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In the the Moravıans rapıdly expanded theır m1ss1ONary networks
throughout the world They reached the chores of British North America in 17/33;
when ten members led by August Gottliehb Spangenberg arrıved Aat Savannah in
the N  S colony of (reorgla Whıiıle the Moravıan communıity 1n that colony did
NOt ast long and W asSs large, MOST historians have considered 1t important
because 1t marked the beginning of what would become the group’s VCLY
successful settlement in North Ameriıca and because the CasO1l15 usually attrıbuted

the communıty s decline fit 1ın wiıth tradıitions of suffering, oppression, and
relig10us reedom ımportant the history of the Moravıans and early Amaerica.
In the first decade after the founding of Georgla by the British 1n 1733 Ial y
important developments 1ın the history of the colony took place, including osrowth
and eXpansıon caused primarily by the nearly CONtINUOUS ımmıigratiıon of British,
Germans, and other Europeans, SINg tensions with Natıve Amerıicans, War wıth
paın, and relig10us conflict IM European settlers, including Moravı1lans.
Somehow ın the midst of these and other developments the Moravıan communıty
in Georgla disintegrated. This 11l deal with the Causcs of Its disintegration
and how historians from the eighteenth CeENLUrYy the Present have interpreted
thıs Was the communıity victimized by from the Z0veErNMENT and
inhabitants of the colony bear Aarms ın the W ar agalnst paın, 45 MOST of the
literature emphasizes? Dıid It collapse under the of religious adversaries
In the colony? Or did something else 1fSs downtftall? Why have ManYy
historians taken the VIEW that the bear armıs WAas the chief for
the ecline of this early Moravıan communıty 1ın America”

American Moravıan historian Adelaide Fries provides the MOST detailed
modern ACCOUNT of how the bear armıs forced the pacıfist Moravıans

abandon their colony iın Georglia When wrıting her influential monograph

Research for this project Was tunded by the Ameriıcan Philosophical Soclety, the Alexander VOIN

Humboldt Foundatıon, and the Universıity of South Alabama Research Counscil.



The Moravıians In Georg1d, 35-1740, che had ACCcCSS MOST ıf NOT all of the
relevant OUICECS Friıes lists internal problems withıin the Moravıan
communıity, but these WFE ess important her when deciding why the
communıty collapsed. Fries clearly chows that there Was significant
agalnst the Moravıans bear armıs, from both local inhabitants and from the
authorities. When the Moravıans pointed OT officıials that they WEIC CEXEMPT
from milıtary servıice by prıor agreement between Count Nicolaus Ludwig VO
Zinzendorf and the Georgla TIrustees 1n London, they meTt resentment and threats
from other colonists. Then they confronted James Oglethorpe (the colonial
governor), explained their pacıfist principles, and convıinced hım NOT
them into taking up ALI11S,. Thiıs INAaYy have swayed Oglethorpe, but other colonists
still resented the Moravıans’ military exemption. As the from local
officıals and inhabitants increased, the Moravıans evoked regulation forbidding

bear AarINS, and then claımed that all but [WO of their members WETC
When Zinzendorf SaVC explicıit instructions in 1 AAA for them NOT

bear armıls and then requested permi1ssıon from the colony’s Irustees 1n London
allow four Indian missionNarıes remaın while the others eft ıf thıs could NOtT

be honored, the Georgla Moravılans tound themselves 1n WI1IN situation. The
»death-hblow« the settlement Came when the Irustees responded Zinzendorf
that the Moravıans could leave the colony after payıng their debts, but that
mi1ss1ionarlies could remaın. Frıes 15 certaın that if the Irustees had fully respected
theır religi0us principles, enough members would have stayed form the
nucleus of larger colony, which surely would have tollowed them. „ If the
Irustees had eCVvVen permitted the Moravıans STay as missionarıies It might have
saved the settlement...,« che POTC, but the Irustees »shut the door in their 'RCPS. «
Under thıs the communıty languished and finally eft Georgia.‘

number of eighteenth-century Support Fries’ VIeEW, GT AT least
AaPDPCAaI the surface. The MOST important of these 15 the VIEW of eorg Neısser,
who Was 1ın Georgia from 1736 1r and later ser1es of three
published treatises describing the early history of the Moravıan in
North Ameriıca In which he emphasized the problem of bearing armıs In spite of
the promised military exemption, Moravıans »could NOT en]oy theır wishes for
liberty,« he Fellow residents »iInsısted upOon their rendering war-service
OoOmMmMeEeNSsSUrate wıth themselves.« Spangenberg Was unable help them, according

