usually have 

one side in conflict and two sides in harmony, contributing to the 

development of clinical problems. 
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 Differentiation of self: The variance in individuals in their susceptibility to 

depend on others for acceptance and approval. 

 Nuclear family emotional system: The four relationship patterns that 

define where problems may develop in a family. 

o Marital conflict 

o Dysfunction in one spouse 

o Impairment of one or more children 

o Emotional distance 

 Family projection process: The transmission of emotional problems from a 

parent to a child. 

 Multigenerational transmission process: The transmission of small 

differences in the levels of differentiation between parents and their 

children. 

 Emotional cutoff: The act of reducing or cutting off emotional contact 

with family as a way managing unresolved emotional issues. 

 Sibling position: The impact of sibling position on development and 

behavior. 

 Societal emotional process: The emotional system governs behavior on a 

societal level, promoting both progressive and regressive periods in a 

society.
128
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It is in Bowen’s third and fourth categories, “nuclear family emotional system” 

and “family projection process” where I will focus for the remainder of this chapter and 

thesis, for this is where the key notion of the “identified patient” is found. 

Within the theoretical foundations of the ideas upon which much of what is called 

Family Systems is based, is the key perception of the identified patient.  The identified 

patient is recognized by family systems proponents, therapists, and 

psychologist/psychiatrists as the person who has been somehow designated in the family 

as being the person with “the problem.” This person, not surprisingly (but not always) a 

child, actually carries the symptoms for the entire family and is usually the individual 

first presented to a therapist as being the problem in the family and the one most needing 

help. 

Upon arriving at the therapist, the parent/s identify the problem as being the child 

(identified patient) and their attitude, mood or behavior. The hope and expectation on 

these first visits to a therapist tends to be that the mental health professional will "fix" the 

child and everything will then be OK. This expectation however, even under the best of 

circumstances, is both unreasonable and not something that will be accomplished. 

The real issue here is, of course, that this identified patient is, in reality, usually 

not the only person who needs help (at times the identified patient might be the most 

healthy but fights back and is identified as the problem).  Most likely and more common 

is the fact that the entire family “system” is out of control and needs intervention that 

addresses the totality of that system, not just the one person who has been identified (by 

the family, no less) as being the problem. 
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We are all aware that change is extremely difficult and a lot easier to talk about 

than to accomplish. Specifically, with families, it is very difficult (often impossible) for 

any one member of the system to change unless the rest of the system can be realigned 

simultaneously. Another key concept in family systems theory is that of homeostasis. 

Homeostasis can be best understood as the relational equivalent of the basic 

understandings in Physics of Newton's Laws of Motion. Newton posits that “A body in 

motion tends to remain in motion” and that “A body at rest tends to stay at rest.” 

In any family, there is an evident path and momentum.  Every member of that 

system plays some role or part in sustaining that familiar way of life.  When someone in 

the system tries to change, either for good, or bad, or another reason, the natural reaction 

of the rest of that system (the other family members) will be to try to reestablish things to 

the way they used to be, that comfortable (even though this might be unhealthy) state of 

life they have become accustomed to. A good analogy for this is the way in which gravity 

pulls anything back to earth that tries to separate from its pull. 

Homeostasis means, “standing still or balance.”  Thus, any piece of the system 

will not be able to change independently of the rest of the system without some sort of 

push back. This is why most competent therapists who work with identified patients will 

not see them without the active involvement of the system that is causing the turmoil or 

the rest of the family in the treatment. 

The identified patient is rarely the only person in the system who needs help, 

guidance, and/or therapy.  Although the family may recognize this and be willing to work 
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on things together, the constant antagonist of homeostasis must be met and worked with 

if  a meaningful return to health is to occur.
129

   

 

Identified Patient Manifestation 

Sometimes we are the family skeleton, the black sheep, the shame of the clan. 

Many times it’s because the clan is completely nuts. A dysfunctional family needs 

someone to focus on, someone to blame things on, someone to point to when things go 

wrong. 

Clinically, this  “identified patient” means that a sick family system or group has 

subconsciously elected one person to act out all the family sickness in a very overt way 

while the rest of the family acts it out in a covert way. Even if the identified patient tries 

to act “not sick,” the family will send messages to “get back where you belong” and set 

the identified patient up for failure. 

Before we know it, the identified patient is acting out again and the family is 

shocked (simply shocked that the person they set up to be the identified patient is acting 

like an identified patient). Hence, the identified patient does the bidding of insanity for 

the entire family or system. 

In reality, it is not that the identified patient is any sicker than the rest of the 

family or system, in fact they probably are more healthy, but they have been identified by 
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the family as the one who gets all of its “stuff.” The family dynamic is to keep things in 

the status quo, to keep its eyes trained on the identified patient. 

Once as a naval officer in charge of a couple hundred Sailors I went to assist one 

of my more junior (in rank) Sailors at the hospital where his 17 year old daughter who 

had not come home all night and was brought to the Emergency Room so that someone 

could figure out what was wrong with her. I was met by my Sailor and his wife who had 

obviously been drinking and looked a lot older than she was due to alcoholism and a co-

alcoholic mother-in-law who was angry and upset. 

During the time at the hospital I came to recognize that the kid was the identified 

patient in an alcoholic family and that the family was focused on her and her wayward 

ways and disrespectful mouth because they could not look at themselves and the mom’s 

and grandmother’s alcohol problem and dad’s complicity in it.  

The next day my Sailor didn’t like it when I explained the problem was not his 

daughter, but all the adults in the “family system.”  My Sailor, the daughter’s father was 

not very happy, but I suggested a certain counselor I knew and years later heard from him 

that things had gotten much better and his daughter was graduating from college.  

This is just the way it is with the dysfunctional family system. The daughter’s 

behavior was essentially a pretty normal and healthy response to the craziness that 

surrounded her on a daily basis.  Her actions were essentially saying to the family system, 

“I want to get out of here and not explain a thing to any of you.” 

Usually the one who gets help first in the family is the identified patient. They get 

out of the family and find out what is wrong because they are tired of being blamed for 
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everything and everyone. Usually their acting out is a normal response to an abnormal 

situation and they want help. 

Sometimes it can be a blessing to be the identified patient in the family. It keeps 

you at a distance from the craziness and gives you a chance to get out of it. However, the 

problem is that, once out, identified patients seek out what they know, what they are 

comfortable with, what their history says. In other words, identified patients tend to 

gravitate toward other people outside the family system who blame them for everything 

and keep the focus on them. I have met so many abused people who were taking all the 

blame for everything that went wrong, even their own abuse. When you are the identified 

patient, there are all kinds of reasons from all kinds of people as to why everything is 

your fault.  An expression that some find helpful in Al-Anon is “You don’t have that 

much power.” And it’s true. No one (especially a child) has that much power to be 

responsible for the dysfunction in the entire family.  

Most often these dysfunctional family systems have no awareness of what is 

going on because they have become so focused on the identified patient as the problem.  

These dysfunctional families and systems that have to stoop to identifying members as 

the “reason” as to why they aren’t working well together almost always need more help 

than the one member they have identified as the identified patient.  These families or 

systems can’t give credit for the good things or positive things that happen because, if 

they did, they would lose their person to blame everything on and then might have to 

really look at themselves and face their weakness, their past, their history. When the 

identified patient is able to remove themselves from the “sure, everything is my fault!” 

role, a lot of wailing and gnashing of teeth in the system will follow. They don’t know 
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what to do with themselves.  While these family systems will often fight back with goal 

oriented control and sabotage, all they are doing is working hard to keep the identified 

patient as the problem, attempting to control your very self and your image of who you 

are by constantly telling you who you are.
130
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CHAPTER 4 

THE COLONIAL CHURCH IN FAMILY SYSTEMS PERSPECTIVE  

 

If I am me because you are you, 

Any you are you because I am me, 

Then I am nothing, and you are nothing. 

 

       -Yiddish Proverb 

Edwin Friedman writes “…all clergymen and clergywomen, irrespective of faith, 

are simultaneously involved in three distinct families whose emotional forces interlock: 

the families within the congregation, our congregations, and our own.  Because the 

emotional process in all of these systems is identical, unresolved issues in any one of 

them can produce symptoms in the others, and increased understanding of any one 

creates more effective functioning in all three.”
131

 

Hence, this chapter will attempt to synthesize the hidden cultures, ways, 

philosophies, etc. of the Colonial Church that still exist in The Diocese of Southern 

Virginia and the family systems component “identified patient” as a phenomena that is 

not fully understood and appreciated in the diocese, and most likely in other Colonial 

Church dioceses.  It is the authors intent and hope that after reading, studying, and 

thinking about these connections the diocesan leadership, both lay and ordained, will 

discover a potential new way of thinking and dealing with issues in the diocese.  It is also 

the authors hope that other dioceses in the church with Colonial Church roots may 

                                                 

131
 Friedman, Edwin H. Generation to Generation: Family process in Church and 

Synagogue. (New York: The Guilford Press, 1985), 1. 



66 

 

identify similarities and ways of thinking that may be helpful in addressing conflicts that 

have arisen in the past that were not fully understood. 

We often refer to the church, whether on the local, diocesan, or national level, as 

“a family.”  We call each other “brother” and “sister;” we spend time with one another 

during periods of joy and sorrow; we learn about God together; we involve ourselves in 

“the Councils of the Church.”
132

  We even squabble—oh my, do we squabble!  Some 

might even say we fight. Thus, it seems appropriate to ask whether components of family 

systems theory could help us gain a deeper understanding of the family dynamics within 

the Diocese of Southern Virginia.  Furthermore, might these dynamics also be rooted in 

patterns discernible in the Colonial Church?   

In chapters two and three we explored the historical background of that period, 

including culture, mores, theological understandings, and the political situation of the 

church—as well as the impact of family systems on institutions. It is understood that a 

system may be defined as “an organized method or procedure for accomplishing 

something” and as “a set of interrelated parts, working independently and jointly, in 

pursuit of common objectives of the whole, within a complex environment.”
133

  Systems 

                                                 

132
 Episcopal Church, The. The Book of Common Prayer: Administration of the 

Sacraments and Other Rites and Ceremonies of the Church. New York: Church Publishing Inc., 

530, 556. 

133
 William A. Shrode and Dan Voich Jr., Organization and Management: Basic Systems 

Concepts (Homewood, IL: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1974), 122, quoted in “Governance and 

conflict management/resolution systems,” Developing and Sustaining Conflict Management 

Systems as Instruments of Governance, 2001, p.1 of 11; prepared by CDR Associates, et. al, in 

cooperation with The United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs Governance 

and Public Administration Branch; available from 

http://upan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/UN/UNUPAN006645. pdf, accessed 

January 21, 2013. 

http://upan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/UN/UNUPAN006645


67 

 

are not just heaps, lumps, or parts. They are made up of relationships, logical 

connections, order, and pattern. 

What are the implications of this? Our culture shapes us. Moreover, the subculture 

or subsystem of our family diligently trains us in “anomalies” that become ingrained 

habits. To this end, institutions, organizations and therapists are now taking systems 

theory very seriously.  All of this can be applied to church life as well. 

 

The Colonial Church 

In chapter two, I attempted to reveal the pattern of the Colonial Church as it 

existed in the United States up until the year 1812.  In that chapter we discovered how the 

church worked, the fact that the laity assumed greater and greater power and influence 

over the church, the clergy, and the communities in which the church served.  As Brydon 

reminds us in his work, Religious Life in Virginia in the Seventeenth Century: The Faith 

of Our Fathers,  “the Church in Virginia was left to itself to live or to die.”
134

   

This powerful new non-ordained episcopate (overseer) was not about to let the 

church die—but neither would they surrender their “new,” “self-proclaimed” authority.  

Without the support of the Church of England, the lay leadership took it upon themselves 

to develop methods, hierarchies, and systems to ensure the continuation of their 

ecclesiastical communities. Virginia vestries were filled with the privileged class, the 

gentry, and were “the most respected and influential by virtue of family connections, and 
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those who in the judgment of their peers were honest, honorable, and responsible.”
135

  

David Holmes reminds us that colonial vestries were “always white, always male, and 

usually wealthy.”
136

  Because of their status and their heritage the vestries had a dual role 

in the religious and secular and they guarded these highly coveted systems.”
137

 

This new system sowed the seeds of the eventual decline of the Episcopal Church 

in parts of colonial America.  We need to recall that vestries were required to present 

their priest before the governor for induction into their parish, yet vestries often refused 

to follow through—thereby giving their clergy no security and almost forcing the clergy 

to pander to the “established class” who controlled the vestries.  Unfortunately, this led 

clergy to the point of despising their dependence as they curried favor “with powerful 

persons and kin groups, or else face isolation.”
138

  With no bishops, ecclesiastical courts, 

or theological guidance from above, “the day-to-day responsibility for colonial church 

affairs fell into the hands of the laity.”
139

  Historically, it appears that the Church in 

Virginia was the only colony that took such strong measures.
140

 With the relationship 
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established between the gentry and clergy, the churches in Virginia became not just 

houses of worship, but important symbols for secular society in Virginia.   

Because the Virginia Anglican clergy relied on the gentry class for their 

livelihood and job security, the ministers ended up reinforcing the current social 

hierarchy.  Although the ministers were closely allied with the gentry, very few were 

gentry themselves.  However, to the poor, the destitute, and the dissenters, the Anglican 

clergy appeared to be no more than advocates for only one part of Virginia society.
141

  

This non-defiance on the part of the clergy against the gentry’s monopolization of the 

vestry and church organization was one of a long series of developments that led to the 

eventual downfall of the Church of England in Virginia.  Additionally, this led to the 

clergy themselves being “suspect” by the laity.  Thus, the combination of no bishops 

being sent from England and the pandering of clergy to the social elites left the church 

dysfunctional with no clear leadership or system by which to function.   Nelson, writing 

in A Blessed Company, supports this statement when he refers to the parish’s vestry as the 

“Twelve Bishops.”
142

  This vestry  power structure led by “little popes” “made the 

established Church in Virginia conspicuously the church of the aristocracy.”
143

  

This is but one side of the story of what may be going on in the Diocese of 

Southern Virginia and in other dioceses with tap roots to the Colonial Church.  Because 

of the unique and independent nature of the powerful laity in the Colonial Church certain 
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systems and “ways of doing business” became rooted in time.  This time almost stands 

still in a Colonial Church diocese and can be examined through the lens of family 

systems, most pointedly, the identified patient. 

 

The Identified Patient and Family Systems 

Dr. Edwin H. Friedman was an early pioneer of Dr. Bowen’s Family Systems 

Theory, especially in applying it to congregational life.  Friedman’s book, From 

Generation to Generation: Family Process in Church and Synagogue, is regarded as one 

of the most significant texts about leadership in religious systems and is taught in 

numerous seminaries across the theological spectrum.  The current bishop of Virginia is 

convinced that a model of leadership informed by family systems theory can help 

ameliorate the destructive conflict in the Episcopal Church.
144

 I believe this statement 

applies well to the sub-culture that has existed for over 400 years in the Diocese of 

Southern Virginia, one that has been hidden from most, or at worst, not understood at all.  

By understanding and appreciating the dysfunctional system that developed in the 

Colonial Church due to England’s lack of attention to their needs we may better 

understand and know how to deal with the issues that present themselves that are not new 

issues or new discoveries, but actually over four centuries old. 

Friedman tells us that “whoever the replacement is, new child or new spouse, new 

in-law or new boarder, clergyman or clergy woman, in the same generation or the next, 
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he or she will replace in all the family triangles the person who has left.  They will have 

grafted onto them all the expectations associated with their predecessor, and un-worked-

out problems that may have contributed to their predecessor’s leaving are likely to 

resurface in the new relationships.  “Replacement is a function of grief, and grief is 

always proportional to the un-worked-out residue of the relationship that was lost.  This 

is a homeostatic principle.  It is the way the family maintains its balance.”
145

 

Balance in our lives, institutions, churches, and society is something we all need.  

This balance provides us with security, normalcy, structures, etc.  This balance usually 

comes through an establishment of procedures, rules, policies, laws, and courts of law.  

When this balance is disrupted, our instinctual family system often takes over and we 

resort to blame and scapegoating.  Friedman and those who study and write about family 

systems refer to this scapegoat as the “identified patient.”  Families (and congregations 

and/or dioceses) who do this then feel free to deny the very real issues that have caused 

the identified patient to be identified in the first place, even if it inevitably harms the 

family or congregation.
146

 

“The logic of this theory suggests that this way of thinking can be applied to any 

symptom, emotional or physical, and it fits equally well with all family members 

(parents, grandparents, spouse, or child) and in any culture (black or white, Jewish or 

Christian, Western or Oriental).  This fact is extremely important.  Because it is 
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transcultural, the theory may be rooted in protoplasm itself; nothing could be more 

fundamental to the characteristics of ecumenicity.”
147

 

 

A Society in Regression 

 Edwin Friedman’s follow on work, A Failure of Nerve: Leadership in the Age of 

the Quick Fix,, identified another “system” or malady that negatively effects the way 

families and institutions function.  Friedman refers to this as “A Society in 

Regression.”
148

  Friedman makes comparisons between medieval Europe and 

contemporary America and all the hidden, not so evident things they shared and how the 

similarities between anxious emotional processes of these two vastly different time 

periods, a half a millennium apart, bring about toxic and ineffective leadership in our 

present time.  It is imperative that society’s emotional systems and processes, developed 

over time and responsible for successes, failures, advances, and regression be considered 

and studied due to their ability to both obscure and inform. 

 These two periods share a great many disruptive energies that altered the 

emotional balance back then and continue to do so today.  We especially see it in our 

current political climate in the United States, as well as in the anxiety around where the 

church is going and how or if the church should change with the culture around us.  

These shared energies are by their very nature anxiety producing, and thus are harmful to 

relationships and the efforts that form them. 
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 If we look at these two periods of time we see that they shared many 

commonalities: 

 Each was at the end of a benchmark century; 

 Each was destabilized by a breakdown in institutions which society had relied 

upon; 

 Each was characterized by power shifts in established alliances; 

 Each was greatly influenced by technological advances; 

 Each experienced a gathering population concentration; 

 Each experienced a rise in purification through the Inquisition or political 

correctness; 

 Each period had an intense disease that effected the society; 

 Each had a society that was becoming increasingly polarized; 

 Each shared a pessimism about the future despite the technological and societal 

changes.
149

 

These shared similarities, half a millennium apart, brought about a tendency for both 

societies to regress instead of progress—at least in their emotional processes. 

 Today our society finds itself in the difficult position of dealing with great 

technological strides that tend to lead towards a lack of relationship building.  A result of 

this lack of relationships is the emotional anxiety that follows, because by our very 

nature, we are relational persons and need to engage one another in person; face-to-face, 
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and eye-to-eye. A result of all this is that we find ourselves naturally getting caught up in 

our society’s systemic anxiety. 

Paradoxically, this tends to lead us towards a “herding instinct” that is 

characteristic of an anxious society.  When this occurs it limits development of the skills 

and conditions that further development of bold leadership and imaginative thinking.  

Friedman tells us that, “…America has become so chronically anxious that our society 

has gone into emotional regression that is toxic to well-defined leadership.”
150

  One very 

significant societal tendency that has resulted from this anxiety is that our pain thresholds 

have been lowered to the point that comfort is valued over the rewards of facing a 

difficult challenge head on. 

 If we recall the adventurous Renaissance spirit and search for contemporary 

similarities, it is difficult to find these today.  It appears that we as a nation lean towards a 

view that we are entitled to comfort, safety and certainty, but are unwilling to do the 

sacrificial work that is necessary to get to that point.  With this seeming abandonment of 

a renaissance spirit we end up walking a tightrope that makes the crisis in our nation, our 

institutions, our families—and our churches—much worse.  We have to be bold, and be 

willing to be uncomfortable, in order to plow through difficulties that face us, our society, 

and our nation. 

 General Chuck Yeager was the first person to break the sound barrier, but he was 

not the first pilot to try.  When the sound barrier was being approached the aircraft would 

experience more and more turbulence as the plane closed in on the critical speed. Pilots 
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would drive their aircraft to what they thought was the breaking point and then, afraid 

that the airplane would shake apart, back off without breaking the barrier. Yeager 

believed a physicist friend who told him it would be smooth on the other side of the 

barrier, and so he put on speed just when most pilots were backing off—and so he 

became the first to break the sound barrier.  The anxious pilots were the ones that backed 

off whereas General Yeager, maybe a little scared, knew that anxiety gets one nowhere, 

and that difficulties can be overcome. 

 Chronic anxiety in a system, a family, and an institution produces an approach to 

living that is counter-evolutionary.  Friedman gives us five characteristics of chronically 

anxious families and their regressive effects on our society: 

 Reactivity: the vicious cycle of intense reactions of each member to events and to 

one another. 

 Herding: a process through which the forces for togetherness triumph over the 

forces for individuality and move everyone to adapt to the least mature members, 

 Blame displacement: an emotional state in which family members focus on forces 

that have victimized them rather than taking responsibility for their own being and 

destiny. 

 A quick-fix mentality: a low threshold for pain that constantly seeks symptom 

relief rather than fundamental change. 

 Lack of well-differentiated leadership: a failure of nerve that both stems from and 

contributes to the first four.
151
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With these five characteristics in mind we must find ways to wean ourselves from 

focusing on technology and the “quick fix,” and embrace instead an effort where we 

focus on emotional processes which can take us in different directions than those that are 

thought to be traditional and safe.  Sometimes they will even be in the exact opposite 

direction.  How might we discard the old “learned” ways of our past that keep a colonial 

church orientation in place that cause current, modern day systems and leaders to regress 

instead of embarking on new paths that result in solutions for today? 

Regression is more than just a loss of progress; it is about the perversion of 

progress into a counter-evolutionary mode.  In this mode we lose our ability to: 

 self-regulate our instinctual drive 

 adapt to strength rather than weakness 

 produce a growth response to challenge 

 allow time for the maturing process to evolve 

 preserve individuality and integrity
152

 

Emotional regression is more of a downward trajectory than a simple backwards 

movement.  Instead of evolving, one devolves, in essence retreating to a more primitive 

state, it is a lowering of maturity.  Friedman also suggests that when a society or any 

institution is in a state of emotional regression, it will put its technological advances to 

the service of its regression, so that the more it advances on one level the more it 

regresses on another.  To prove that we need to look no further than the 24 hour news 

cycle and the fact that journalists make stories out of nothing just to fill a time slot, or the 
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world of 140 character sound bites on twitter that can ruin careers and institutions, or 

politicized facebook feeds or tumblr.  The church is caught up in all of these anxiety 

producing media, and every day we see more opinions, based, not on fact, but on 

emotions, filling up the pages of the web.  What is troubling is that this societal 

regression co-opts the systems and the people that can lead us out of the mess that we are 

in.  By focusing on data and technique rather than allowing the leader and institution to 

focus on the all-important emotional process, we short circuit any real chance of change.  

In essence we forget that emotional processes are the most important aspect of the 

process and we avoid the obvious: that data and technique are driving everything instead 

of relationships and understanding.  

 To understand human institutions we must work toward a renewed understanding 

that it is not their customs, rituals and ceremonies that bind us together, but their ability to 

stay connected emotionally and to “handle the natural tension between individuality and 

togetherness, their ability to maintain their integrity during crisis, and their capacity to 

produce well-differentiated leadership.”
153

 

 In his studies, Bowen suggested that society as a whole can lose its ability to cope 

with change when certain factors occur at the same time: 

 Anxiety escalates as a society is overwhelmed by the quantity and speed of 

change. 
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 The institutions or individuals (whether scapegoat (identified patient) or 

symptomatic) traditionally used to absorb or bind off society’s anxiety is no 

longer available.
 154

 

An example from history is reflected in the way Jews were treated in medieval 

Europe.
 
One recalls that they were driven out and then welcomed back.  This is attributed 

to their financial import in a society where Christians could not charge interest.  The Jews 

became Europe’s pariah, or identified patient, and Europe was able to throw off its 

anxiety with a focus on the alienated group.   

Chronically anxious systems usually make the mistake of focusing on the issues 

or symptoms most affecting them, rather than the actual cause.  In dioceses where the 

Colonial Church had a deep entrenched foundation, we see issues arising from that 

mentality which leaders in those dioceses are likely not to recognize as emanating from 

the depth of the emotionally anxious systems that have been around for hundreds of 

years.  So what happens is that the anxiety that is present is just transferred to the nearest 

issue, identified patient, leader, etc. resulting in weak systems, poor or ineffective 

leadership, a focus on comfort, and an inability or no desire to understand why they are 

acting the way they are and how they might deal with it.  Unfortunately, this malignant 

chronic anxiety will continually resurface in different shapes and sizes, and such 

malignancies are rarely cured by transfusions of new blood, transplants or surgery.  Thus, 

the regressive behavior that defaults to “the way it has always been,” leads the system to 

stagnate or devolve, most likely in a hurting not only those most affected but others as 
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well—quite likely others who are dedicated to improving things but who never got the 

chance.  Simply put, we tend to recycle our problems no matter the work of counselors, 

consultants, or new leaders. 

This process continually feeds back on itself, the relationship system stays 

entrenched in its own systems and will most likely go outside itself to find someone to 

blame (the identified patient perhaps).  Unfortunately, few of us are willing to push past 

the sound barrier and risk being uncomfortable long enough to find the way out of a 

chronic condition.  Our natural tendency is to “revert to chronic conditions of bearable 

pain rather than face the temporarily more intense anguish of acute conditions which is 

where we will go through the gateway to truly becoming free.”
155

 

In his book Sociobiology, E.O. Wilson writes, “…the three essential 

characteristics for an enduring society, whether it consists of ants or humans, are 

cooperation, cohesiveness, and altruism.  In civilized human societies these 

characteristics have been made possible by the development of our ability to regulate our 

instincts rather than let them drive us automatically.  Under conditions of chronic anxiety, 

however, that capacity is eroded, and with it go cooperation, cohesiveness, and 

altruism.”
156

 

The connections between the anxiety of The Colonial Church and its current place 

in colonial church dioceses are palatable when considering emotional anxiety and 
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regression.  In the three tables that follow we identify chronic anxiety and regressive 

characteristics and their impact on families, systems, institutions and society. 

 

 

 

Table 1, Regressive Characteristics, From Friedman, A Failure of Nerve, 93 
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Table 2, Chronic Anxiety Characteristics, Friedman, A Failure of Nerve, 91-92. 
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Table 3, Connections of Chronic Anxiety and Regressive Effects, 

Friedman, A Failure of Nerve, 94. 
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When speaking to a priest and former Canon to the Ordinary of the Diocese of 

Southern Virginia who was in the diocesan office during a very tense and difficult time 

he stated that the Colonial Church was alive and well in multiple systems throughout the 

diocese.  It manifested itself mainly through the high degree of mistrust and suspicion of 

hierarchy.  He stated that the Colonial Church model, which is practiced in many areas 

throughout the diocese had no understanding of the oversight of a bishop.  A typical 

response to any sort of diocesan involvement from the staff or the bishop was, “the 

Colonial Church didn’t need it, so why do we need it now?”   

This former Canon shared the following story, “One time I was working with 

three churches in a cure relationship and one of the churches wanted to leave the cure, so 

I drove out to be with them.  We (the three churches and I) discussed their desires, their 

reasons, and the way forward.  From the beginning one of the churches was antagonistic, 

constantly talking about how horrible the diocese was, how they never looked out for 

anyone, and how they were always trying to take over the smaller churches.  As the 

conversation went on, I realized that they were speaking about the bishop who was there 

over 60 years ago!  The trust would never be there no matter who was sitting in the 

office.  They had their vestry of ‘12 bishops’ and they didn’t need anyone else to be 

telling them what to do.”
157

 

The Diocese of Southern Virginia’s Suffragan Bishop from 2001-2005, The Rt. 

Rev. Carol Gallagher, clearly sees the ghosts of the Colonial Church in the diocese.  

During an interview she shared her experience of the attitudes and culture of the Diocese, 

                                                 

157
 Phone interview with The Rev. Canon Win Lewis on 21 January 2013. 



84 

 

especially among the rural parishes: “…these 18
th

 & 19
th

 Century lay leaders of the 

Church, hailed from large plantations and the gentry class of society; they owned slaves 

and their bishops!  They literally loathed the bishops and tolerated them only because the 

system required them.”  Bishop Gallagher made a direct quote that sent chills down this 

author’s spine: “I was the identified patient! I was a lamb being led to the slaughter.”
158

   

The attitudes of the Colonial Church went much deeper than just their surface 

treatment of Bishops: it was an entire mindset.  Bishop Gallagher emphasized this in the 

following words, “The colonial mentality continues to this day. The churches are 

completely divided by race and privilege. As the first woman of color elected as Bishop 

Suffragan in the Diocese of Southern Virginia, I was amazed to see the huge gap in the 

church. The Suffragan’s office was in Petersburg, in a very poor and sometimes 

dangerous part of town. The Diocesan’s office was at the end of a cul de sac, with highly 

tended grounds on [the] water’s edge.”
159

 

Carrying this conversation through to its logical conclusion took me to The Rt. 

Rev. Herman Hollerith, the current Diocesan of Southern Virginia.  Although not as 

definitive as Bishop Gallagher, he stated that he experiences the dysfunction of the 

Colonial Church in Southern Virginia every day of his episcopacy.  He mentioned that 

the rural parishes were especially highly suspicious of bishops and routinely questioned 

the authority of the office.  He added that Southern Virginia is in an area of the country 

where all authority is questioned and that hierarchy is often seen as a bad word.   
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He also confirmed that the suspicion of the right of bishops to make decisions is 

played out in its stewardship.  His experience in Southern Virginia is that many parishes 

view stewardship, not as a responsibility, but as a tax.  In concluding our conversation he 

shared with me that a bishop in Virginia stated that “Virginia Episcopalians don’t really 

know what to do with their bishops.”
160

 

So what has evolved is an unhealthy system that has been ingrained in the hearts, 

minds, and spirit of a large section of a diocese because of their roots in the Colonial 

Church. These  emotional family processes have enormous power, power enough to 

undermine or disregard its own sacred religious values.
161

   

Friedman suggests that “our individual problems have more to do with our 

relational networks, the makeup of others personalities, where we stand within the 

relational systems, and how we function within that position.  It understands the symptom 

bearer to be only the identified patient and the person's problem to be symptomatic of 

something askew in the family itself.”
162

 

Emotional triangles are formed by any three persons or issues.  The basic rule of 

these triangles are that when any two sides of a triangle are uncomfortable with each 

other, they will pick on a third.  They do this to stabilize their own relationships with 

each other.   
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In figure two (below) you will see a representation of the three sides that are in 

conflict. 

 

    

                  The Bishop                                       The Clergy 

 

 

 

                                 

    The Laity/Legacy of the Colonial Church                      

                         Figure 2 

 

It is my belief that when the clergy are in conflict with the legacy of the Colonial 

Church (its lack of trust in clergy in general, its powerful lay leadership, the clergy’s 

kowtowing to the influence of the vestry, etc.) they tend to lash out at the office of the 

bishop for not fixing things or making things better.  Then, when the office of the bishop 

as the outside element of the triangle attempts unsuccessfully to change the relationship, 

the bishop can wind up bearing the stress of the whole system.  In such a transaction, the 

bishop can easily become the identified patient. 

If we think of The Episcopal Church’s split from the Church of England we can 

see how this ongoing identified patient scapegoating is a never-ending circle of 

dysfunction.  Friedman writes, “... When the congregation was born out of a split, or a 

revolt in another congregational family... it becomes a multi-generational transmission 
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process that will not be changed by the introduction of new blood, lay or ordained.  Such 

unresolved issues tend to affect the atmosphere because they are still active background 

radiation from the Big Bang of that congregation's creation.”
163

 

The perspective of family systems enables us to see how anxious emotional 

processes can bring about a devolving mentality and limit the family’s ability to reverse 

the regressive state into a progressive state. This regressive state is apparent in the 

challenges that face dioceses that have deep foundations in a Colonial Church mentality. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

A society cannot evolve, no matter how much 

freedom is guaranteed, when the citizenry is more 

focused on one another than on their own beliefs 

and values.
164

 

 

      Edwin H. Friedman 

 

Presiding Bishop-elect Katharine Jefferts Schori said in an interview on May 17, 

2006, “My sense is that we still live very much in a colonial church.”
165

  This comment 

struck a chord with me and it is apparent to me that many of the same situations that 

existed in the colonial Church in Virginia still exist, although in different ways in the 

Diocese of Southern Virginia (DOSV) and most likely other dioceses with colonial roots.  

This diocese encompasses many of the early colonial church parishes and includes the 

cities of Williamsburg, Jamestown, Yorktown, Norfolk, and Portsmouth.  St. Luke’s 

Church, located in Isle of Wight County near Smithfield, Virginia, is the oldest standing 

Episcopal Church in America.
166

  Bruton Parish in Williamsburg dates from before the 

Revolutionary period and pews exist that bear plates with the names of Thomas Jefferson, 

George Washington, and many others.  Trinity Church, Portsmouth, formed in 1752, was 

occupied by General Cornwallis during the British occupation and left Portsmouth for 
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Yorktown where he was defeated in 1783.  There is much history in the DOSV and some 

of the strengths and weaknesses have evolved from the uniqueness of the colonial church.  

I would like to highlight a few of these and make comments about the way they currently 

exist and the fallout from them. 

First, at the DOSV diocesan council of 2003 a resolution to change the name of 

the annual gathering to “convention” from “council” like most other dioceses, made it to 

the floor.  The resolution was soundly defeated.  The rationale from the floor for the 

resolution’s defeat was that a convention usually constitutes an agreement between sides 

concerning specific topics and that a council is a body that is “called” together to consult, 

deliberate, and/or discuss.  The dissenters noted that the history of a council in the church 

is that it is “an assembly of church officials and theologians convened for regulating 

matters of doctrine and discipline” and the historical importance of ecumenical councils 

is such that there is no reason to make the change just because most of the Episcopal 

Church in the United States of America (ECUSA) uses convention.  Additionally, the 

name “Council” is a carryover from the Protestant Episcopal Church in the Confederate 

States and as such carries with it some of the southern tradition of the Confederacy.  It 

would appear that historical precedence is extremely important to the Church in Virginia 

and specifically to this diocese. 

 Second, the DOSV is one of a very few dioceses that use the term “Time 

Certain” versus the more common “Priest in Charge” when a new rector enters a parish 

that has a contentious history or when the parish may be unsure of their needs.  In the 

DOSV, it is becoming a popular method to bring in new rectors without going through 

the traditional twelve to eighteen month search process.  This new “time certain” rector is 
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brought in and placed on a two to three year “probationary” type contract that can be 

vacated, extended, or the rector given full tenure at the contract term end.  This “time 

certain” process is similar to the colonial Virginia vestry system of failing to present a 

candidate rector to the governor for official placement.  Mill’s writes in Bishops by Ballot 

that “though the power to induct, which if completed meant life tenure to the minister, 

was clearly the prerogative of the royal governor by virtue of his instructions, the 

Virginia vestries assumed this prerogative and never relinquished it.  In fact, by the 

eighteenth century some vestries adopted the practice of issuing yearly contracts to their 

ministers, thus making the clergy more dependent on the laity.”
167

  Although today’s 

vestries do not have as much influence over matters as in colonial times, this type of 

arrangement does place the rector in a rather precarious situation, as the rector is unsure 

of his/her future and may be more reluctant to do what they he/she has been called to do. 

Third, during the search for the Suffragan, the Diocesan informed the search 

committee that he would like the committee to drop one of the candidates due to his 

knowledge of their opposing views.  The Diocesan openly discussed their differences 

and, if the candidate was elected, the potential for conflict.  The search committee 

decided against the bishop’s request and forwarded the person in question along with 

three others for consideration.  The one elected as Suffragan was the candidate that the 

Diocesan had concerns about.  There are distinct and unavoidable comparisons between 

the election of Bishop Madison, who was really too busy to ever be successful, and the 

election of the Suffragan.  The sense of anticlericalism and anti-bishop once again reared 
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its head and in this case led to the resignation of one, the retirement of another, and a 

diocese left in turmoil.   

Fourth, a few months prior to the DOSV Diocesan Council in February of 2005, 

an unfavorable report on the Bishops Diocesan and Suffragan was released to the public 

via print media, prior to the report being shown to the two bishops.  This report, known as 

the Diocese Organization Committee (DOC) Report, and included as Appendix 1, was 

highly critical of the Diocesan and unfavorable of the Suffragan.  The DOC came 

together in an unusual way in that the leader was able to “invite” people to join the 

committee with no diocesan oversight.  As the committee evolved, the makeup of the 

DOC leaned towards those in the diocese who felt hurt, betrayed, or exasperated with the 

Diocesan and Suffragan. 

The DOC formed because “there developed a sense that hopeless indifference was 

guiding the actions of the diocese, not inspired leadership.”
168

  The committee’s job was 

“to identify the problems which have befallen our diocese, and recommend solutions….  

As a committee, we have been called upon to find fault - but not to punish.”
169

 

As misfortune would have it, the DOC report made it to the front page of the local 

newspaper prior to the Diocesan or Suffragan getting a chance to review it or even 

getting an opportunity to review its contents prior to publication.  The stage had been set; 

in reality, the DOC had found fault and had already punished, against their charter.  As 

the diocesan council got under way, tensions were high.  Throughout the weekend, 
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approximately one hundred people (mostly laity) spoke at the microphone in support of 

the Diocesan, while many others (mostly clergy) spoke against the diocesan and 

demanded his resignation.  In the end, the council passed a resolution that stated: 

“RESOLVED, that the 113
th

 Council of the Diocese of Southern Virginia acknowledges that there is 

conflict and division in the Diocese surrounding Bishop Bane’s episcopacy, which impedes the joy 

and effective life and ministry of the diocese; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Bishop Bane be required to communicate with the Presiding 

Bishop within thirty (30) days concerning our current Diocesan situation, and with his assistance, 

engage within sixty (60) days the services of three (3) Bishops acceptable to Bishop Bane and the 

Executive Board to review current Diocesan issues, and make appropriate recommendations in 

association with Bishop F. Clayton Matthews in the work he has already performed in the Diocese.  

If there is no agreement between the Executive Board and Bishop Bane regarding the identity of the 

three (3) Bishops within sixty (60) days, the Presiding Bishop will be requested to appoint them.  It 

is expected that Bishop Bane will communicate and work with the Executive Board in these 

discussions and subsequent recommendations in an open and cooperative manner.” 

 The Diocesan did engage the Presiding Bishop, who assigned Bishops Jenkins 

(Louisiana), Knudsen (Maine), Scruton (Western Massachusetts), and Matthews 

(Presiding Bishop’s Office) to assist with the process.  The day prior to the delivery of 

the three bishops’ report, included as appendix 2, the Diocesan of Southern Virginia, 

announced his intention to retire at the diocesan council 2006. 

Due to the timing of the Diocesan’s announcement, one might think that the 

report was scathing of his episcopacy.  In reality, the report was scathing of the entire 

diocese and the “fifty year history of significant conflicts between clergy and the bishops 

in this Diocese.”
170

  The report continued, “The Diocese can choose to view the present 

conflict as a God-given opportunity to examine, understand and change the patterns of 
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relationships and ways of dealing with conflict, which are part of the history of the 

Diocese.”
171

   

Turmoil always existed in this area of the country when it came to religion.  Prior 

to the formation of the Diocese of Southern Virginia, this area was part of the Diocese of 

Virginia.  The perspective of family systems theory is a lens that can reveal the 

generational legacy of the earlier colonial systems, such as in the emergence of powerful 

vestries, a strong anticlericalism, and general lack of significant support for the 

episcopate. 