Neısser, and »Decause of the of still urther oppression and hostility, «

Adelaide Fries, The Moravians In GeOrZ214, 5-1  9 Raleigh, North Carolina, 1905
Although her work 15 clearly based original documents kept by the Moravıans, Frıes
unfortunately chose NOT include footnotes.
Fries,; The Moravians In Georgi14, 162-220, especially EL



the Moravıans ecıded leave (reOrgla 4S SOOIMN AS they had paid off theır debts
and »hbetake themselves gradually Bethlehem, which indeed they affected CC

Also, John Brownfield Moravıan ©CGTrUuIt and ONEC of theır last holdouts
Georgia, finally eft the colony 1/45 because of the military CSSULC,
according CONtemMpOrarYy ACCOMAt although this occurred ate that 1E Can

hardly be considered example of why the entıre LYyeft by thıs t1ime
only few Moravıan stragglers remained the colony, and the »  m  y « by
al] had long disintegrated Finally Spangenberg imself who
travelled back and forth between Georgla and Pennsylvanıa from 1735 4 AA
suggested work published 1432 that the Moravıans eft because of the
ocal bear Aarmns, CVCN though the Irustees had exempted them

The theme of military and suffering recorded by eorg Neıisser and
amplified by Fries ı15 powertul ONEC that influenced INalıy later historians, but
there ATC other possible explanations for the Moravıans’ departure from Georgia
Many of the Moravıans’ neighbors NOT only resented their military EXEMPTION,
but also despised theır relig10us beliefs and practices as ell Early George
Whitefield (like John Wesley and ManYy others) had been impressed wıth
Moravıan and enthusiasm England and Georgia, but later hıs
changed He had supported their efforts Georgla and helped them get and
Pennsylvanıia, but by late 1740 rift had developed between Whıitefield and the
Moravıans For the Moravıans Georgla, trouble CAaille when Johann agen

e1lısser only briefly mentioned other Causcs tor the decline of the COMMUNITY, namely the hot
climate and the hostility of the Halle Lutheran DaSsLOrs working the Salzburger LYy
Ebenezer, few miles uDpr1LvVer from Savannah See Georg Neıisser, »Kurzgefasster Aufsatz VO der
Mährischen Böhmischen Brüder anfänglicher Ausbreitung den ord Americanischen
Colonien Miıssıonen VO Jahr .73° bis 1741 ave sed the modern English translatıon of
this work translated and edited by William Schwarze and Gapp See 1story of the
Beginnings of Moravian Work AÄmerica Bethlehem 1955 especially 16 D and Schwarze
and Gapp also included FW  o other early works Dy elsser this edition »Angemerkte
Vorkommenheiten bey den Brüdern den Forks of Delaware die Zeıt des Anbaues VO'  en'

Bethlehem, dem Jahr 1/41« and »Kurzgefasste Berichte VOonNn den Vorgängen der Ersten Hältfte
des Jahres 1747 C< Taken together, elisser three works provide ımportant comprehensive
early history of the Moravıan settiements 1n North Amerıca On John Browntield SG entriıes for

July and August 1742 July 1/43 and especially the tor 16 March 1745 Merton
Coulter ed. )a The Journal of Wılliam Stephens, 1741 1/45 ols Athens 1958 1959 For
Spangenberg SCC August Gottlieb Spangenberg, Apologetische Schlufs Schrifft Wormn
ber tausend Beschuldigungen dıe Brüder-Gemeinen nd Ihren zeitherigen Ordinarıum ach
der Wahrbheit heantwortet werden ;ols Leipzig and Görlitz 1752 398 399 Note Unless
otherwise stated all translations AT OW



began preaching four times DCI week Germans in Whıitefield’s house 1n
Savannah. In July 1740 agen that Whitefield sti1] thought dearly of the
brethren (>>Cl' hat die Brüder lieb«), but by October the Sıtuatiıon had changed.
According Moravıan repOrTS, agen had argued directly with Whıitefield
ımself OVCTLT the doctrine of unconditional reprobation, and later SOTILLC of
Whitefield’s supporters had challenged agen in hıs OW. house about hıs
teaching of universal When agen rejected their belief In the doctrine of
imited atONEMENT, they denounced hım agen countered wiıth aCccusations of
sexual misconduct the part of the Whitefield supporters, but this only
worsened his posıtion. BYy the end of the yYCar Whitefield W as ın dispute wiıth
Moravıans 1n Pennsylvania Over the and he had gıven them tor establishing
cCommunıity there, and the rıft between them WAas irreparable.”