The DOC report, as well as the early release of the report combined with the 

makeup of the committee and the vocal actions at the annual council, call to mind an 

attitude that the bishop should be seen and not heard, just ordain and confirm, and let us 

(the laity, the 12 bishops of the vestry) run the church.  The DOSV has the sense of revolt 

and revolution in its character.  When one looks at the history of this diocese and the area 

that it serves, one sees a diocese that was formed in the midst of revolt.  From the early 

colonial days, through the Revolution, to today, there is a legacy of revolt of the people 

against the establishment, whether that be the monarchy, the State, or the Church.  Revolt 

was present at the 2005 Diocesan Council, and will continue unless present and future 

episcopal leaders fully understand the unique colonial characteristics of the DOSV. 

Friedman writes in A Failure of Nerve, “I have been struck by how families, 

corporations, and other kinds of institutions are constantly trying to cure their own 

chronic ills through amputations, “Strong medicine,” transfusions, and other forms of 
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surgery, only to find that, even when successful for the moment, the excised tumor 

returns several years later in "cells" that never knew the "cells" that left.”
172

 

It is my understanding and belief that the Diocese of Southern Virginia’s DOC 

Report and actions at their February 2005 Annual Council reflect a Colonial mentality of 

gentry privilege and the power of lay episcopates reacting to a “loss” of authority and 

power by the Diocesan.  Their only response was to scapegoat and identify the Diocesan 

as THE “identified patient” and to rid the system of the perpetrator.  Instead of focusing 

on symptoms and being willing to go through some immediate pain, they chose what 

Friedman would call a regressive state, opting instead for a quick solution and comfort 

instead of engaging at the emotional level and developing relationships that would lead to 

new found freedoms.  

The colossal misunderstanding of our time is the assumption that insight will 

work with people who are unmotivated to change.  If you want your child, spouse, client, 

or boss to shape up, stay connected while changing yourself rather than trying to fix 

them. 
173

 

 

Hope for the Future 

As Friedman reminds us in Generation to Generation, “Family secrets act as a 

plague in the arteries of communication; they cause stoppage in the general flow and not 

just at the point of their existence….The communication system of many families is 
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riddled with secrets. Favorite subjects are an affair, illegitimacy, elopement, terminal 

illness, abortion, adoption, institutionalization, previous marriage, black sheep in 

previous generation, finances, and any minor matter where one family member says to 

another, “But don’t tell Dad (Mom, etc.).”
174

 

It would be just as easy to add “Colonial Church,” alcoholism, identified patient 

being run out of town, etc.  These secrets divide and do nothing to help establish a 

healthy church, diocese, or institution.   

It is my belief that a full understanding and appreciation of the impact of the 

Colonial Church and its legacy, and the way in which it continues to manifest itself 

within the family system of any diocese and/or parish with Colonial Church roots, is the 

single most important pre-requisite for an incoming bishop or rector in a colonial diocese.  

When such a diocese and their new bishop or rector do not know or understand these 

deeply rooted patterns, a “secret” stays alive in the system, and it is only a matter of time 

before it begs to come out and wreak havoc with future generations.  It is not only 

necessary to understand the ramifications of living in an institution with roots in the 

Colonial Church, but just as important is to address how we usher it out the door. 

It is my hope and prayer that any diocese or parish with deep tap roots back to the 

Colonial Church will seriously look at and examine what ghosts from over 400 years ago 

reside just behind their closet doors.  I hope that Friedman and this history will assist.  
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APPENDIX 1 

Diocese of Southern Virginia 

Diocesan Organization Committee Report (DOC) 

 

Authors Note: 

This appendix is offered due to the background it provides as well as the influence the report had 

on both the Diocesan and Suffragan’s resignation in 2005 and 2006.  When reading the report 

one can, at times, sense the presence of the Colonial Church as an active participant in the 

actions of the committee.  This can be seen specifically in the manner in which the committee 

was formed, its own ignoring of its own charter, and the pre-ordained nature of its result. 

 

Diocesan lay and clergy, possibly devolving as Friedman warns us in his chapter on Society in 

Regression in A Failure of Nerve, led themselves to a report and media leak that ensured the 

collapse of current leadership in the diocese. 
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    Many are saying:  “Oh, that we might see  
    better times.”  Lift up the light of your  
   countenance upon us, O Lord… The voice  
    of the Lord is a powerful voice…The Lord  
    shall give strength to His people.  The Lord  
    shall give his people the blessings of peace.  
     
      Selections from Psalms 4 & 29 

 
 

*     *    * 
 

Diocesan Organization Committee Prayer 
 

O Lord, our God, we pray for our Church which is set amid the 
perplexities of change and division.  We are face to face with new 
tasks and new understandings.  We humbly ask for your strength and 
guidance.  Look favorably on your people especially the leadership of 
this diocese, and fill us with your Holy Spirit.  Give us the strength to 
lead – and the grace to follow – and, if need be, the sense to get out 
of the way.  You have built your church on the foundation of the 
apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ being the chief cornerstone; grant 
us so to be joined together in unity of spirit that we may be made more 
and more into your holy temple.  Where we have been in error, correct 
us; where we have been divided, reunite us; where we are in need, 
provide for us.  May all that has been cast down be raised up and may 
all who love you be bound together in mutual respect and through our 
common desire to serve you; through the glory of your son, Jesus 
Christ our Lord.    Amen. 
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DIOCESAN ORGANIZATION COMMITTEE 
 
 

Convocation I – Eastern Shore 
Cynthia Bernart    Hungars, Bridgetown 
 
Convocation II – Virginia Beach 
Frances Barber    Eastern Shore Chapel, VB 
Mary Delcuze    Eastern Shore Chapel, VB 
The Rev. Dr. Segar Gravatt  All Saints’, VB 

 
Convocation III – Norfolk 
George Garris    St. Andrew’s, Norfolk 
Peter Meredith    St. Paul’s, Norfolk 
B.J. Taylor     Christ & St. Luke’s, Norfolk 
 
Convocation IV – Fourth  
The Rev. Dr. Edmund Pickup, Jr. Emmanuel, Franklin 
 
Convocation V – Jamestown 
James E. Bradberry   St. George’s, Newport News 
The Rev. Michael Delk   Hickory Neck, Toano 
Sue Wilder     St. Cyprian’s, Hampton 
 
Convocation VI – Petersburg  
Dr. Vivian N. Williamson   St. Stephen’s, Petersburg 
 
Convocation VII – South Richmond 
Cynthia Barnes    St. Michael’s, Bon Air 
 
Convocation VIII – Farmville 
Charles Farrar    Trinity, South Hill 
 
Convocation IX – Danville 
The Rev. R. Douglas Geddes  St. John’s, Chase City &  

St. Timothy’s, Clarksville  
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THE GIFT 
 

          

Along with today’s Diocesan Organization Committee Report, the 
Committee’s dedication to and love for this Diocese is also reflected in 
the gift it has chosen for presentation to the Executive Board and 
Standing Committee. 
 
        It was the Committee’s desire to secure a gift that would symbolize 
renewed “hope and strength from a broken condition.”  Committee 
member, Charles Farrar, an artist/woodturner worked to fashion a set of 
vessels from the wood of an old and fallen olive tree.  When blessed, it 
is hoped that use of the chalice, paten and ciborium in the administration 
of our Lord’s body and blood will serve as a reminder that as sinners, we 
are all broken and are made useful vessels through God’s grace and love. 

        To make the gift personal from each member of the Diocesan 
Organization Committee, the artist has permanently imbedded inside the 
wood of the lid of the ciborium, (at the base of the African blackwood 
cross), the text of the prayer they often prayed and their individual 
signatures. 
 
        Oh God, by your grace you have called us in 
this Diocese to a goodly fellowship of faith.  Bless 
our Bishops, David Bane and Carol Gallagher and 
other clergy, and all our people.  Grant that your 
Word may be truly preached and truly heard, your 
Sacraments faithfully administered and faithfully 
received.  By your Spirit, fashion our lives 
according to the example of your Son, and grant 
that we may show the power of your love to all 
among whom we live; through Jesus Christ our 
Lord.  Amen                        
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Diocesan Organization Committee (hereinafter “DOC”) came into being as a result 

of the June 2003, meeting of the Executive Board of the Diocese. As reports began to reach the 

ears of diocesan leadership, there developed a sense that hopeless indifference was guiding the 

actions of the diocese, not inspired leadership. Thus, there arose a question: “What is wrong with 

us?”  The Executive Board decided to seek an answer.  

In mid-September 2003, pursuant to on-going discussions, the Steering Committee of the 

Executive Board took action to establish a committee to study problems in the diocese by 

appointing a Chairman, Jim Bradberry, of St. George’s, Newport News. In the course of 

accepting, Jim stated his preference for developing the committee, in lieu of a committee simply 

being appointed.  His request was honored, and he was permitted to develop the membership of 

the committee, independent of diocesan oversight. Over the next two-and-one-half months, 

thirteen people were invited to serve, resulting in a committee evenly split between men and 

women (7 each), from every convocation in the diocese. Three members are minorities; four are 

clergy; one member is a clergy spouse.  The creation process was concluded by the addition of 

Frances Barber as Secretary.  Frances is known throughout the diocese, has an extraordinary 

history of service to the diocese, and is skilled in the art of keeping a committee in good order. 

Members of the committee come from the business and professional community of the 

diocese.  Several are retired; all are well-educated; all have a history of service in the Church; all 

are active in their faith; several had no idea that we have experienced problems as a diocese; no 

one brought a prejudice of any kind to the work of the committee; each has brought a strong 

sense of loyalty to their faith and to the Diocese of Southern Virginia. 

Meetings began in January 2004, and have continued every month, to date. Attendance 

has been exceptional, and reflects the strong commitment of the members. The meetings are 

designed to be four hours long, on a Saturday, between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m., at a neutral 

place in the diocese. There was one overnight meeting at Chanco Center.  Every meeting has 

begun - and ended - with prayer.  Every meeting has included a brief period of time for the 

members to catch up on things that have happened since the last meeting.  Every meeting has 

involved discussions with a level of candor seldom seen in the church.  Every meeting has been 

focused on the work of the committee.   
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What is the work of the committee?  The answer is both simple and complex. 

Our task is to identify the problems which have befallen our diocese, and recommend 

solutions.  That is the simple part.  Our extended task is to grasp why the problems have 

developed and how the necessary solutions can be implemented in a way which will continue the 

ministry of Our Lord throughout the diocese.  As a committee, we have been called upon to find 

fault - but not to punish.  We have been called to advocate accountability - in every position, 

every day, in every way - and identify means by which that may be accomplished. Finally, while 

DOC was created to identify problems and recommend solutions, it has also found much good in 

the life, work and ministry of the diocese.  

DOC realized that in order to perform its job, it needed information.  After some 

discussion, the membership unanimously agreed that the entire diocesan staff (Norfolk, 

Petersburg, and Chanco) should be interviewed, and the parishes in the diocese surveyed.  To 

that end, specific rules were developed for each activity.  Foremost in the committee’s collective 

mind was maintaining the confidentiality of the individuals responding, and according their 

opinions the utmost respect.   

Diocesan employees, from the Diocesan and Suffragan, to secretaries, were informed that 

their responses would not be revealed outside of DOC, and would be used by DOC only in the 

process of developing recommendations to the Executive Board (and Standing Committee) of the 

diocese.   They were also told that after the DOC report is completed, and presented to the 

diocese, the interview results would be destroyed.  The importance of confidentiality became 

very clear when the committee members learned during the interviews of a problem with a study 

performed by a North Carolina consulting firm, PETRA, employed by the diocese.  The study 

consisted of interviews of all members of the staff.  The interviews were quite revealing, and 

were intended to be followed up by additional work, the purpose of which was to reduce tensions 

between individuals and increase a staff sense of “ownership” of the important work of the 

diocese. Regrettably, the interviews were shared with all of the diocesan staff - and there was no 

follow-up.  Criticisms remained outstanding and unanswered; private issues became public; a 

process designed to help the staff coalesce created division and discord.  DOC determined that 

the mistakes would not be repeated.  Staff interviews, as acquired by DOC, are not a diocesan 

resource. 
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The interviews were exceedingly helpful.  Each interview was conducted in the same 

way, using the same questions, and giving each person the opportunity to go outside the formal 

questions if necessary.  Each interview was conducted by two persons, an interviewer and a 

recorder.  Every member of the staff was candid.  Matters of extreme sensitivity were reported; 

opinions were expressed, both good and bad; and a clear picture of dysfunction was presented.  

Throughout the entire process, committee members were treated with courtesy. The data DOC 

learned is disturbing, and will be discussed in more detail later in the report. 

To acquire a ‘sense’ of the diocese, and complement the interviews, a survey was sent to 

all clergy and to every Senior Warden in the diocese.  The purpose of the survey, which was 

intended to be confidential, was to measure trust and satisfaction in the diocese with the ministry 

and works of the diocesan staff, at every level.  Fewer responses were received from Senior 

Wardens than from clergy, a reflection of unrecorded changes in congregational leadership, and 

each order reflected its own particular interests and perspectives.  Nevertheless, the surveys 

provided data not achievable from any other source, and gave the committee additional insights 

into the activities - or lack thereof - in the diocese.  Like the interviews, the data revealed is, in 

many instances, disturbing. 

In the course of making recommendations, DOC recognizes that some changes have 

occurred - e.g. a comptroller was hired - and some staff adjustments have been made - e.g. the 

assignment of specific duties to the Suffragan - but the “progress” does nothing to lessen the 

concerns of DOC. The committee is grateful for the changes that have been made, however, none 

of the changes address accountability; most of the changes are long overdue; and the process by 

which they have been accomplished does not reflect any sense of order.  

The report being submitted has been prepared by the entire committee. After 

consideration of the material we had gathered we divided the information into five categories: 

Organization, Leadership, Fiscal Management, Human Resources, and Communications.  Each 

category was prepared by a sub-committee of three people, while editing was done by the 

committee as a whole. That is why you may find some differences in style, though it is our hope 

that the substantive portion of the report is consistent. Comments on the report, or questions, 

arising after the October 13, 2004 meeting should be directed to the Chair, Jim Bradberry, who 

may be reached at e-mail: jim_bradbery@vaed.uscourts.gov or phone 757-222-7185 (work) or 757-

871-4160 (cell).  Both phones have voice mail.  
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In the work of the committee, the members agreed to try to work to consensus on every 

major decision the committee had to make.   In doing so, the committee has learned to listen to - 

and trust - one another.  The report of this committee reflects the contribution of every member 

of the committee, and represents the collective findings and recommendations of the entire 

committee.  There are no minority reports.  What is recommended - whether good or bad - comes 

from the entire committee.  

 

Thanks be to God. 
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ORGANIZATION 

SCOPE 

This part of the report is designed to address our diocese as an organization, recognizing 

that even in the work of Our Lord, order is necessary and useful.  After all, we are, as a diocese, 

made up of a Standing Committee; an Executive Board; an Ecclesiastical Court; six separate 

departments (Christian Ed., Communications, Outreach, College Ministries, Mission and 

Stewardship); eighteen commissions (Aging, Insurance, Evangelism, etc.); fifteen committees 

(Constitution & Canons, Council Planning, etc.); three corporations (Mission & Ministry, Ridley 

Foundation, Trustees of the Funds); and participate in the lives of a number of institutions and 

structures (Episcopal Seminary, Provincial Synod, etc.).  Our annual budget is over one million 

dollars per year.  We employ numerous people.  We have a solemn obligation to clergy who 

serve in our diocese.  We have a duty to meet the needs of members in 123 congregations.  If 

accountability has meaning - if standards of behavior apply - it should be so obvious within the 

actions of a diocese as to not be questioned.  

In addressing our organization, we considered a number of circumstances. For example, 

we have our headquarters in Norfolk, and a satellite office in Petersburg.  Do the offices interact 

- and in what way?  Do the personnel in both offices get along and work jointly for the good of 

the diocese?  Is Petersburg included in Norfolk meetings, planning, and outlook? 

Another example lies in the management of personnel.  Are there employment standards? 

Are employees evaluated annually?  Are employees - at every level, and whether clergy or lay - 

held accountable?  Are employees valued as resources? 

How are the Standing Committee and the Executive Board incorporated in diocesan 

leadership?  How are meetings scheduled?  Who prepares the agenda for meetings of the 

Executive Board?  Who has the authority to cancel meetings of the Executive Board and how is 

that authority exercised?  

• Are there job descriptions - and for what jobs? 

• Is there a personnel manual for employees? 

• How are employee complaints handled - and by whom? 

• Who manages the office(s) and makes day-to-day decisions? 

• Are the Canons complied with in the hiring of employees? 
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• How is the money in the diocese handled?   

• Are there controls on spending?  

• Who is responsible for auditing the funds and reporting to the people of the diocese? 

• The answers to these, and other questions, were both clear and disturbing. 

 

FINDINGS 

What we found is that: 

• we have few diocesan job descriptions; 

• we have no hiring standards; 

• we do not post jobs, except in the narrowest of circles; 

• we do not engage in sufficient training of staff;    

• we do not communicate well with each other; 

• we do not listen to complaints of employees or address problems; 

• we do not protect the most fundamental elements of employment such as pay and 

pensions; 

• we do not exercise reasonable supervision of tasks;   

• we do not have fiscal accountability;  

• we do not know how money is being spent, or the effect of the spending; 

• we do not have any accountability for diocesan responsibilities; 

• we do not have a Diocesan and a Suffragan who, until most recently, have been able 

to interact in a way that permits the interests of the people of the diocese to be served; 

• we do not have leadership by the Diocesan; 

• we do not have a Suffragan empowered to use her talents; 

• we do not have cooperation between the offices in Norfolk and Petersburg; 

• we do not have adequate funds to carry on the ministry of the diocese; - e.g. Chanco 

Center, Shrine Mont, Chaplaincy Program etc. 

• we do not have a sense of cohesiveness; 

• we do not treat employees very well; 

• we do not treat people who gift the diocese very well. 
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There are other problems we have.  The committee is aware of the fact that employees 

have expressed complaints and that the complaints have been completely ignored. There must be 

established a process accessible to employees when problems arise. Employees should be well 

treated if the work of the diocese is to succeed. 

The committee is also aware that little, if any, training takes place.  Jobs are not posted in 

any reasonable way.  Hiring is not transparent.  In the very recent past, salaries have been 

miscalculated, to the severe detriment of a valued employee, and the pension rights of another 

remarkable servant have been ignored.  

In short - we have profound problems, none of which may be blamed on the actions of 

General Convention.  As a diocese, we have failed on our own, and without help from any 

outside source.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This is the painful part of the report; painful because what the committee found is so 

distressing.  If we are to restore our diocese to the position it once held within ECUSA (The 

Episcopal Church in the United States of America) there will have to be profound changes - 

beginning at the top, - and flowing downhill to everyone else serving in - or being served by - the 

diocese. 

FIRST 

 

We start with the concept of accountability.  It is simply unbelievable that a diocese can 

operate without one single program designed to measure accountability.  Yet in this diocese there 

are few job descriptions, no hiring standards, no annual reviews of work, no formal disciplinary 

procedures, no process for handling complaints, and no clear chain of authority save and except 

for the ecclesiastical authority of the Diocesan.   Overarching all of the absences is a negative 

presence: a disastrous relationship between the Diocesan and the Suffragan.  The degree to 

which the parties disagree is legendary.  Until very recently, communications between them were 

non-existent; the Suffragan was limited in when and where she could speak, and what she could 

speak about; the Suffragan’s pay was significantly in error, and not even delivered to her on 
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time; and there were no duties specifically assigned to her.  On the Suffragan’s part, she has 

displayed an explosive temperament under a variety of circumstances.  Neither party appears to 

have any concern about accountability, a fact recognized by most members of the staff; by clergy 

throughout the diocese; and by informed leaders in every convocation.  

 The Standing Committee and the Executive Board should communicate directly to the 

Diocesan, and to the Suffragan, their collective dissatisfaction with the actions of each bishop. 