While Moravıan relatiıons wiıth Whitefield’s tollowers had turned from x00d
bad by 1740, they began badly and improved wiıth the Lutherans. Indeed,

SOTNC of the religi0us tens1ions ın the early history of the colony developed
between these ZrFrOUDS, who had been battling each other S$InCe the Moravıans’
arrıval 1n 1735 I wo pastors chosen by Gotthilf August Francke the head of the
Lutheran pietist centfer ın Halle) named Johann Martın Boltzius and Israe]l
Christian (Gsronau led the settlement of Salzburg Lutheran refugees Aat Ebenezer,
NCAar Savannah, where the Moravıans lived Francke warned Boltzius beware of
the dangerous Moravıans and instructed hım watch the closely and report

their actıvıties, but avo1d CONTACGCt wiıth them. Under these conditions Boltzius
developed bitter hatred toward the Moravıans in G(reorgla and elsewhere, which
he expressed in hıs COI'1"CSPOI]dCIICC and reDOFTS Francke. John Wesley, who
admired both the Halle pletIiStS and the Moravıans, attempted bring the
SFOUDS together in Ebenezer and help them negotlate 9 but after brief
improvement ın relations, his mediation attempt faijled. The tensioOns between
these STOUDS 1n the colony WEeTC pDart of large wehb of interests, MANCUVECIS,
and conflicts that involved the Moravıans, the Halle Lutherans, and ManYy other

agen Moravıans ın Kurope, July 740 and October 1740, printed in Büdingische
Sammlung Einıger In dıe Kırchen-Historie Einschlagender Sonderlich neuerer Schrifften, vol Z
Le1ipzig 2-1 194-196 and 17/5-17/8; Neısser, Hıstory ofthe Beginnings, CSD 1973 On the
problem between the Moravıans and Whitefield in Pennsylvania SC Taylor Hamilton and
Kenneth Hamilton, History of the Moravıan Church, the Renewed Unitas Fratrum, Zl g
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, 1967 85-86 (n the Moravılans ıIn Georgla SCC Hamilton and
Hamilton, 82-85



relig10us ZFOUDS Aat that time and WeEeIC important part of the evangelical revival
Just then developing 1n both Europe and North America.

Whıle tensions between the Lutherans ın Georgla WeTeC signıficant, Was this
the rımary of the collapse of the Moravıan communıty there?‘ Probably
no  + The Hallensers did successfully which led the removal of
Moravıans from other missıon fields where both ZSTOUDS worked, for example in
Denmark, Danısh Schleswig, and ıIn Holstein. In these the Hallensers WeTiIC

able gaın ftavor, while the Moravıans WEeETIC nOt, and this favor assısted
them 1n their campaı1gns against the Moravıans, as well A other enemıies ike
orthodox Lutherans, and Swedish separatısts 1n these territories.” But ın Georgla
the s1ıtuation Was different. There the government nominally supported the
Anglican Church, but 1n realıty tolerated all of the (erman STOUDS and stayed
QOut of the Lutheran-Moravian conflict. If anything, Oglethorpe and the Georgla
Trustees actually supported the Moravıans SOINC extent. Further, there WAas

direct assault by the Hallensers the Moravıans, but instead verbal exchanges,
argumen(ts, and competition, mostly through third partıes ike Wesley OFr other
inhabitants of the colony. In other words, relations between the WEeETC,
but they exploded, and although the Lutherans at Ebenezer INay have made
ıfe harder tor the Moravıans, It ADPCals that they really did anythıng that
would have actually forced them leave.‘

The MOST persuasıve evidence that might explain the ecline and fall of the
Moravıan cCommunıty 1n Georgla polnts NOT toward external AaCtOrSs iıke the

bear arıns agalnst the Spanish OT religious conflict with other SFOUDS,

Aaron Spencer Fogleman, »Shadow Boxing ın Georgla: The Beginnings of the Moravıan-Lutheran
Conflict ın British North Ameri1Cca,« Georg1a Historical Ouarterly, 83 629-659 There 15

voluminous literature the eighteenth-century transatlantic evangelical revıval. ave relied
primarıily the following: Ward, The Protestant Evangelical Awakening, Cambridge VIz.
C 44-46 and 116-159; Ward, Faıith and Factıon, London 1993 several CdSayd In Martın
Brecht and Klaus Deppermann (eds.), Geschichte des Pıetismus, vol 25 Der Pietismus 1Im
achtzehnten Jahrhundert, Göttingen 1995; Johannes Wallmann, Der Pietismus, Göttingen 1990:;
and Ernst Stoeffler, German Pietism during the Eighteenth Century, Leiden, 1973
eisser 16-17 lists this ONEC of the collapse, although he ranked ıt well below the military
problem.
Mantred Jakubowski-Tiessen, »Der Pıetismus in Dänemark und Schleswig-Holstein«. In Brecht
and Deppermann, Geschichte des Pıetismus, vol Z 446-4/1
Later in northern Vırginia, for example, the Lutherans did force Moravıan ıtınerants
(Landprediger) flee the colony, and they sed colonial authorities help them. See Aaron
Spencer Fogleman, Hopeful Journeys. German Immuigration, Settlement, and Political Culture In
Colonial America, /-1Philadelphia 1996, 13 51206