Recognizing that a Diocesan and a Suffragan have significant ecclesiastical authority within the 

church, by which laity and clergy are bound, both laity and clergy have an absolute right not 

merely to ask but to demand that their bishops conduct themselves in such a way as to serve the 

best interest of the people and parishes in the diocese in which they were elected.  Whether they 

like or care for one another is immaterial; that they serve, faithfully, the spiritual needs and 

interests of the people in the diocese is a non-negotiable, non-debatable obligation.  

 

Recommendation 1.  That the Diocesan and the Suffragan be informed that inappropriate 

handling of disagreements will no longer be tolerated, and that cooperation will be 

expected, particularly in the performance of ecclesiastical duties.  If either Bishop is 

unwilling to meet the needs of the people they have been elected to serve, they should be invited 

to find another position. 

 

Recommendation 2. That the Diocesan should be required to lead.  In his résumé submitted 

for consideration in the election process, parishioners throughout the diocese read the following:  

 “...I am a trained and highly competent administrator.  
My faith, experience, and skills are those I believe  
are necessary for a bishop to effectively lead a diocese. 

 
                                                *    *    * 

I have considerable knowledge and experience in several areas  
which have been particularly helpful in my ministry including:  
stress management, goal clarification, conflict resolution,  
organizational structure and efficiency, personnel policy and  
procedures, employee supervision and motivation, time  
management, strategic planning, and fiscal oversight.” 

 
In the course of leading, the Diocesan has an obligation to the people of his diocese to 

consider the gifts of a highly qualified Suffragan. 
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SECOND 

 

Accountability does not end with the bishops.  Notwithstanding current staffing at the 

diocesan headquarters in Norfolk, a diocesan treasurer (with appropriate training and experience) 

and an administrator should be hired to put the diocese back in order.  The Treasurer is selected 

and elected by the Executive Board (Article XII, Constitution of the Episcopal Church in the 

Diocese of Southern Virginia) and “hold [s] office at the pleasure of the Board”.  More will be 

said in another portion of this report.  The role of the administrator is the focus herein.  Such a 

position will carry with it the responsibility for assigning staff to particular tasks, following the 

tasks through to completion, assessing the manner in which the tasks are performed, and 

determining if the staffing is adequate to do the work required of a diocese.  In the course of 

pursuing a qualified person, the search should be conducted by a competent personnel/search 

committee, made up of members of the Executive Board and outside lay and clergy leaders. 

  

Recommendation 3. That the Executive Board should immediately establish a personnel 

committee made up of members of the Executive Board, and lay and clergy leadership in 

the diocese.  The committee should contribute to the hiring of every person employed by the 

diocese, though the Executive Board may wish to delegate some responsibility for hiring.  

 
Recommendation 4.  That a Diocesan Administrator should be hired.   

 
Recommendation 5.  That a job description be prepared for every position in the diocese.  

This can be accomplished immediately and inexpensively. 

 
Recommendation 6.  That employee evaluations be required annually.  The process is not 

hard to implement; there are clear models available; there is plenty of help available within the 

diocese, if assistance is sought.  No employee of the diocese, from Diocesan to receptionist, 

should be permitted to avoid annual review.  

 
Recommendation 7. That a Diocesan Treasurer be hired who is a CPA and/or has extensive 

experience in the accounting of non-profits. 
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Recommendation 8. That new auditors, not previously employed by the diocese, be hired to 

review diocesan funds - in a timely fashion. 

 

Recommendation 9. That the funds of the diocese be independently audited, and clear fiscal 

accountability be established.  

 

Recommendation 10. That training standards for the diocese be established.  Whether the 

topic is a fire drill or a computer program, the coming together of staff for training builds 

relationships. 

 

Recommendation 11.  That it all diocesan job vacancies be posted throughout the diocese.  

We have in house publications in the form of a newspaper and a newsletter that can disseminate 

the information.  No job should be filled without such a first step. 

 

Recommendation 12. That a direct deposit relationship with employees’ banks be 

established. Timely and accurate delivery of salaries and benefits is critical to the life of any 

organization. Pensions must be timely paid to protect employees’ retirement.  

 

THIRD 

 

We must remember that there are other aspects of diocesan life where we are 

accountable.  For example, if we are going to operate a top-quality camp and desirable 

conference center, they must be reasonably funded.  Care for existing institutions is essential. 

Similarly, people who wish to be diocesan benefactors should be respected.  The Watson Retreat 

House is the most obvious example.  

 

Recommendation 13. That to the extent possible return money to Chanco and complete the 

Living Waters Retreat House. 

 

Recommendation 14.  That a plan of action be adopted that will implement each of the 

recommendations set forth in this report WITHIN THE NEXT SIXTY DAYS. 

Appendix 1



 14

CONCLUSION 

 

In the past, our diocese has been considered one of the most desirable and innovative in 

the nation.  If we are to return to that status, we must all contribute to the effort.  Above all, we 

must always remember that not only are we accountable to God - we are accountable to each 

other.  
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LEADERSHIP 

SCOPE 
 

Bishops are those persons whose presence and vision catalyze commitment and action in 

others. In personal presence, a bishop remains engaged and makes a special effort to avoid 

isolation from the people of the diocese especially during conflictual and /or difficult times. The 

Diocesan needs to be an engaged and an ongoing presence, convening and gathering the people 

of the diocese together to specifically talk with one another across the divides of theological 

differences. Wisely guided conversation reduces fear, builds trust and restores community.  The 

Diocesan, for example, following General Convention after having only three meetings in late 

August and early September 2003, declared in his prepared address at Annual Council in 

February 2004 and on several other public occasions that he would no longer discuss the issues 

of General Convention as it was time “to move on”. 

The committee believes, especially in the face of the fear and turmoil that has resulted 

from the decisions at General Convention, that the Diocesan needs to remain deeply and 

passionately engaged with the people of the diocese surrounding these particular issues. Further, 

in order for the Diocesan to embrace the mission to which God is calling the diocese; it is in 

engaging the people through the current conflict instead of avoiding or dismissing the issues that 

God’s mission for Southern Virginia will be revealed. People on all sides of the issues/conflict 

have important mission concerns within the confines of the current debate not outside of it.  

Wishing it to go away and not talking about the issues does not in fact make it so nor does it lead 

to healing within the body of Christ. The committee views this stance by the Diocesan as shying 

away from conflict as well as avoidance of his role as chief pastor to the people of the diocese. 

It is apparent to the committee that leadership theories abound but practices vary; 

however one of the major points of agreement that has come from the National Church during 

the past year is that Diocesans need to remain engaged with their people no matter how difficult 

and heart-wrenching the dialogue is at any given time. All seem to agree that the primary 

principle of leadership is that a leader is the one who takes the initiative and does not avoid the 

difficult issues and concerns.  In the church, Jesus is our model of this for he always took the 

initiative.  Hebrews 13:8 tells us that “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today and forever.” 
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This provides the church with an inherent theological continuity which helps her to move into 

the future knowing Jesus is present with the church through the power of the spirit. 

It has become apparent to the committee that this sense of continuity no longer exists at 

the diocesan level.  The expectation of an elected diocesan bishop is that the Diocesan will assert 

himself/herself and take responsibility for the life of the diocese as its chief pastor and chief 

administrator.  The Diocesan, in his pre-election materials, said that he wanted “to develop 

structures which [would] lead to new ways of working together to live out our baptismal 

covenant.”  And yet it has become clear to this committee that the ecclesiastical structures of the 

diocese have been compromised and allowed to disintegrate. 

Leadership at the diocesan level is the balance of faith, expressed both in the head and the 

heart, in which neither takes precedence.  It is the paradox of being the chief pastor and wanting 

others to participate in the vision and ministry of bringing people to Christ held alongside the day 

to day maintenance of running the diocese as its chief administrator. This is the challenge that 

faces all Diocesans. 

Bishop Bane said is his pre-election material (page 3 of his résumé): 

“I cannot imagine any better preparation for the episcopate than my 
experience in the military and business world combined with my years as 
a rector and a priest heavily involved in diocesan affairs.”   
 

However, this has not been the experience of the Diocese of Southern Virginia over the 

past six years.  The departments, commissions and committees have in many cases disintegrated 

and/or are floundering in a void. Therefore, the committee in addressing the vacuum in 

leadership at the diocesan level has worked to discover the gaps in leadership which have 

brought the diocese to its present condition.  

It has become apparent that the Diocesan has abdicated the responsibility of the day to 

day operation of the diocese to those who lack the necessary skills and training to undertake such 

a task.  Hence, the outcome of the Diocesan’s distancing from the daily responsibilities of 

running the diocese has brought about tremendous difficulty and discord within the diocesan 

office.  Further the perception throughout the diocese is that it is adrift and leaderless. 

 
FINDINGS 

 

Our information reveals the following: 
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• A desire for regular visitation to the individual congregations by the Diocesan; 

• an expressed need by the small and rural congregations for the presence of a bishop to their 

individual congregations;  

• some small and rural congregations in the Western part of the diocese appreciate and support 

the work of the Petersburg office while others feel unsupported; 

• there is a perception of favoritism by the Diocesan and the Suffragan leading to judgmental 

actions and breaches of confidentiality and this unbecoming conduct affects laity and clergy 

alike; 

• a perception that the neither the Diocesan nor the Suffragan is pastorally sensitive or 

available to a significant number of the clergy; 

• inappropriate expressions of public anger by the Diocesan and the Suffragan are directed 

toward clergy who do not agree with him/her; 

• there is obvious enmity between the Diocesan and the Suffragan resulting in  inappropriate 

displays of anger and a clear inability to provide leadership which the diocese needs at all 

times; 

• inappropriate expressions of public anger by the Diocesan toward laity who do not agree with 

him; 

• the perception that the Diocesan is avoiding ongoing conversation with the people of the 

diocese surrounding the theological differences that have emerged from General Convention; 

• repeated inappropriate job threats by the Diocesan when approached by staff with staff 

concerns; 

• the Diocesan has failed to lead the Executive Board; 

• the exclusion of diocesan boards and committees in the hiring or firing of employees in 

diocesan leadership positions; 

• that until recently, appropriate information was not made available to the Executive Board in 

order for it to carry out its work or in defining goals or meeting agendas; 

• that meetings of the Executive Board or other functioning diocesan committees were 

cancelled without adequate notice or reason; 

• that there are no term limits on diocesan committees, boards and/or commissions; 

• that there is no current written mission, vision or goals for the diocese; 
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• that there is no strategic planning on a diocesan level; 

• there is a day to day arbitrary attitude in leadership and in the making of decisions at the 

diocesan level; 

• a rift between the Diocesan and the Standing Committee, traditionally a bishop’s council of 

advice; 

• that the Diocesan cannot tolerate conflict;  

• that the Diocesan has difficulty in confronting and appropriately dealing with sexual 

misconduct issues in both the clerical and lay orders; 

• that confidentiality is not maintained at a diocesan level; 

• that the Suffragan must have the Diocesan’s permission a year in advance for speaking 

engagements in or out of the diocese;  

• that the Diocesan and the Suffragan do not have a joint, reconciled leadership style; 

• confusion and lack of clarity of roles between the Diocesan and the Suffragan; 

• that the Suffragan has inappropriately expressed public anger at diocesan staff;  

• fear that the Suffragan’s enmity toward the Diocesan may affect her ability to lead; 

• a Diocesan who appears unclear of what a Diocesan’s administrative duties are as well as the 

scope of those duties;  

• a Diocesan who appears to function in the present with little or no follow through; 

• a succession of consultants who have worked with the diocesan office staff yet the staff 

continues to be demoralized and immobilized; 

• fear among the diocesan staff regarding job security; 

• that the perception of congregations throughout the diocese is that diocesan employees 

appear and disappear without explanation or anyone’s prior knowledge; 

• there is a perception that if a diocesan staff person ‘rocks the boat’ or questions authority, 

they are either fired or cut off from the information stream;  

• open hostility between the Norfolk and Petersburg offices from the top down; 

• the apparent unwillingness of the Petersburg office to participate in weekly staff meetings as 

suggested by one of the consultants for greater cohesiveness; 
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• that this diocese has fallen in the last 6 years from being one of the most sought out, healthy 

diocese for clergy to join, to presently being perceived as one of the most unhealthy, 

dysfunctional dioceses in the country; 

• that we have more clergy vacancies in congregations than we have applicants; and,  

• a need and desire for congregational development. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The following recommendations are a natural progression and outcome from the findings.  

Further, the skills, expertise and experience of the committee, in both the secular and sacred 

world, has contributed to these recommendations 

 
Recommendation 15. That though differences of opinion may exist between the Diocesan 

and the Suffragan, they must observe a standard of courtesy and behavior in which these 

differences will not undermine the health of the diocese. 

 

Recommendation 16.  That the people of the diocese be enabled to see their bishops at their 

churches as well as at convocation and diocesan events. 

 

Recommendation 17. That the clergy and laity will be treated with dignity and respect by 

the Diocesan and Suffragan regardless of differences of opinion, theology or doctrine. 

 

Recommendation 18. That the diocesan staff be treated with professionalism and respect. 

 

Recommendation 19. That the Diocesan support and lead convocational conversations 

encouraging the people of the diocese to talk with one another across the divides of 

theological differences. 

 

Recommendation 20. That a Mutual Ministry Review be conducted with an elected Bishop 

of the Diocese after the first six months, and at the end of the first year, and once a year 

afterwards.  These meetings will focus on issues of accountability, administration of the diocese 

and other issues/concerns drawn up by the Executive Board. The Mutual Ministry Review 
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Committee will be composed of the Chair of the Executive Board, The President of the Standing 

Committee and additional members not in excess of five, appointed by the chair of the Executive 

Board, chosen from diocesan departments and or commissions and led by an outside consultant. 

 

Recommendation 21. That a unified vision for the diocese be developed by the Bishops, 

members of the Diocesan Staff (i.e.: Canon to the Ordinary, Archdeacon, Missioner of 

Christian Education, Youth, Treasurer) and other appropriate, chairs of Commissions, 

Boards and Committees.  This vision will be reviewed annually to assure that the mission and 

ministry of the diocese are in line with the vision as well as looking at changes and/or updates. 

 

Recommendation 22. That strategic planning for the diocese be performed every three to 

five years. 

 

Recommendation 23. That sufficient Continuing Education funds shall be available for the 

Bishops in the specific areas of sexual misconduct, anti-racism training, conflict 

management, leadership training and other appropriate areas.  

 

Recommendation 24. That the Standing Committee, as the council of advice to the bishop, 

meet at least monthly with the Diocesan. 

 

Recommendation 25. That the Diocesan shall preside at the Executive Board meetings. 

 

Recommendation 26.  That the Diocesan shall attend the Committee on Ordination Process 

(COOP) meetings and that COOP be renamed to the Commission on Ministry in order to 

conform to the Canons of The Church. 

 

Recommendation 27.  That the Diocese employ and have on call a professional trained in 

sexual misconduct issues. 

 

Recommendation 28. That the Suffragan be allowed to arrange her own calendar in 

collaboration with the Diocesan. 
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Recommendation 29. That Faith calls us to live into our baptismal covenant which is the 

standard of behavior. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

It has become clear to the committee that church leaders, whether in the local church, or 

on a diocesan level, need to have the ability to focus and embrace that particular way of seeing 

“both sides of the same coin.”  The paradox of spiritual leadership is in the “both/and” rather 

than the “either/or” mentality.  This means that one is able to present a vision centered on “life in 

Christ” as well as integrate that vision into the daily business of the operation of a diocese.  

Certainly, there is always tension between our understanding of ‘life in Christ’ and the realities 

of the role of the bishop as chief pastor and chief administrator of the diocese. 

This committee agrees that there are flaws in the institutional church and that ‘life in 

Christ’ demands new ways of carrying forth our faith in this postmodern culture. However, 

Episcopal leadership does not abdicate responsibility of “the institution.”  It supports “the 

institution” while at the same time, looking for new visions and ways of carrying out the mission 

of the church. 

The Diocesan was elected because he presented himself as both a visionary Christian 

leader and a professional businessman; one who encompassed the “both/and” style of leadership. 

However, the “either/or” style has become the present mode for “doing business” at the diocesan 

level.  Because of this vacuum in leadership and vision, the diocese is floundering in all areas. 

Is it possible to accomplish these recommendations?  With intention and resolve; 

determination, prayer and persistence; and a spirit of hope grounded in our faith as revealed in 

The Baptismal Covenant it can be done. 
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FISCAL MANAGEMENT  
 

From the genesis of our committee, a number of people approached us with concerns 

regarding the fiscal management of the diocese. Charitable organizations succeed or fail 

financially depending upon the confidence levels of the contributors in both the mission of the 

organization and the fiscal management of their contributions. Fiscal transparency and clarity of 

reporting is of the utmost importance to maintain the trust levels of the contributors.  

The Diocese as Custodian: The diocese is custodian of dozens of funds, totaling millions of 

dollars. Most of the funds are designated for specific purposes, and many funds have restrictions 

that govern how much can be dispersed in any given year. Some of the funds are included in the 

diocesan budget, but many are not part of the budget. The magnitude, diversity, and complexity 

of the funds make it a daunting task to clearly and accurately report the activity and status of 

each fund – a task that must be accomplished. The Trustees of the Funds of the Diocese invest 

many of the funds. The Treasurer and the Treasurer’s staff handle the daily management and 

accounting of the funds. In addition to the budgeted operating funds of the diocese, the diocese 

accounts for the following funds: 

• The Mission and Ministry Foundation Funds, the Chanco on the James, Ridley 

Foundation, the Norman E. Taylor Scholarship Funds, and Shrine Mont; these funds are 

accounted for individually. 

• Over sixty special and reserve funds given or designated for specified purposes. These 

funds totaled $869,558.42 (as of 12/31/02). Without the negative balances of PETRA 

($7,139.22), Theological Education Virginia Seminary ($7,930.27), Building & Grounds 

($145,978.23), and the Ordination Exploration Program ($3,442.19), they would total 

$1,034,048 as of 12/31/02. The committee questions the wisdom of allowing specially 

designated non-budgeted funds to carry negative balances. 

During the year 2003 several new special funds were created: Trinity Foundation Grant, 

Disaster Relief Fund, Parish Audit Fund, Episcopal Church Home, Diocesan Pension Fund. The 

total of all Special and Reserve Funds as of 12/31/2003 was $1,346,179.22. The increase from 

the 2002 balance was largely due to the receipt of the Eleanor Mabry Bequest of $688,163.69. 
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Of continuing concern at the close of 2003 were the Special and Reserve funds carrying 

negative balances that totaled ($508,521.11). They were Theological Education Virginia 

Seminary ($1,219.08), Tenant Memorial Fund ($22,701.41), Retired Bishops’ Pastoral Fund 

($2,622.50), Ordination Exploration Program ($3,444.04), Building and Grounds Fund 

($145,978.23), Camp Wakonda Fund ($2,315.49), Percept Fund ($372.95), Youth Events Fund 

($5,753.45), Chanco Development Fund ($303,713.26), Disaster Relief Fund ($532.33) and 

Deputies to General Convention ($19,868.37). Several of these negative balances continue 

relatively unchanged from 2002. Without the negative balances, the Special and Reserve Funds 

would total $1,854,700.33. Again, the committee questions the wisdom of carrying negative 

balances in special and reserve funds. 

These special funds include: 

−−  Six funds for missions, 

−−  Twelve funds under the control of the Bishop,  

−−  Forty-two Special Funds, including funds for Youth Events, Camp Wakonda, 

Small Church Music Funds, EFM funds, Drug/Alcohol training and Rehab. 

Funds, Belize Missionary Funds, Mission of the Holy Spirit Funds, Building and 

Grounds Funds, and 

−−  Ten reserve funds as shown in the Journals of Council. 

On a positive note, the PETRA and Theological Education Fund Virginia Seminary 

improved in position from the previous year. On a negative note, the reserve for the Deputation 

to General Convention was significantly under-budgeted. 

• The Composite Fund (with a value as of March 31, 2004 of $22,140,390.58). The Composite 

Fund contains the investments of the diocese as well as a number of endowments of the 

congregations of the diocese.  

A Brief History of the Office of the Treasurer: Over the years, the office of the Treasurer 

has changed dramatically. From the 1980's until 1998, Dr. Frank Hawkins was the Diocesan 

Treasurer. He was a Certified Public Accountant, and he held a doctoral degree in Finance. At 

the time of his retirement, the people in the diocese were quite comfortable with the transparency 

and reporting of diocesan funds. In addition to the Manual of Business Methods in Church 
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Affairs, published by The Episcopal Church for use throughout the country, Dr. Hawkins 

published and updated A Manual of Finance and Administration for The Diocese of Southern 

Virginia. This manual helped to clarify the diocesan accounts, and it was also helpful to the 

treasurers, administrators, and vestries servicing congregations in the diocese. It contained a 

listing of the fiscal-related organizations of the diocese and what each of them did. 

After Dr. Hawkins retirement, his Administrative Assistant, Mrs. Alta Andrews was 

promoted as the Diocesan Treasurer. Mrs. Andrews has over thirty years of on-the-job training; 

she does not have a CPA or a Doctorate in Finance. 

After Mrs. Andrews’ retirement in 2001, Mr. Charles Pfeiffer was appointed as Treasurer. 

Similarly to Mrs. Andrews, Mr. Pfeiffer has neither a CPA nor a Doctorate in Finance; he has a 

degree in Engineering.   Mrs. Andrews has continued on staff as a consultant.  

In 2004, Mrs. Marie Donovan, a worker in the office of the Treasurer was terminated and Mr. 

Michael James was hired under the new title “Comptroller.”  Mr. James has an accounting 

degree from George Mason University and six years of experience in the private (airline) sector. 

 

SCOPE 

Standards and Objectives: Fiscal transparency requires careful structuring of clear 

inviolable boundaries between the use and accounting of program funds, trust funds, 

discretionary expenditures, and funds used for the salaries and maintenance of the diocese. The 

Fiscal Management of the diocese should have: 

• Accountability — Transparency, clear boundary structures which are not violated, full 

independent audits, immediate responsiveness to inquiries, clear reporting, assurance that 

restricted funds are spent for the purposes for which they are given, and discretionary 

funds are spent for pious and charitable purposes as provided by canon, and excellent 

communication about all aspects of the fiscal management of the diocese. 

• Abundant Funding Mechanism — Sufficient funding to carry out the mission and 

support ministries of the diocese. This includes a process that is designed to raise 

adequate funds, as well as stewardship education so that people will desire to give 

sacrificially and abundantly to the needs of the church. 
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• Qualified and Appropriate Fiscal Management Team — Assurance that the treasurer 

and all employees of the diocese associated with fiscal management have appropriate 

levels of formal and on-the-job training, as well as the experience necessary to manage 

the funds of the diocese. 

In our investigation of the fiscal concerns, we focused on the following topics: 

• Accountability, including: 

−−  Independent Audits 

−−  Transparency 

−−  Reporting with Clarity 

−−  Salary Issues 

• Assessments and the Diocesan Funding Mechanism 

• Stewardship Education 

• Credentials and Supervision of the treasurer 

 

FINDINGS 

Inadequate reporting of financial information has limited the work of the committee. 

While the lack of this information does not reveal malfeasance, it reveals major ineptitude. This 

leads us to a position of lacking trust in the financial information we have received. The 

Treasurer and his staff seem unable to answer questions of the simplest nature, revealing a fiscal 

management failure.  

On September 9, 2004, the Program Budget & Review Committee of the Executive Board 

issued a Report on Review of Restricted Accounts (hereinafter “Report”). The Report sheds light 

on many of our concerns about the misleading and inadequate reporting of financial information 

to the Mission and Ministry Foundation, Camp Wakonda, Camp Chanco, Camp Chanco-Living 

Waters Boards, and with regard to funds for Seminarian Assistance. The Report addresses the 

matters from the standpoint of correcting the reporting of the accounts in question. However, the 

report does not address the matters from the standpoint of the organization of the diocese, and 
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how that organization contributed to the creation of these problems, nor from the standpoint of 

the members of boards, commissions, and committees who relied on misleading and inaccurate 

financial reports. 

The recommendations of the Report are adopted and expanded in our recommendations. 

In general, the Report found that: 

−−  There was inadvertent double counting of the Composite Funds held for various 

organizations with the failure to designate in financial reports which assets were held 

in Composite Funds and which were held in the Operating Account. 

−−  There was a failure to liquidate Composite Funds when cash payments from the 

Operating Account exceeded restricted account balances. This resulted in continuing 

quarterly Composite Fund reports which indicated the continuing presence of assets, 

which by rights should have been liquidated to meet organization expenses. 

−−  Auditors did not audit the individual restricted accounts, but rather only audited 

general information regarding restricted assets. This failure to audit individual 

accounts caused the inaccuracies to go unnoticed for a prolonged period of time. 

 

• Examples of Fiscal Management Problems with Regard to Employees: 

The Canon to the Ordinary was hired February 1, 2003. From that time, the diocese should 

have been making payments to the Church Pension Fund based upon his salary, housing, utility 

and other compensation. From information received by the committee, this was apparently not 

the case. The situation was corrected in the spring of 2004 after the Canon to the Ordinary 

received a report from the Pension Fund stating that his pension was in jeopardy. The financial 

reports of 2003 need to be amended with annotation regarding the error. This was a significant 

error: if Church Pension Fund assessments are not made for any two quarters, the pension, life 

insurance policy, and disability provisions are put in jeopardy. If after two quarters of non-

payment, the cleric had died or become disabled, he and his family might not have received 

Pension Fund benefits. The diocese was saved from this embarrassing and potentially 

devastating possibility out of God’s pure grace. 
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The Suffragan Bishop had three different fiscal management failures regarding her 

compensation. 

−−  She was under-compensated for the first two years of her service to the diocese by 

some $25,000.00. The Executive Board is in the process of correcting this 

remarkable underpayment. 

−−  In addition, her Church Pension Fund Annual Report for 2002 shows that, 

contrary to the regulations of the fund, the pension fund payments made on her 

behalf did not include any payment of assessments on her housing or utility 

allowance ($19,600 for the year 2004). This resulted in an underpayment of her 

pension assessments in the approximate amount of $3,528 per year (18% of the 

housing and utility allowance). 

−−  In addition, her W-2 forms for the years 2002 and 2003 do not disclose any 

“housing allowance” under Box 13 (“Other”). While the housing allowance is not 

taxable for Income Tax purposes, it may well be taxable income for Social 

Security self-employment purposes and should be disclosed on the W-2 form. 

The Suffragan Bishop repeatedly notified the Treasurer and the Diocesan of the error in her 

compensation; however, the error was only corrected two years later upon the intervention of the 

Chair of The Executive Board. 

An employee of the Petersburg office recently lost her position as Lay Canon Missioner but 

was retained as secretary to the Suffragan Bishop at a greatly reduced salary. This employee 

reported to us that the Treasurer suggested that the diocese would make payments to the Pension 

Fund as though she were employed at her former salary. The employee declined the offer.   

According to Church Pension Fund and IRS regulations regarding defined contribution plans for 

lay employees, the contribution must be based upon the employee’s actual current salary. 

There is a proper mechanism for the diocese to accomplish what was suggested in the case of 

this employee. The diocese could contribute toward a separate Tax Sheltered Annuity for the 

employee. The contribution could be defined as the difference between the old pension 

premiums and the current pension premiums. Using that supplemental T.S.A. mechanism and 

carefully defining the class of employee covered by the diocesan policy, the contributions toward 
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her retirement could be kept at the same level as before her termination and rehiring without 

violating the IRS regulations regarding defined contribution pension plans.  

These fiscal management problems with regard to pensions are especially troubling because 

congregations look to the diocesan treasurer’s office for information and advice when it comes to 

Church Pension Fund responsibilities. 

The committee reiterates that it has not performed an audit of payrolls, tax reports, or pension 

payments, nor is it qualified to do so. All information that we have received comes either from 

diocesan journals, published diocesan reports, or directly from affected employees. Even though 

our spot-checks are not an audit, they have revealed significant non-compliance with Church 

Pension Fund regulations, significant underpayment of the Suffragan, and perhaps a need for 

amendment of W-2's for previous years that were based on incomplete and perhaps inaccurate 

information. These errors do not lend confidence in how other diocesan employees are 

compensated. 

• Example of Concerns with Proposed Clergy Salary Ranges: 

For the years 2003 and 2004 the respective reports issued by the Diocesan Compensation 

Committee which includes the Treasurer, reveal dramatic disparities in the proposed salary 

changes for the Diocesan and for the Suffragan, as shown in schedules G and H. 

The proposed Clergy Salary Ranges for Suffragan (Schedule G) 

   Minimum  Midpoint  Maximum 

 2003  $50,632 $63,286 $75,939 

 2004  $50,151 $59,976 $69,800 

 % Change -0.95%  -5.23%  -8.08% 
 
The proposed Clergy Salary Ranges for Diocesan (Schedule H) 

 2003  $55,403 $69,241 $83,079 

 2004  $75,227 $82,507 $89,787 

 % Change +35.78% +19.16% +8.07% 

 

Thus for 2004 the Suffragan’s salary was proposed to be cut anywhere from about one to 

eight percent from prior year recommendations, while the proposed Diocesan salary increased 

anywhere from eight to nearly thirty-six percent. Such dramatic disparities indicate an area for 
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concern in a time when clergy were generally receiving 2.2% increases, and many diocesan 

employees were concerned about the possibility of losing their jobs because of shortages of 

diocesan income. 

• Examples of Inaccurate Reporting of Special Funds Held by the Diocese: 

The Mission and Ministry Foundation. The 2002 Diocesan Journal shows the Net Funds 

Available as of December 31, 2001 for the Mission and Ministry Foundation Fund to be 

$254,670.81. The 2003 Diocesan Journal shows the same Net Funds Available as of December 

31, 2001 as a negative ($195,564.26). This represents a negative change of position of 

$450,235.07 on the same date between the two Journal Reports. There is no comment in the 

2003 Journal to explain why the number carried over from the previous year was different. 

The Mission and Ministry Foundation was told that, due to an accounting error, the grant 

balance of the Foundation Fund was at a negative ($384,751) as of December 31, 2002. In our 

interviews, we were informed by a clergy member of the M&M Foundation Board, who when he 

asked the treasurer to explain the accounting error, was told that it was none of his business. 

On June 29, 2004, the Mission and Ministry Foundation Board met with the Program Budget 

and Review Committee of the Executive Board, and it is associating an independent auditor to 

determine where the money went and the correct balance of the foundation fund. 

One explanation of the dramatic fund shortage is that for some recent years, the Treasurer’s 

office had not separated the corpus of the Foundation from its income, and so the Foundation 

Board was unknowingly spending the corpus of the trust fund. In addition, a portion of the 

reported deficit may come from investment losses over the several years. The September 9, 2004 

Report on Review of Restricted Accounts provides a detailed analysis of the Mission and 

Ministry restricted account. In essence, because of misleading financial reports for the years 

2000 through the beginning of 2002, the Mission and Ministry Foundation made grants of nearly 

$360,000.00 while the income to the Foundation during that same period was only $43,000. The 

financial reports essentially failed to separate out the fund corpus from income. 

The current Treasurer has confirmed that audit reports received in September or October of 

2002 (his first full year as treasurer) brought this problem to light. He reconstructed the balances 

of the Foundation before the end of the year, and discovered that instead of the positive 
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$254,670.81 balance reported at the end of 2001, the correct balance of Funds Available was 

($195,564.26) as of that date. Relying on the erroneous information provided them at the 

beginning of 2002; the M&M Board had already made additional grants of $208,300.00 in the 

year 2002.  

Additionally, the M&M Foundation Fund “Net Funds Available” has continued to be greatly 

overstated because it includes one half of the Composite Fund balance of the Susan Dawley 

Jordan Fund in the net funds available. Instead, the report was supposed to have included one 

half of the “income” from the Jordan Fund, not the corpus. 

The recommendation of the September 9, 2004 Report is that the assets of the M&M 

Foundation Fund be liquidated to repay the operating account of the diocese. Relying on 

misleading financial information provided by the prior diocesan treasurer, the M&M Foundation 

Fund Board has unknowingly consumed its fund out of existence.    

 

The Chanco on the James Center. In March of 2003, the Chanco Board was told that the 

diocese had found $186,100.23 in the composite fund in its name. In addition, there remained 

$47, 367.84 in the Chanco Development Fund. The composite fund balance was reported to be 

from a fund created by Bishop Vest in the late 1990's.  

Based upon this representation, in early 2004 the Chanco Board decided to repair the roof on 

the Manor House, to treat for termites throughout the center, and replace deteriorated windows 

and floors in various buildings.  

At the Chanco Board meeting on April 27, 2004, it was reported that the diocese had actually 

closed the Chanco Composite Fund account to pay bills in previous years in spite of the fact that 

the Composite Fund quarterly reports showed a balance in the account. The board was informed 

that there actually was no money in the Composite Fund. 

The September 9, 2004 Report does not explore or recite details of the process of Chanco on 

the James becoming a separate legal entity from the diocese.  The PB&R Committee promises to 

complete subsequent reports. 

 

The Living Waters Retreat Center. The Rev. Dick and Susan Watson originally funded it 

though a major donation. In April of 2003, when the Watsons decided to leave the area, the 
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Treasurer reported $240,000 on hand in the Living Waters Retreat Center Fund and an additional 

$150,000 coming from the Watsons (for a total of $390,000). 

At the time the Watsons left the diocese, the foundation and basement of the Center were 

already completed. A decision had to be made whether to continue construction. The Chanco 

Board redesigned the property into a facility usable for the Conference Center at the cost of 

$192,000.00 for building the house. Change orders were issued for $18,500 to finish the 

basement and $3,800 for bathroom additions and a handicapped ramp. The Chanco Board also 

estimated expenditures of $31,000 for septic field, well, and electrical service. The total 

estimated cost for the redesigned facility was $245,300.00. 

The Finance Committee of the Chanco Board met on May 17, 2004. After the board had paid 

approximately $186,000 in construction costs, it was informed that there was only $8,223.07 

remaining in the Living Waters account.  Questions remain about what happened to the balance 

of almost $200,000.00. 

At the Chanco Board meeting on May 25, 2004, the Board voted to complete the 

construction of the house with other funds in order to have the property usable. 

The September 9, 2004 Report did not complete a review of the Living Waters project, but 

did note that the PB&R will review it and make a subsequent report. 

 

Camp Wakonda. Some years ago, Camp Wakonda had approximately $11,000 surplus in 

operating funds that was deposited in an account in the Composite Fund. Camp Wakonda 

received quarterly Composite Fund reports showing funds in the account. In the spring of 2004, 

they attempted to “cash-in” the composite fund account in order to meet an unexpected shortfall, 

and they were told that their composite funds were withdrawn in previous years to pay bills for 

Wakonda. Again, the quarterly Composite Fund statements showed a balance in the account, and 

the treasurer’s office reported that there were no Wakonda Composite Funds left. 

Please note the similarities in the experiences of the Chanco Board and Camp Wakonda. 

The September 9, 2004 Report discusses what actually happened to the Wakonda funds at 

length, including the double counting of Composite Fund investments, with the same assets 

reflected both in special fund reports and composite fund reports. It is used as a case study in 
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how misunderstandings of the reported Composite Fund balances have led to confusion about 

available fund assets. 

 

Seminarian Theological Education. During our interviews, we were asked to investigate 

the use of the special funds designated for seminarian theological education. Unfortunately, we 

were unable to do this. 

The September 9, 2004 Report contains a review of Theological Education and St. George’s 

College Funds, as shown on Schedule D of the Report. This committee notes that the high 

Administrative Expenses charged to the Theological Education Fund warrant further inquiry. For 

example in the year 2002, with grants totaling $10,500, the Theological Education Fund 

(Undesignated) paid administrative expenses of $7,187.00 (68% of grants or 27.6% of total 

income for the year 2002). Further over the years 1995 through 2003, the Administrative 

Expenses varied from a negative ($445.00) to $8,608.00 with no apparent consistency. Also the 

investment income in 2002 and 2003 appear to be identical. 

 

• Examples of Poor Financial Practices:  

In our interviews we discovered several examples of poor fiscal practices. Subsequently 

the Treasurer and the Controller have started to address these and other loose practices. What 

we discovered represents a lack of understanding or interest in some of the most basic 

financial practices, an area that clearly is the responsibility of the Treasurer. 

−−  The bookkeeper was paying bills based on monthly statements that she received. 

Prudent accounting dictates that all bills be paid on the basis of an original 

invoice. 

−−  Expense reports were not required when diocesan employees submitted travel 

expenses for reimbursement. 

−−  Some employees regularly received their paychecks late. 

 

In summary, our investigation has revealed substantial management and accounting 

concerns including: 
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• Significant errors in at least four cases regarding employee payroll and pension payments: 

−−  Significant underpayment of an employee for a period of two years, 

−−  Underpayment of the same employee’s pension, 

−−  No pension payments on another employee, and 

−−  An offer of an inappropriate pension arrangement with an employee. 

• A dramatic disparity in the proposed changes to the Diocesan and Suffragan’s salary 

ranges between 2003 and 2004. 

• Lack of reliability and transparency in the balances of the diocesan special funds and 

confusion on the part of the diocesan staff about the correct balances of special funds. 

The boards of at least two diocesan committees relied on grossly inaccurate fund balance 

reports in making decisions either to make grants or to enter into construction contracts. 

• Poor financial controls and procedures in the processing and paying of bills. 

 

Supervision of the Treasurer 

The Treasurer is an officer of the Diocese. Given the principle of the separation of spiritual 

authority from temporal authority embodied in Episcopal Church polity, supervision of financial 

matters including the Treasurer, therefore, lies with the Executive Board.   

Southern Virginia Canon IV states: “The Treasurer of the Diocese shall receive and safely 

keep all money and other designated property of the Diocese, and disburse and dispose of the 

same as may be ordered by the Council, and shall render annually to the Council an account 

showing all money and other property received, and the manner in which it has been disposed of 

or disbursed.” 

Southern Virginia Canon IX, Sec 3 states in part: “It [the Executive Board] shall have power 

to expend all sums of money covered by the Diocesan Budget approved by Council.” 

Article XII of the Constitution of the Diocese of Southern Virginia states: The Executive 

Board shall elect a Treasurer of the Diocese, who shall be an adult confirmed communicant in 

good standing, and who shall hold office at the pleasure of the Board.  The Treasurer shall 

perform such duties as may be required by the Council and by the Executive Board.  
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Thus, it makes sense for the diocesan Treasurer to be under the supervision of The Executive 

Board, as the Treasurer is charged with collecting and disbursing the budget, which by canon is 

under the authority of The Executive Board. 

 

The Need for a Stewardship of Abundance Rather than Scarcity 

From the first full year of Voluntary Proportional Giving in 1983, parish pledges to the 

diocese have decreased from 13.78% to 7.56% of parish operating revenue in 2003. 

As a result, for the past dozen years, we have presided over a budget by atrophy. Whenever a 

diocesan position has become vacant, the position was eliminated because of lack of funds.  This 

practice began with college chaplains at Norfolk State, Virginia State, and Longwood 

Universities. It further continued with diocesan positions of Director of Youth Ministries and the 

Director of Christian Formation. It has culminated with the abolition of the ACTS Director and 

Lay Canon Missioner positions. The Talbot Hall office used to be full of highly qualified 

professional program staff. Today it is down to a skeleton crew of Bishop, Canon to the 

Ordinary, and Treasurer, accompanied by administrative assistants. 

This diocese is not alone in this dilemma, but shares the same experience with other dioceses 

with voluntary pledge systems. Our information indicates that the diocese is significantly under 

funded (by at least $400,000) in comparison with other dioceses of approximately the same size: 

 Diocese Baptized Members Budget 

 Florida   31,985  $2,162,136 (2004) 

 Colorado  32,864  $2,155,099 (2003) 

 Southern Virginia 33,198  $1,730,506 (2004) 

 Olympia  33,347  $4,300,000 (2004) 

 Ohio   33,861  $3,735,000 (2004) 

 

Our current system of funding the ministries of the diocese is not working. The staff 

reductions alone reflect the severity of the problem. The recommendations of any study are only 

as effective as the financial ability to carry them out. We cannot expect to receive the quality of 

service we deserve without paying for it. 
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Recommendations from the Program Budget & Review Committee 

To address the problems encountered in its Review of Restricted Accounts, the Program 

Budget & Review Committee makes the following four recommendations in the September 9, 

2004 Report:  

1. Restricted accounts should be reviewed to ensure that the diocese has an up-to-date list of 

the individuals, committees or boards responsible for each restricted account and the 

approvals required for transactions in such accounts. 

2. The financial statements and reports of the diocese should be reviewed and, as 

appropriate, revised to ensure that they are responsive to the needs of users. 

3. Particularly in this time of tight operating budgets, steps should be taken to ensure that, in 

cases where there is discretion in the use of restricted funds, the current priorities of the 

diocese are fully considered in making distributions of restricted fund income.   

4. Consideration should be given to adopting a total return approach to the determination of 

the amount of funds that will be available for expenditure each year from restricted 

account funds as opposed to the annual interest and dividends approach now in use. 

The Report also recommends to the Chanco Board that it consider, as did the M&M 

Foundation, obtaining a separate audit report of the Camp Chanco financial statements. While 

we see the benefits of such an audit, we also see the recommendation as an admission of two 

facts: 

First, the recommendation of an outside audit for the individual funds is an admission of the 

incompetence of the diocese in its role as custodian. 

Second, the recommendation of an outside audit for the individual funds is an abdication of 

the diocese’s fiduciary obligation as custodian of funds. 

The very reason for these Special Funds is to enable the diocese to maintain supervision over 

the financial aspects of all of its ministries, to provide these ministries with the economic benefit 

of the accounting expertise of the diocese, and to give donors the assurance that the diocesan 

treasurer is safeguarding the donations to all ministries of the diocese. In short, it is simply a 

matter of trust and credibility. If each committee, board, or individual charged with overseeing a 

Appendix 1



 37

Special or Restricted Fund were charged with getting its own treasurer and auditor, then the 

diocese would completely abdicate its fiduciary and ecclesiastical responsibility to that ministry 

and to the people who support it. The buck must stop here. It cannot be passed. 

The goal of the PB&R September 9, 2004 Report is to ascertain that the problems with 

regard to the accounting of restricted accounts are addressed. In addition to the PB&R goal, the 

goal of this committee is that the diocese be organized and staffed in a way: 

• To assure donors that their gifts are held in excellent stewardship,  

• To assure all members of the diocese that the financial information they receive is both 

accurate and transparent, and  

• To avoid the potential of these or any other fiscal problems occurring in the future. 

  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In addition to the recommendations of PB&R September 9, 2004 Report, we also recommend 

the following: 

Recommendation 30: That an Independent Audit of All Funds be done.  Because of the lack 

of credible accounting information, the committee recommends an independent audit of all funds 

maintained by the diocese, covering the period from the retirement of Frank Hawkins as 

Treasurer to the present, including but not limited to: 

• Ascertaining the correct balances of all accounts 

• If the correct balance is not the same as reported by the diocese at any time during the 

audit period, ascertaining what happened to the funds. 

• Ascertaining that all moneys expended from the accounts were spent for the intended 

purpose of those funds (including expenditures from all discretionary accounts). 

• A review of all of the specific recommendations of the auditors in prior years and of 

the actions taken in response to these recommendations.  

• A review of the salaries paid, and pension fund payments made by the diocese to 

ascertain that they are correct and current for all covered employees. 

Appendix 1



 38

• An analysis of how the accounts could be maintained in order to make them more 

easily understandable and transparent to donors, committee members, and other 

interested parties. 

 

Recommendation 31.  That a reporting system for special funds be established whereby: 

• The corpus of all trust funds is clearly differentiated from the amount available for 

distribution,  

• The boards of the diocesan organizations may not inadvertently invade the corpus of 

their trust funds, and 

• That the system clearly identifies the amount available for distribution at any time, 

even if the corpus is held in investments with fluctuating values. 

 

Recommendation 32.  That there be more clarity in the audited financial reports. For the 

sake of continuity, the audited financial reports should continue to be a combined report of the 

Diocese and the Mission and Ministry Foundation, as explained in the auditor’s notes to the 

financial statement. In order to provide more clarity, the financial statements should also include 

separate reports for each of these entities, and the Diocesan Report should show the operation of 

Chanco on the James separately.  

 

Recommendation 33.  That the Diocese hire fully independent auditors. In order to restore 

confidence, the auditors must be completely independent. The auditors are to be Certified Public 

Accountants with no connection to or friendships with any employee of the diocese, no prior 

personal connection to the Episcopal Church in this diocese, and having made no previous audits 

of the financial information of the diocese for the previous ten years. We also recommend that 

the auditors be changed periodically. 

 

Recommendation 34.  That an IMMEDIATE Examination and Change of the Diocese 

Funding Mechanism be instituted. The reliance on volunteer giving is clearly not working.  
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The Executive Board should immediately create a task force to examine new funding 

mechanisms for the diocese:  

• To create a reliable system to assure that the ministries of the diocese are fully funded 

to accomplish the mission of the diocese.  

• To establish a process for ongoing communication of the diocesan ministries and 

stewardship education to the people of the diocese.  

• To report back, with all due haste, its specific recommendation of any canonical 

changes necessary to bring the diocese to a point of financial stability; and that those 

changes be disseminated to and brought before the Diocesan Council as soon as 

practicable, including if necessary, the calling of a Special Council to deliberate the 

matter. 

 

Recommendation 35.  That requirements for the Diocesan Treasurer be clearly defined: 

a) Credentials: That the Executive Board immediately pass guidelines for the 

credentials of applicants for position of Treasurer as follows: 

i. That the Treasurer be a Certified Public Accountant with skill and experience in 

not-for-profit fund accounting (or) 

ii. In the event that the Treasurer is not a CPA,  

1) That the Treasurer have both significant accounting education and extensive 

experience in not-for-profit fund accounting, and  

2) That the daily consulting services of a CPA be retained, with required 

supervision of all accounts.  

b) Supervision: The Constitution of the Diocese of Southern Virginia, Article XII 

states: “The Executive Board shall elect a Treasurer of the Diocese, who shall be an 

adult confirmed communicant in good standing, and who shall hold office at the 

pleasure of the Board. The Treasurer shall perform such duties as may be required by 

the Council and by the Executive Board.” The Treasurer is an officer of the Diocese. 
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Supervision of financial matters including the Treasurer lies with the Executive 

Board. 

c) Separation of Financial Administration from Office and Program 

Administration: 

−−  The administration of the programs and office staff of the diocese lies within the 

spiritual purview of the Bishop. 

−−  Having a Treasurer who is also Director of Program Ministries or Office 

Administrator creates an inherently conflicted position. 

−−  The Treasurer is responsible to the Executive Board of the Diocese, and is 

required to make an annual accounting to the Diocesan Council. 

−−  The Director of Program Ministries and the Office Administrator are responsible 

to the bishop in the execution of the spiritual and administrative work of the 

diocese. 

−−  Separating the Financial Administration from the Office and Program 

Administration would eliminate this conflict of one person trying to serve two 

masters. 

 

Recommendation 36.  That the Diocese employ an Internal Auditor to implement and 

monitor a system of fiscal checks and balances throughout the accounting process. The 

Internal Auditor would be hired by the Executive Board and report directly to it. Following 

implementation of fiscally prudent accounting procedures, the position would become part-time. 
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HUMAN RESOURCES 

SCOPE 
 

 Aside from knowing one’s mission, the use of Human Resources in the successful 

operation of any business is of paramount importance.  It is particularly important in a spiritual 

setting because starting with our relationship with God and through his son, Jesus, we have all 

the examples we need to understand that it is indeed our call to know those with whom we work, 

to develop each other’s gifts, to listen to the still small voices, to work with commitment and 

integrity, and above all to live and work with intention to glorify God’s name in love and service 

to others. 

 Accordingly, it takes learned skills and more than desire to successfully accomplish this 

part of successful work.  It is not uncommon in a non-profit setting (and, in particular a spiritual 

setting), for there to come a time to “formalize” the way in which the organization lives and 

works.  It goes against the grain of our souls to write down rules and regulations, procedures, and 

the like because the informality seems more like working in faith.  We grow accustomed to 

volunteer efforts and use them often as a measure of our success.... “how much we get and pay 

nothing for.”  Indeed, congregations and dioceses alike, rely heavily on the commitment of 

volunteers to do work for which there is no money in the budget.     

In addition, employees are sometimes hired to fulfill a particular role because of “their 

commitment to the cause” and may not be qualified in the standard market place.  It makes it 

harder then, to see the importance of honoring the time when there needs to be balance between 

what is paid for, what is volunteer, how to select people who will work for pay, how committees 

are chosen and trained, how we each are held accountable and how we approach difficult 

discussions for a positive outcome in the context of our work and faith.  It is complicated when 

volunteers become employees, when volunteers come forward in faith to offer themselves for 

roles, and then to establish accountability measures so that at the end of the day and the end of 

the year, all who work for the good of the organization whether they work for a salary or as 

volunteers can feel, “well done, thou good and faithful servants.”   

 Though it is harder to establish clear and somewhat formal standards in a non-profit, 

spiritual setting, this committee is shocked and saddened to see the results when those formalities 

have not been in place and the dramatic consequences. The very compassion Christians embody 
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can be lost.  The very heart which knows no boundaries of work for their Church and for their 

Christ can be demoralized.  The very feet and hands and voices which bind people together can 

be torn apart and spirits can be broken.   This is what we have seen in our assessment of the 

human resources part of the diocese.   None of this is intentional, and yet to say it is dramatic and 

critical grossly understates the condition of the human element at the diocese.    

The intention and action, and therefore the remedy, must start with the Diocesan and the 

Suffragan. We know that with proper standards and accountabilities (all fancy business words), 

with proper training and needs assessments, with visiting the mission of the diocese regularly, 

and with an intention of fulfilling the mission of the diocese in the world and God’s mission in 

our lives, that healing can take place, joy can be restored and all may be about doing God’s work 

in a way that can be a model for others.   

 It is in that spirit that this portion of our report to the Bishops, the Standing Committee 

and the Executive Board is written.  

 The Human Resources part of this report covers the following categories: 

• Training of wardens/vestries 

• Multi-racial and multi-cultural diversity 

• Identification of spiritual gifts among clergy 

• Needs assessment 

• Job Description 

• Supervisory accountability 

• Formal performance reviews each year for each employee 

• Standard operating procedures for hiring and Employee Manuals which are 

distributed and signed off by each employee 

• A qualified Administrator to perform the work of the diocese 

• A qualified Treasurer to perform the work of the diocese 

• Codes of conduct as a part of standards 

• Training in confidentiality 

• Required attendance at meetings 

• An appropriate salary structure, updated periodically 

• Cross-training 
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As most of you know, the scope of our services has been quite extensive.  Information 

was gathered from meeting minutes, budgetary reports, personal reports, and interviews with 

each staff member, including a new staff member and staff from Camp Chanco.  In addition, 

members of our committee drew from their own skills, expertise, and experiences in both the 

secular and sacred work environments, with for-profit and not-for-profit organizations.   

 
 

F I N D I N G S 
 

The findings are listed according to the areas above and are not listed in order of priority: 

• At the congregational level, wardens are insufficiently trained to allow them to be 

responsible advocates for the mission and work of the diocese, often unable to articulate, 

advocate or promote its mission and work. 

• There is little multi-racial and/or multi-cultural diversity within the staff of the diocese.  

The staff does not represent a cross-section of the congregations of the diocese in either 

race or cultural diversity and, therefore, compromises its effectiveness in those areas. 

• There is no evidence that spiritual gifts among bishops or clergy are identified or 

empowered, looking at the whole of the life and mission of the diocese and working from 

that premise. 

• It is clear that it has been a number of years since the diocese has assessed what it needs 

to operate successfully, and be staffed according to need. 

• There is no clear administrative or operational leader of the diocese or its staff.  There is 

no coordination or collaboration for internal or external functioning.  There is a “Lay 

Canon for Administration/Treasurer” but it appears that neither time or skill allows that 

person to function effectively.  In the absence of the Bishop offering leadership or 

direction and/or the Lay Canon for Administration/Treasurer responding or creating 

operational plans, there appears to be very little planned direction. 

• When positions are vacated, there is not a “needs assessment” standard that allows the 

diocese to determine whether what is sought is actually needed. 

• Job descriptions, though available in some cases, are outdated and do not adequately or 

appropriately reflect the performance requirements for each employee.  Many employees 
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do not know if they have a job description.  They do not receive an annual performance 

review as a guidepost for their work. Therefore, employees do not know if they are 

performing appropriately, or achieving the objective for which they were hired. 

• It is clear at every level of the diocese that employees are not evaluated.   In the most 

rudimentary way, this is insulting to the power and value of human relations.   

• Mutual Ministry Review is not available at the highest level of the diocese among the 

Executive Board and Standing Committee and the bishops or between the bishops 

individually. 

• Counseling sessions, few of which have been acknowledged, are not recorded in writing 

or in any other way so that both parties can work towards identified goals. 

• From a legal standpoint, the diocese is at risk of either legal action or the requirement to 

pay unemployment benefits for any employee removed without cause.  Though Virginia 

is a “right to work” state and an employer can relieve an employee of his/her job at any 

time, the risk of paying unemployment benefits is increased without written evidence of 

proper counseling. 

• Communication is mostly informal and not effective.  Employees are not required to 

attend staff meetings.  Meetings are not held regularly and efforts to monitor or improve 

morale are not evident. 

• Employees from the Petersburg office are not required to attend staff meetings.  The 

informality, and the option to be absent, has seriously jeopardized the ability of the whole 

staff to be integrated and effective in their relationships with each other.  This failure 

compromises the mission and work of the diocese. 

• Those who do come to the staff meetings do not appear to have the same information 

about important subjects; there appears to be no record, and no follow up on action items. 

• Communication between committees, and the staff of the diocese, and congregations is 

unpredictable, depending on the climate of the diocese. Committees are left with 

unanswered questions or inaccurate data which has, in some cases, seriously 

compromised their work and effectiveness. 

• Needs of congregations, expressed to the diocese, are sometimes left unmet. Often, calls 

are not returned; issues remain unresolved. 
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• Communication between the Bishops appears to be strained. This is particularly evident 

by the lack of discretion between the Bishops in revealing in public ways the nature and 

challenges of their relationship.  This is a poor representation of the mission of the 

diocese and a deplorable state for all involved, thereby leaving congregations, clergy and 

staff demoralized.   

• There have been a number of consultants brought in for a variety of reasons by different 

people, for different purposes. Unfortunately, there has been no follow-through or 

implementation of their recommendations.   

• In one case, a consultant was hired and led a retreat at which staff members revealed their 

feelings about each other that were “unpleasant.” There was no subsequent effort to 

resolve bad feelings or build camaraderie among the staff.  In addition, the staff members 

were assured of confidentiality at the beginning of their interviews and that 

confidentiality was broken.  The damage is still a powerful element among the staff and 

there is a great deal of unresolved sadness, anger and demoralization.   

• It is clear that there are no Standard Operating Procedures (SOP’s), i.e. hiring procedures, 

emergency procedures, confidentiality statements. etc. 

• Though there appears to be an Employee Manual, there is no evidence that staff are 

consistently given the manual, sign off that they have read it, or are held accountable for 

its contents. 

• Training and orientation at every level is neglected.  In one instance, a new employee 

actually taught the supervisor. “Baptism by fire” is a phrase heard more often than not. 

• There are some employees who are not qualified to perform their functions effectively.   

• Salary structures are inconsistent and do not follow comparable patterns with like 

dioceses. 

• There is no evidence of cross training of staff at any level in order to adequately prepare 

for unforeseen circumstances. 

• Lack of appropriate counseling documentation leaves the diocese open for possible 

discrimination suits. 
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R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S 
 
Recommendation 37.  That training material for both Vestries and Wardens be developed 

to include specific knowledge about the work of the diocese and how to promote that work 

in their congregations. 

 

Recommendation 38.  That an intentional plan be developed and implemented to hire 

employees rich in cultural and racial diversity. 

 

Recommendation 39. That the Bishop ensures that his staff is acquainted with the 

importance of cultural and racial diversity through education and proper communication. 

 

Recommendation 40.  That the Bishop engage in dialogue to give small, struggling 

congregations “permission” to explore opportunities to work with other congregations in 

order to strengthen bodies of worshippers, breathe new life into challenged congregations 

and extend the life of their community resources. 

 

Recommendation 41.  That the Executive Board, the Standing Committee, the Bishops and 

the Canon to the Ordinary review the Mission of the Diocese of Southern Virginia, 

determine if it is still accurate, change as may be necessary and plan its implementation. 

 

Recommendation 42.  That once the diocese has confirmed its Mission, a formal “Needs 

Assessment” be done to determine the kind of staff the diocese needs to be successful in 

fulfilling its mission and that a staff reorganization begin. 

 

Recommendation 43.  That a plan be developed, implemented, and followed to explore and 

encourage the gifts of each Bishop and the Canon to the Ordinary in order to meet the 

needs of the diocese. 
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Recommendation 44.  That once the “Needs Assessment” is completed and job descriptions 

prepared, the skills and experiences of current employees be examined to determine if they 

are qualified to fill the staffing needs of the diocese.  

 

Recommendation 45.  That in the staff re-organization process, a plan for annual 

performance reviews be developed for staff at every level, including the Bishops. 

  

Recommendation 46.  That standards be developed and implemented to include job 

descriptions, operating standards, emergency standards, codes of conduct, etc.  Every 

employee should receive an employee orientation to the diocese as well as their duties, 

formal training and performance expectations. Employees should receive an Employee 

Manual and should sign off and date verifying that they have read the document. 

  

Recommendation  47.  That an employee, found not to be qualified to fill a diocesan staff 

position, be relieved of that position and that this be done compassionately, with notice, in 

writing, and with appropriate severance pay. 

 

Recommendation 48.  That staff meetings be conducted regularly as an important and 

valuable tool to educate, inform, communicate personally, build a strong team and improve 

morale and enhance the life and mission of the diocese.  That the staff meetings be efficient, 

effective, and brief.  That a designated scribe keeps minutes of the meeting and record any 

actions assigned to individuals.  That each meeting start with a review of action items from 

the previous meeting and follow an effective and dependable agenda.   Lastly, that all staff 

be required to attend staff meetings. 

 

Recommendation 49.  That specific attention be given to rebuilding collaborative 

relationships between the two offices of the diocese. 

 

Recommendation 50.  That committees of the diocese work in concert, establish 

accountability measures and set term limits; and that on each committee there are people 

whose expertise fall in categories inherent to that committee. 
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Recommendation 51.  That each Bishop hold themselves accountable at all times for 

professional behavior worthy of their role, not just as Bishops, but as leaders and role 

models for this diocese, and that each Bishop be informed that unprofessional behavior will 

not be tolerated. 

 

Recommendation 52.  That each Bishop seek appropriate counsel for the resolution of their 

conflicts, but that under no circumstances will they discuss each other’s work, in a 

derogatory manner, with other clergy or staff or demean each other in any way. 

 

Recommendation 53.  That once a re-organizational structure has been implemented, a 

staff retreat be held with the sole intent of rebuilding trust. 

 

Recommendation 54.  That in the future, no consultants be hired without the approval of 

and in consultation with the Executive Board. 

 

Recommendation 55.  That cross training be a standard part of working at the diocesan 

office.  This training, as with other training, should be formal, in writing, intentional and 

assessed as to its effectiveness.  

 

Recommendation 56.   That the working hours of each employee be published and be 

common knowledge among the staff. 

 

Recommendation 57.   That an assessment of salaries and benefits be performed as a part 

of staff re-organization and that standards be developed to avoid over or underpayment of 

salaries and benefits. 

  

Recommendation 58.  That each diocesan office be made handicap accessible in accordance 

with appropriate standards. 

 

Recommendation 59.  That the Diocese of Southern Virginia separate the current position 

of Administrator/Treasurer into two independent positions. 
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Recommendation 60.  That accountability be inherent in all of the operational systems that 

are reinstated or created as a result of the DOC Report, and that there be follow-up by the 

Executive Board and the Standing Committee of the diocese. 

  

Recommendation_61.  That in order to accomplish the contents of this entire report the 

diocese retain the support of a qualified Interim Administrator. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

 The human element of any organization is its most important element.  Properly 

structuring it, explaining it, providing for it and evaluating it is the most effective way to honor 

an organization’s most valuable asset.... its people.   It gives a clear message to staff that they are 

important enough to deserve clear leadership, empowerment of their gifts, boundaries, 

expectations and benefits.  

 The spirit and effectiveness of the people that make up the staff of the Diocese of 

Southern Virginia are in serious jeopardy.  Although they are loyal and want to work for the 

good of the diocese, most all report that they’re tired, weary and demoralized at best. They try 

not to be negative, but they are overwhelmed and confused with the lack of direction. This is the 

result of casual ways of leadership and casual treatments of systems and people.  It is the 

development of formal or intentional ways of leading that provide a dependable guide for the 

human condition and provide means upon which it can grow and flourish. 

 It is absolutely possible to accomplish these recommendations!  But it will require 

intentional efforts on the part of the leadership of the diocese, faith in the process, determination 

to make these critical changes, and a spirit of hope, forgiveness and renewal. 
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COMMUNICATIONS 

SCOPE 

Communication, in liturgy, in biblical texts, spoken, printed and heard is the means of 

sharing our faith, sharing our knowledge, and exchanging vital information.  It supports the 

spiritual and physical growth of congregations, and builds effective working relationships at all 

levels of the Diocese of Southern Virginia. 

 Effective communication within any organization occurs intentionally through planning 

and training. The communication function is like the neurological system of the body; it affects 

every other system and action from the greatest to the smallest. When it works well it is almost 

invisible but when it fails it can be devastating. Communication encompasses the image and 

identity of the diocese, promotion and advocacy of the diocese and the Episcopal Church, media 

relations, financial communication, member and parish relations, outreach and ministry support, 

employee communication, community and crisis communication, privacy and information 

management, and communications technologies. Each of these functions has additional sub-

functions that impact every aspect of diocesan life. 

Internal and external communications in the Diocese of Southern Virginia are at best 

marginally effective. There is no consistent and sound structure to support the necessary 

communication functions. Within the scope of its limited budget and voluntary personnel, the 

Diocesan Department of Communication has assisted with and supported many of these areas. 

However the immediate and long-term needs of Diocesan Communication are beyond its scope, 

authority and resources. 

 

FINDINGS 
 

 These finding are developed from the extensive experiences and desires expressed in 

meeting minutes, budgetary reports, surveys and interviews.  
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Internal Communication – Diocesan Offices 

 
Communication Technologies 

 

• Current equipment and programs do not provide for secure, uniform and timely 

dissemination of information among all diocesan staff. Trust in the security and authenticity 

of confidential information is essential to the effective work of all diocesan employees. 

• Current equipment and programs do not allow for all diocesan staff, within their professional 

authority, to directly access information necessary to carryout their work. This is specifically 

noted in the lack of access to the Automated Church Systems database by the personnel in 

the Petersburg office. 

• The Automated Church Systems programs for accounting and data management are 

underutilized due to lack of staff training. 

• Lack of an integrated event planning and registration computer program complicates 

planning for Diocesan Council and coordination of other major diocesan gatherings. 

 

Employee Communications 

 

• Weekly staff meetings are ineffective in terms of project planning, accountability, and 

dissemination of critical information and policy decisions. 

• Weak interpersonal communication skills and lack of opportunity to build a working 

community of faith is detrimental to the working relationships and goals of the diocesan 

staff. 

 

Internal Communication – Diocesan wide 

Identity and Image 
 

• Lack of communicated vision and mission of the Diocese of Southern Virginia: undermines 

the relationship of diocesan staff to congregational staff; obscures and undermines the 

mutually supportive relationship of the diocese with parishes and missions; and undermines 

the relationship and trust necessary for sound stewardship the local and diocesan levels. 

• Clergy and laity desire a strategy for shaping the public image of our life and work as the 

Episcopal Church in the Diocese of Southern Virginia. 
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Financial Communication 
 

• Inconsistent communication concerning diocesan finances and financial activities 

undermines trust in all information and activities of the diocesan offices and staff. 

• Most parish leaders are uninformed and inadequately trained to understand diocesan 

finances. 

 

Communication Support for Ministry and Outreach 

 
• Weak interpersonal communication skills undermine the effectiveness of diocesan staff in 

support of the laity and clergy.  Communication is not only what we say but also how we say 

it. 

• Laity and clergy desire respectful, responsive and collaborative communications at all levels 

to achieve the mission of individual congregations, the Diocese of Southern Virginia and the 

Episcopal Church. 

• Lack of regular reporting of the work of all diocesan ministries, professional and volunteer, 

undermines the future support of these ministries and related stewardship. 

• Clergy, laity and diocesan staff desire ongoing communication of the priorities and emerging 

issues of the diocese so that our gathering at Diocesan Council and other major meetings can 

be the work of “the Body of Christ.” 

• Clergy and laity desire timely information sharing among leadership, staff, the Bishops and 

congregations. 

• Clergy and laity desire resources for volunteer diocesan leadership at the local and diocesan 

levels, particularly the training of Vestry members, Council delegates, candidates for 

diocesan office and deputies to the General Convention. 

• Clergy and laity desire timely information concerning the emerging issues of the Episcopal 

Church in the United States and the worldwide Anglican Communion. 

 

Privacy/ Information Management/ Crisis Communications 
 

• Clergy and laity desire confidentiality and privacy including conversations and issues related 

to the gathering and dissemination of personal information held in congregation and diocesan 

databases and computer files. 
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• Congregations desire a communications plan that includes timely notification of reports 

or articles appearing in regional news and the response by the designated diocesan 

spokesperson. 

 

Communication Technologies 

 

• Clergy and laity desire a strategy for facilitating internal parochial communications and 

advertising through Internet-based and other media. 

• SoVaNet is underutilized, and diocesan staff, clergy and laity are untrained and 

uninformed concerning its purpose and potential. 

 

External Communication – community, region and world 

• Diocesan staff, clergy and laity desire a strategy for shaping the image of the diocese. 

• The inconsistent communications of the diocese undermine the trust of clergy and laity 

and damage the image of the diocese. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

These recommendations are informed by our collective experiences, both sacred and secular, 

knowledge, research and personal communication skills. We have prayerfully kept our focus on 

the future of the Diocese of Southern Virginia. 

 

Internal Communication – Diocesan Offices 

Identity and Image 

 

Recommendation 62. That all diocesan staff embrace the understanding that they are the 

face and image of the Diocese of Southern Virginia and that their mission is to serve and 

represent the congregations of this diocese so that all may do the work of God in the World. 
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Communication Technologies

 

Recommendation 63.  That secure Internet links be provided between the Norfolk and 

Petersburg offices for uniform and rapid disseminati

for all authorized staff. 

Recommendation 64.  That staff training be provided for the Automated Church Systems 

 

 

  That training be provided for the Automated Church Systems 

accounting system for those involved in financial reporting. 

 

Employee Communications 

 

Recommendation 66.  That annual training be provided for all members of the staff about 

expectations for handling confidential information within the diocese. 

 

Recommendation 67.  That all internal communications equipment and policies support 

full utilization at both office locations and all personnel. All personnel, professional and 

support, should feel comfortable and appropriately trained to function at their best in either 

location.  

 

Recommendation 68.  That leadership and staff training be provided to improve their 

interpersonal communications skills, thereby increasing understanding, recognition of 

individual gifts and increased effectiveness. 

 

Recommendation 69.  That weekly staff meetings be held, involving all members of both 

offices, to include review of both immediate and long-term calendar items for planning, 

clear identification of personnel accountability (who does what), reporting project status, 

and appropriate dissemination of decisions made by diocesan bodies. 
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Internal Communication – Diocesan wide 

Identity and Image 

 

Recommendation 70.  That a strategy be created for shaping the public perception of our 

life and mission by purchasing advertising, publicizing events, designating a spokesperson 

and developing a precise message for consistency. 

 

Recommendation 71.  That a clear vision be developed and communicated effectively, with 

explicit elucidation on the practical implications for the ministry of individual 

congregations and other diocesan entities. 

 

Financial Communications 

 

Recommendation 72.  That a process be developed for effective communication about all 

aspects of the diocesan budget and fiscal management. 

 

Communication Support for Ministry and Outreach 

 

Recommendation 73.  That policy and procedures be established for the disciplined 

practice of timely information sharing among leadership and staff, and between the diocese 

and congregations. 

 

Recommendation 74.  That procedures be established to provide sufficient notification of 

diocesan meetings and programs to the staff, clergy and congregations.   

 

Recommendation 75.  That diocesan staff provide weekly e-mail bulletins for clergy and lay 

leaders throughout the diocese detailing upcoming events and other diocesan activities.    

 

Recommendation 76.  That the Diocesan Journal be produced and distributed within 90 

days after the annual Diocesan Council. 
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Recommendation 77. That the exchange of information among the committees, 

commission, and people of the diocese be an ongoing process facilitated by the diocesan 

staff.  This may include annual reports from these bodies to the Executive Board, inclusion in the 

Diocesan Journal and presentation on SoVaNet or the diocesan website. 

 

Recommendation 78.  That resources be provided for the training of Vestry members, 

Council delegates, committee chairs and candidates for diocesan office including the 

responsibilities of each role. These may include visual or print materials, presentations, 

videos or on-line training sessions. 

 

Communication Technologies 

 

Recommendation 79. That a strategy be created for facilitating internal parochial 

communications and advertising through Internet-based and other media. 

 

Recommendation 80. That a Communication staff position be established.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

 Diocesan Communications has been an afterthought for too long. Communication is 

everyone’s responsibility and in a large organization it requires coordination and specific 

professional skills. 

 Communication can support all areas of diocesan work: education, stewardship, 

leadership, youth, evangelism, outreach, pastoral care and more. Implementing these 

recommendations will leverage work in all areas increasing the impact of even the smallest steps 

toward our desired future for the Diocese of Southern Virginia. 

 Diocesan Communications can flourish as a means of bringing new life to our identity 

and image as a diocese, improving working relationships at all levels, increasing understanding 

and participation, and celebrating God’s presence and work in this place. 
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COMPILATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Following is a compilation of recommendations of the DOC report. For this 
compilation, we have grouped the recommendations by subject, combined 
similar recommendations, and eliminated some duplications. We realize that 
it might be tempting to study only the compilation. We sincerely hope that 
you will use it in conjunction with the full report. Only in the "Findings" of 
each section of the full report will you learn about the concerns that we 
discovered during our investigation which prompted us to make these 
recommendations. To help you locate each recommendation in the body of the  
full report, we are including its original recommendation number in 
parenthesis. 
 

IMPLEMENTATION and ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
Recommendation 1. That a plan of action be adopted within 60 days that will 
implement each of the recommendations set forth in this report. (14) 

 
Recommendation 2. That committees of the diocese work in concert, establish 
accountability measures and set term limits; and that on each committee there are 
people whose expertise fall in categories inherent to that committee. (50) 
 
Recommendation 3. That accountability be inherent in all of the operational 
systems that are reinstated or created as a result of the DOC Report, and that there 
be follow-up by the Executive Board and the Standing Committee of the diocese. 
(60) 

  
Recommendation 4.  That in order to accomplish the contents of this entire report 
the diocese retain the support of a qualified Interim Administrator. (61)  
 

THE BISHOPS  
 

Recommendation 5. That the Diocesan and the Suffragan be informed that 
inappropriate handling of disagreements will no longer be tolerated, and that 
cooperation will be expected, particularly in the performance of ecclesiastical 
duties. If either Bishop is unwilling to meet the needs of the people they have been 
elected to serve, they should be invited to find another position. (1) (15) (51) 

 
Recommendation 6.  That each Bishop seek appropriate counsel for the resolution 
of their conflicts, but that under no circumstances will they discuss each other’s 
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work, in a derogatory manner, with other clergy or staff or demean each other in 
any way. (52) 
 
Recommendation 7. That the clergy, diocesan staff and laity will be treated with 
dignity and respect by the Diocesan and Suffragan regardless of differences of 
opinion, theology or doctrine. (17) (18) 
 
Recommendation 8. That the Suffragan be allowed to arrange her own calendar in 
collaboration with the Diocesan. (28) 

 
Recommendation 9. That the Diocesan support and lead convocational 
conversations encouraging the people of the diocese to talk with one another across 
the divides of theological differences. (2) (19) 

 
Recommendation 10. That the people of the diocese be enabled to see their bishops 
at their churches as well as at convocation and diocesan events. (16) 
 
Recommendation 11. That the Diocesan shall preside at the Executive Board 
meetings. (25) 
 
Recommendation 12. That the Diocesan shall attend the Committee on the 
Ordination Process (COOP) meetings and that COOP be renamed the Commission 
on Ministry in order to conform to the Canons of The Church. (26) 
 
Recommendation 13. That the Diocesan ensures that his staff is acquainted with 
the importance of cultural and racial diversity through education and proper 
communication. (39) 
 
Recommendation 14. That the Diocesan engage in dialogue to give small, 
struggling congregations “permission” to explore opportunities to work with other 
congregations in order to strengthen bodies of worshippers, breathe new life into 
challenged congregations and extend the life of their community resources. (40) 
 
Recommendation 15.  That the Standing Committee, as the council of advice to the 
bishop, meet at least monthly with the Diocesan. (24) 
 
Recommendation 16.  That a Mutual Ministry Review be conducted with an 
elected Bishop of the Diocese after the first six months, and at the end of the first 
year, and once a year afterwards.  These meetings will focus on issues of 
accountability, administration of the diocese and other issues/concerns drawn up 
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by the Executive Board. The Mutual Ministry Review Committee will be 
composed of the Chair of the Executive Board, the President of the Standing 
Committee and additional members not in excess of five, appointed by the chair of 
the Executive Board, chosen from diocesan departments and or commissions and 
led by an outside consultant. (20) 
 

OUR FUTURE 

 
Recommendation 17.  That a clear and unified vision for the diocese be developed 
by the Bishops, members of the Diocesan Staff and other appropriate leadership. 
This vision will be reviewed annually to assure that the mission and ministry of the 
diocese are in line with the vision as well as looking at changes and/or updates. 
(21) 
 
Recommendation 20. That the diocese communicates its vision effectively, with 
explicit elucidation on the practical implications for the ministry of individual 
congregations and other diocesan entities. (71) 
 
Recommendation 19. That the Executive Board, the Standing Committee, the 
Bishops and the Canon to the Ordinary review the Mission of the Diocese of 
Southern Virginia, determine if it is still accurate, change as may be necessary and 
plan its implementation. (41) 
 
Recommendation 18. That strategic planning for the diocese be performed every 
three to five years. (22) 
 

PERSONNEL 
 

Recommendation 21.  That the Executive Board should immediately establish a 
personnel committee made up of members of the Executive Board, and lay and 
clergy leadership in the diocese.  The committee should contribute to the hiring of 
every person employed by the diocese, though the Executive Board may wish to 
delegate some responsibility for hiring. (3) 
 
Recommendation 22.  That an intentional plan be developed and implemented to 
hire employees rich in cultural and racial diversity. (38) 
 
Recommendation 23. That it be required that all diocesan job vacancies be posted 
throughout the diocese.  We have in house publications in the form of a newspaper 
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and a newsletter that can disseminate the information.  No job should be filled 
without such a first step. (11) 
 
Recommendation 24.  That standards be developed and implemented to include job 
descriptions, operating standards, emergency standards, codes of conduct, etc. 
Every employee should receive an employee orientation to the diocese as well as 
their duties, formal training and performance expectations. Employees should 
receive an Employee Manual and should sign off and date verifying that they have 
read the document. (5) (46) 
 
Recommendation 25. That employee evaluations be required annually. No 
employee of the diocese, from Diocesan to receptionist, should be permitted to 
avoid annual review. (6) (45)  
 
Recommendation  26. That an employee, found not to be qualified to fill a 
diocesan staff position, be relieved of that position and that this be done 
compassionately, with notice, in writing, and with appropriate severance pay. (47) 
 
Recommendation 27. That the working hours of each employee be published and 
be common knowledge among the staff. (56) 
 
Recommendation 28.  That an assessment of salaries and benefits be performed as 
a part of staff re-organization and that standards be developed to avoid over or 
underpayment of salaries and benefits. (57) 
 
Recommendation 29.  That once the diocese has confirmed its Mission, a formal 
“Needs Assessment” be done to determine the kind of staff the diocese needs to be 
successful in fulfilling its mission and that a staff reorganization begin. (42) 
 
Recommendation 30. That once the “Needs Assessment” is completed and job 
descriptions prepared, the skills and experiences of current employees be examined 
to determine if they are qualified to fill the staffing needs of the diocese. (44)  
 
Recommendation 31. That specific attention be given to rebuilding collaborative 
relationships between the two offices of the diocese. (49) 
 
Recommendation 32. That once a re-organizational structure has been 
implemented, a staff retreat be held with the sole intent of rebuilding trust. (53) 
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Recommendation 33. That all diocesan staff embrace the understanding that they 
are the face and image of the Diocese of Southern Virginia and that their mission is 
to serve and represent the congregations of this diocese so that all may do the work 
of God in the World. (62) 
 
Recommendation 34.  That the Diocese of Southern Virginia separate and staff the 
current position of Administrator/Treasurer into two independent positions. (4) 
(59) 
 
Recommendation 35. That the Diocese employ and have on call a professional 
trained in sexual misconduct issues. (27) 
 
Recommendation 36. That a Communication staff position be established. (80) 
 
Recommendation 37. That in the future, no consultants be hired without the 
approval of and in consultation with the Executive Board. (54) 
 
Recommendation 38. That a direct deposit relationship with employees’ banks be 
established. Timely and accurate delivery of salaries and benefits is critical to the 
life of any organization. Pensions must be paid in a timely manner to protect 
employees’ retirement. (12)  
 
Recommendation 39.  That each diocesan office be made handicapped accessible 
in accordance with appropriate standards. (58) 
 

MEETINGS/TRAINING 
 

Recommendation 40. That sufficient Continuing Education funds shall be available 
for the Bishops in the specific areas of sexual misconduct, anti-racism training, 
conflict management, leadership training and other appropriate areas. (23)  

 
Recommendation 41.  That training material for both Vestries and Wardens be 
developed to include specific knowledge about the work of the diocese and how to 
promote that work in their congregations. (37) 
 
Recommendation 42. That resources be provided for the training of Vestry 
members, Council delegates, committee chairs and candidates for diocesan office 
including the responsibilities of each role. These may include visual or print 
materials, presentations, videos or on-line training sessions. (78) 
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Recommendation 43. That training standards for the diocese be established.  
Whether the topic is a fire drill or a computer program, the coming together of staff 
for training builds relationships. (10) 
 
Recommendation 44.  That cross training be a standard part of working at the 
diocesan office.  This training, as with other training, should be formal, in writing, 
intentional and assessed as to its effectiveness. (55)  
 
Recommendation 45.  That staff meetings regularly be conducted as an important 
and valuable tool to educate, inform, communicate personally, build a strong team 
and improve morale and enhance the life and mission of the diocese.  That the staff 
meetings be efficient, effective, and brief.  That a designated scribe keeps minutes 
of the meeting and record any actions assigned to individuals.  That each meeting 
start with a review of action items from the previous meeting and follow an 
effective and dependable agenda.   Lastly, that all staff be required to attend staff 
meetings. (48) (69) 
 
Recommendation 46.  That staff training be provided for the Automated Church 
Systems information database and for SoVaNet for all staff. (64) 

 
Recommendation 47. That training be provided for the Automated Church 
Systems accounting system for those involved in financial reporting. (65) 
 
Recommendation 48.  That annual training be provided for all members of the 
staff about expectations for handling confidential information within the diocese. 
(66) 
 
Recommendation 49.  That leadership and staff training be provided to improve 
their interpersonal communications skills, thereby increasing understanding, 
recognition of individual gifts and increased effectiveness. (68) 
 

KEEPING IN TOUCH 
 

Recommendation 50.  That secure Internet links be provided between the Norfolk 
and Petersburg offices for uniform and rapid dissemination of information with 
equal access for all authorized staff. (63) 
 
Recommendation 51.  That all internal communications equipment and policies be 
fully utilized at both office locations and by all personnel. All personnel, 
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professional and support, should feel comfortable and appropriately trained to 
function at their best in either location. (67) 

 
Recommendation 52.  That a strategy be created for shaping the public perception 
of our life and mission by purchasing advertising, publicizing events, designating a 
spokesperson and developing a precise message for consistency. (70) 
 
Recommendation 53.  That a process be developed for effective communication 
about all aspects of the diocesan budget and fiscal management. (72) 
 
Recommendation 54.  That policy and procedures be established for the disciplined 
practice of timely information sharing among leadership and staff, and between the 
diocese and congregations. (73) 

 
Recommendation 55.  That procedures be established to provide sufficient 
notification of diocesan meetings and programs to the staff, clergy and 
congregations. (74)   

 
Recommendation 56.  That diocesan staff provide weekly e-mail bulletins for 
clergy and lay leaders throughout the diocese detailing upcoming events and other 
diocesan activities. (75)    
 
Recommendation 57.  That the Diocesan Journal be produced and distributed 
within 90 days after the annual Diocesan Council. (76) 

  
Recommendation 58. That the exchange of information among the committees, 
commission, and people of the diocese be an ongoing process facilitated by the 
diocesan staff.  This may include annual reports from these bodies to the Executive 
Board, inclusion in the Diocesan Journal and presentation on SoVaNet or the 
diocesan website. (77) 
 
Recommendation 59. That a strategy be created for facilitating internal parochial 
communications and advertising through Internet-based and other media. (79) 
 

FINANCE 
 
Recommendation 60.  That an Independent Audit of All Funds be done. Because of 
the lack of credible accounting information, the committee recommends an 
independent audit of all funds maintained by the diocese, covering the period from 
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the retirement of Frank Hawkins as Treasurer to the present, including but not 
limited to: 

• Ascertaining the correct balances of all accounts 

• Ascertaining that all moneys expended from the accounts were spent for 
the intended purpose of those funds (including expenditures from all 
discretionary accounts). 

• A review of all of the specific recommendations of the auditors in prior 
years and of the actions taken in response to these recommendations.  

• A review of the salaries paid, and pension fund payments made by the 
diocese to ascertain that they are correct and current for all covered 
employees. 

• An analysis of how the accounts could be maintained in order to make 
them more easily understandable and transparent to donors, committee 
members, and other interested parties. (9) (30) 

 
Recommendation 61.  That a reporting system for special funds be established 
whereby: 

• The corpus of all trust funds is clearly differentiated from the amount 
available for distribution,  

• The boards of diocesan organizations may not inadvertently invade the 
corpus of their trust funds, and 

• That the system clearly identifies the amount available for distribution at 
any time, even if the corpus is held in investments with fluctuating 
values. (31) 

 
Recommendation 62.  That there be more clarity in the audited financial reports. 
For the sake of continuity, the audited financial reports should continue to be a 
combined report of the Diocese and the Mission and Ministry Foundation, as 
explained in the auditor’s notes to the financial statement. In order to provide more 
clarity, the financial statements should also include separate reports for each of 
these entities, and the Diocesan Report should show the operation of Chanco on 
the James separately. (32)  
 

Recommendation 63.  That the Diocese hire fully independent auditors. In order to 
restore confidence, the auditors must be completely independent. The auditors are 
to be Certified Public Accountants with no connection to or friendships with any 
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employee of the diocese, no prior personal connection to the Episcopal Church in 
this diocese, and having made no previous audits of the financial information of 
the diocese for the previous ten years. We also recommend that the auditors be 
changed periodically. (8) (33) 

 

Recommendation 64. That an IMMEDIATE examination and change of the 
Diocese Funding Mechanism be instituted. The reliance on volunteer giving is 
clearly not working.  The Executive Board should immediately create a task force 
to examine the funding mechanisms of the diocese:  

• To create a reliable system to assure that the ministries of the diocese are 
fully funded to accomplish the mission of the diocese.  

• To establish a process for ongoing communication of the diocesan 
ministries and stewardship education to the people of the diocese.  

• To report back, with all due haste, its specific recommendation of any 
canonical changes necessary to bring the diocese to a point of financial 
stability; and that those changes be disseminated to and brought before 
the Diocesan Council as soon as practicable, including if necessary, the 
calling of a Special Council to deliberate the matter. (34) 

 

Recommendation 65.  That requirements for the Diocesan Treasurer be clearly 
defined: 

a) Credentials: That the Executive Board immediately pass guidelines for the 
credentials of applicants for position of Treasurer as follows: 

i. That the Treasurer be a Certified Public Accountant with skill and    
experience in not-for-profit fund accounting (or) 

ii. In the event that the Treasurer is not a CPA,  

1) That the Treasurer have both significant accounting education 
and extensive experience in not-for-profit fund accounting, 
and  

2) That the daily consulting services of a CPA be retained, with 
required supervision of all accounts.  

b) Supervision: The Constitution of the Diocese of Southern Virginia, Article 
XII states: “The Executive Board shall elect a Treasurer of the Diocese, who 
shall be an adult confirmed communicant in good standing, and who shall 
hold office at the pleasure of the Board. The Treasurer shall perform such 
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duties as may be required by the Council and by the Executive Board.” The 
Treasurer is an officer of the Diocese. Supervision of financial matters 
including the Treasurer lies with the Executive Board. 

c) Separation of Financial Administration from Office and Program 
Administration: 

• The administration of the programs and office staff of the diocese lies 
within the spiritual purview of the Bishop. 

• Having a Treasurer who is also Director of Program Ministries or 
Office Administrator creates an inherently conflicted position. 

• The Treasurer is responsible to the Executive Board of the Diocese, 
and is required to make an annual accounting to the Diocesan Council. 

• The Director of Program Ministries and the Office Administrator are 
responsible to the bishop in the execution of the spiritual and 
administrative work of the diocese. 

• Separating the Financial Administration from the Office and Program 
Administration would eliminate this conflict of one person trying to 
serve two masters. (7) (35) 

 

Recommendation 66.  That the Diocese employ an Internal Auditor to implement 
and monitor a system of fiscal checks and balances throughout the accounting 
process. The Internal Auditor would be hired by the Executive Board and report 
directly to it. Following implementation of fiscally prudent accounting procedures, 
the position would become part-time. (36) 
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APPENDIX 2 

Report of the three bishops appointed to consult with the  

Diocese of Southern Virginia October 17, 2005 

 

Authors Note: 

This appendix is offered due to the fact that the Diocesan Council of The Diocese of 

Southern Virginia in 2005 passed a resolution asking the Presiding Bishop to appoint 

three bishops to assist the diocese in reviewing current diocesan issues.  The three 

bishops assigned were Jenkins of Louisiana, Knudsen of Maine, and Scruton of Western 

Massachusetts and all were trained in family systems. The three bishops report identifies 

multiple issues across a wide spectrum of diocese dysfunction noting that the diocese had 

been suffering from dysfunctional episcopate-clergy-laity relations for over 50 years.   

 



Recommendations to the Diocese of Southern Virginia  

in response to substitute Resolution for R-5 

 

“RESOLVED, that the 113
th

 Council of the Diocese of Southern Virginia acknowledges 

that there is conflict and division in the Diocese surrounding Bishop Bane’s episcopacy, 

which impedes the joy and effective life and ministry of the diocese; 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Bishop Bane be required to communicate with the 

Presiding Bishop within thirty (30) days concerning our current Diocesan situation, and 

with his assistance, engage within sixty (60) days the services of three (3) Bishops 

acceptable to Bishop Bane and the Executive Board to review current Diocesan issues, 

and make appropriate recommendations in association with Bishop F. Clayton Matthews 

in the work he has already performed in the Diocese.  If there is no agreement between 

the Executive Board and Bishop Bane regarding the identity of the three (3) Bishops 

within sixty (60) days, the Presiding Bishop will be requested to appoint them.  It is 

expected that Bishop Bane will communicate and work with the Executive Board in these 

discussions and subsequent recommendations in an open and cooperative manner.” 

 

 

 

Report of the three Bishops appointed to consult with  

the Diocese of Southern Virginia 

October 17, 2005 

 

WHO WE ARE  

  

We were appointed by the Presiding Bishop to serve as a team of three bishops to consult 

with the bishop and leaders of the Diocese of Southern Virginia (“the Diocese”) 

regarding expressed concerns about the relationship between the present diocesan bishop, 

The Rt. Rev. David Bane, and the lay and clergy leadership of the diocese.   

  

The Rt. Rev. Charles Jenkins is Bishop of Louisiana.  The Rt. Rev. Chilton Knudsen is 

Bishop of Maine. The Rt. Rev. Gordon Scruton is Bishop of Western Massachusetts.  

During the latter weeks of our considerations, Bishop Jenkins’ diocese experienced the 

devastation of Hurricane Katrina, and Bishop Jenkins assumed a more limited role in our 

work. 

  

All three bishops are trained in family systems and have all been serving as diocesan 

bishops for seven years or more.  We agreed to serve without compensation, although we 

understood that our expenses would be fully reimbursed.  We also understood that our 

role was short-term and issue-specific, and that we were not being hired on as long-term 

consultants to the diocese. 

 

 

OUR PROCESS BEGINS 
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We began our work with a review of extensive written material provided to us by The Rt. 

Rev. F. Clayton Matthews, of the Office of Pastoral Development, who has had some 

interactions with the Diocese and is familiar with the issues of concern. The Rt. Rev. 

David Bane, Bishop of the Diocese, also provided us with extensive written material for 

our review. 

  

We met for a full day for planning, on June 15, 2005 in Atlanta, with Bishop Bane and 

Bishop Matthews.  Barbara Hulburt of the McCammon Group of Richmond, VA served 

as facilitator for this meeting.  Ms. Hulburt, an attorney and mediator, has served in 

various ways in the past as a Mediator and Trainer for the Presiding Bishop’s Council of 

Advice.  Also present at this Atlanta meeting was The Rev. “Holly” Hollerith, Rector of 

Bruton Parish in Williamsburg, VA, and a member of the Executive Board of the 

Diocese. 

  

At this June 15th meeting, we prayerfully listened to Bishop Bane, to Bishop Matthews, 

and to Fr. Hollerith as they recounted their perspectives on the recent history of issues in 

the Diocese.  From this meeting, we developed a format for our June 29-30 consultation 

with the various members of the Diocese, scheduled in Williamsburg, VA. 

 

MEETINGS IN WILLIAMSBURG VA JUNE 29-30 

  

We began our contacts with members of the Diocese at a meeting of the Executive Board 

on June 29
th

 at Bruton Parish.  In preliminary remarks to the gathered group, Bishop 

Scruton reminded us all that our work was limited as to time and scope:  we saw our role 

as deep listeners, who would take all we heard into prayerful consideration and render 

recommendations through a report which we originally hoped to issue in mid-September.  

[Due to several unexpected factors in our schedules and developments in Southern 

Virginia, we asked for an extension of the deadline of our report and deeply appreciate 

the tolerant spirit of those in diocesan leadership about this delay]. 

  

Members of the Executive Board broke into small groups with one of the consulting 

bishops serving as the “listener” for each group. In the large group, each small group 

reported out its conversation; notes were taken and recorded by the Secretary of the 

Executive Board for three bishops. 

  

We also met, during this June 29-30 visit, with the following: 

 

The Standing Committee of the Diocese, the previous Chairs of Executive Board and 

Standing Committee, Canon Win Lewis, former Bishop Suffragan, Carol Gallagher, 

consultant Woodie Sprinkel, former bishops of the Diocese: Vache, Whitakker, and Vest 

(Vest by speakerphone) and The Rt. Rev. David and Alice Bane. 
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ADDITIONAL MEETING IN NORFOLK JULY 20th 

  

For each of these meetings, notes were taken and impressions shared between the three 

consulting bishops.   

  

In the course of these June 29-30 meetings, we became aware that additional interviews 

would be helpful in filling out the picture we had of the Diocese, so we scheduled an 

additional meeting in Norfolk for July 20
th

, with a “senior priest” of the Diocese 

suggested to us by Bishop Bane (The Rev. Richard Bridgford), with Canon Charles 

Pfeiffer of the diocesan staff, with the previous Chancellor of the Diocese, Hugh 

Patterson, and again with Bishop David and Alice Bane.  We concluded that our face-to-

face listening work was complete as of the end of these meetings on July 20
th

.  Other 

members of the Diocese may have had helpful things to tell us which we did not hear, but 

we believe our picture is full enough to render our recommendations. 

  

 

PERIOD BETWEEN JULY 20
th

 and OCTOBER 1
st
 

  

During this period, we continued to take counsel together mostly by email but 

occasionally by phone conference.  Through copies of emails and other telephone 

contacts, we were advised of continuing developments in the Diocese of Southern 

Virginia.  During this period, we were also in contact with Bishop David and Alice Bane, 

as well as with Bishop Matthews and persons in diocesan leadership. On September 24
th

 

we met with the Banes, Bishop Matthews and the Presiding Bishop.  On October 1
st
, 

Bishop Bane announced to Special Council his decision to retire at Annual Council, 

2006.  

 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

 

1.   Every person and group with whom we talked was open and respectful toward us 

and toward all parties they referred to in the Diocese.  We were impressed with 

the quality of clergy and laity who make up the Diocese of Southern Virginia and 

with the many positive stories we heard about the life and ministry of 

congregations.  We heard a strong desire from all to learn from the current 

complexity of problems and move forward in more positive ways.  It is clear to us 

that Christ is vigorously alive and active in the Diocese and has provided the 

spiritual and human resources to work through the present season of challenges.  

All these positive signs give great hope for the future of the Diocese. 

 

2.   The roots of the divisions which were expressed on the floor of Annual Council 

continue to exist. Our findings indicate that there were multiple sources of 

conflict which led to the interchanges at Annual Council.  We also heard reports 

about a fifty year history of significant conflicts between clergy and the bishops in 

this Diocese.  The Diocese can choose to view the present conflict as a God-given 

opportunity to examine, understand and change the patterns of relationships and 

ways of dealing with conflict, which are part of the history of the Diocese. 
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3.   We recognize that no deep systemic change will be possible unless there is both a 

desire and intentional effort on the part of bishops, clergy and lay leaders to pay 

attention to the quality of verbal interactions.  Positive changes will require a 

commitment to developing new patterns of interaction and mutual responsibility 

for words, actions and relationships with each other.  While we recognize that 

such change is difficult, we know that with God’s help, transformation is possible.  

  

 OUR RECOMMENDATIONS 

  

We offer these recommendations with humility and after prayerful reflection.  While we 

recognize that our authority is recommendatory, we believe our recommendations need to 

be comprehensive and thus they will address several matters. 

  

 

We recommend for the serious and prayerful consideration of the Diocese:  

  

1. That a Transition Team (of perhaps 8 – 10 members) be formed by the 

Standing Committee to support the Diocese and the bishop in making these 

last months of his tenure a time of mutual healing, reflection and learning 

from shared experience, with appropriate expressions of gratitude and 

celebration leading to healthy closure.  The formation and development of the 

Transition Team can be part of the Standing Committee’s work with Bishop 

Matthews in the Presiding Bishop’s Office for Pastoral Development. It will 

be important to appoint your very best leaders to this multi-year Transition 

Team -- people who are wise, prayerful, experienced in diocesan leadership, 

widely trusted and representative of the wonderful diversity of the diocese. 

2. That a skilled Interim Bishop be called and appointed for three years 

following the retirement of Bishop Bane.  The Standing Committee can work 

with Bishop Matthews to accomplish this call and appointment.  The Interim 

Bishop (or it may be a team of bishops) will lead a thorough interim process, 

including a careful review of the dynamics, history and communication 

patterns of the Diocese. 

  

3. That the search process for the next bishop be timed to allow for the fullest 

experience of this interim period.  A search committee should not be 

appointed before a full two-year period of interim ministry with the chosen 

bishop(s).  A two-year period elapsing before any search activities are 

undertaken will allow for the grace of an interim period to unfold fully.  A call 

to the next Bishop of the Diocese will thus be an informed, deliberate call to a 

person whose particular skills match the spoken and unspoken needs of the 

Diocese. 

  

4. That a consultant or team of consultants be engaged by the Standing 

Committee to assist in the implementation of these recommendations, 
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beginning with the process of saying good-bye to Bishop Bane and continuing 

through the interim time and into the first years of the next Diocesan Bishop.   

  

5. That the Transition Team and leadership of the Diocese reflect on and learn 

from the continuing “hot spots” which have triggered deep conflicts in the 

diocese  such as the DOC Report, Bishop Gallagher’s leaving and the 

continuing reality of many strong supporters and strong critics of Bishop 

Bane’s leadership.  Healthy closure will require listening with respect to 

people who hold very different convictions and pieces of information, letting 

go of some issues which will never be resolved, and intentionally developing 

new patterns of relationships which can deal with future differences in honest, 

respectful and healthy ways, for the sake of Christ. 

  

6. That a review be initiated of congregational participation in the diocesan 

budget.  The present voluntary system of giving to the diocesan budget has 

resulted in diminishing income to the diocesan budget, seriously hampering 

program and ministry at a diocesan level.  We urge that consideration be given 

to changing this method of funding the annual diocesan budget.  (In 2002 only 

six dioceses in ECUSA received a lower percentage of offerings from their 

congregations to the diocesan budget than the Diocese of Southern Virginia.) 

  

7. That continued attention be given to improving the financial operations of the 

Diocese.  Significant progress has been made in this area and continuing 

attention will be needed to deepen the trust and effectiveness of the Diocese. 

  

8. That a study be made of the governance structure used by other dioceses of 

similar size.  The size of the Executive Board (40 members) is too large to 

effectively do the work it is assigned.  Learning from other dioceses of similar 

size may open up new possibilities of governance and oversight which may 

better serve the health and mission of the diocese. 

  

9. That reconciliation for the sake of Christ’s mission be a priority for the 

future.  We are aware of important efforts at reconciliation within the Diocese 

and commend all such efforts for the continuing attention and participation of 

all members of the Diocese.    

  

10. That a sub-committee be appointed, including members from the Executive 

Board and Standing Committee, to decide how to communicate this report to 

the wider Diocesan community and beyond. 

 

We offer these recommendations in the spirit of continuing prayer and gratitude for all 

concerned. 

 

Our work is complete with the submission of this report.  We will not be making 

comments to any media about this report or about our work with the Diocese.  We have 

been enriched by working with the people of Southern Virginia at this strategic time in 
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your life, and we thank you for inviting us to be part of Christ’s transforming work 

among you.  

  

 

The Rt. Rev. Charles Jenkins, Bishop of Louisiana  

The Rt. Rev. Chilton R. Knudsen, Bishop of Maine 

The Rt. Rev. Gordon P. Scruton, Bishop of Western Massachusetts 

  

cc: The Most Rev. Frank Tracy Griswold, Presiding Bishop 

The Rt. Rev. F. Clayton Matthews 
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