but instead toward internal problems within the communıty. After few 1t
W 9aS becoming clear that the Moravıan miss1ıon 1n Georgia in general W ads faiılıng.
Their attempt work with the Salzburgers Was locked by the Hallensers. Their
Natıve American mıissıon had been halted by the WAar The clave M1SSION ACTOSS

the rver 1n Purysburg, South Carolina did poorly from the beginning and ended
when eorg Schulius died in 1739 and Peter Böhler departed for Pennsylvanıa

few months later. One of the bıggest failures of the orıgınal Georgla m1ssı1on
Was their inability settle the Schwenkfelders there. For thıs persecuted

from Sılesia had sought and received refuge and SUppOTtL from Zinzendorf
and the Moravıans iın pper Lusatıa. For the C  , close CONTACT and interaction
wiıth this W as important part of his rapidly developing ecumenical plans
tor Kurope and North America. Throughout the negotlati1ons wiıth the Georgılia
TIrustees ın London, the Moravıans had emphasized their desire settle the
Schwenkfelders there. Karly that tentatively agreed the Moravıan plan,
and Zinzendorf, Spangenberg, and others worked furiously keep them COUTSC
for Georgla. But ultimately the Schwenkfelders concluded that the Moravıans
could OT Meet their needs and settled instead 1ın the Pennsylvania backcountrYy.
Later Spangenberg trıed hard geTt them orsake Pennsylvanıa for Georgla
Believing that the Schwenktfelders WeTIC unhappy ın Pennsylvanıa, he expedited hıs
plans VISIt that colony in the SUMMMer of 1788 ıIn order attempt persuade the
Schwenkfelders LNOVC south. After arrıvıng there, Spangenberg meTt
OCCASIONS with members of the SFOUD, but the Schwenkfelders would NOTt budge By
then they had earned what Man y other of the small, (serman relig10us SFOUDS had
earned 1n Ameriıca Pennsylvanıia had IMNOTEC offer than Georgia, Or an Yy other
colony. Thus yeL another Dart of the Moravıan MIsSsSION in Georgla had fajled.”

The WANY the Moravıans departed Georgla the idea that the communıity
eft for Casons other than the bear arms Their OW records indicate
that 1fs members trickled AaWdAY from the colony, MNan y of them their OW:  5
without official sanctıon OT assıgnments from their leadership and before there

10 On the faılure of the Moravıan Schwenktelder 18S10N SCC Horst Weigelt, » Lhe Emigration of the
Schwenkfelders from Sılesia Amer1ca,« 3 and John Frantz, »Schwenkfelders and
Moravıans In AÄmer1CcCa,« 101+141; ın Peter Erb (ed.), Schwenkfelders In Ämerica, Pennsburg
E987/: August Gottlieb Spangenberg, Leben des Herrn Nicolaus Ludwig Grafen und Herrn VoNn

Zinzendorf und Pottendorf, ;ols. Barby &  4 803-804; Spangenberg’s etters dated
June anı 11 July 1735 ın George Fenwick Jones and Paul Martın Peucker (trans. and ed.), »» We
Have Come Georgla ıth ure Intentions«: Moravıan Bishop August (Gottlieb Spangenberg’s
Letters ftrom Savannah, I7 3D Georgia Hiıstorical Ouarterly, 1998), 84-12



Was significant threat from the Spanish (see Table Four of them eft in
1/56; another S1X 1ın the NECXT YCAarL, and ten LNOTEC the yYCal after that. Indeed by
1740 the preacher and Natıve American M1SS10Nary Johann agen Was the only
Moravıan who had OMeEe from Kurope that still remaıiıned iın the colony. He
continued work with small number of Engliısh and (German Fecrults until
early 1742, when he departed for Bethlehem, Pennsylvanıa. The ast remaınıng
recrults tollowed hım Bethlehem ın 1745

When the Moravıans eft (rEOrgla they did NOT settle in ONE arca, but instead
scattered ACTOSS5 the northern colonies and EKurope. Most journeyed
Pennsylvanıa, and ManYy of these settled in Germantown, refusing CONTACT the
FeSst of the Moravıans. Others scattered Bethlehem, Philadelphia,
Skippack, Nazareth, Goshenhoppen, and the Natıve AÄAmerıcan miıssıon AT
Matetsche. Addıtionally, ONC Moravıan from Georgla went New York, and
eight returned Europe. “

This slow withering AWdY and scatterıng of the Moravıan communıity 1n
Georgia that something other than oppression MAaYy have caused Lfs
decline. Usually oppression and expulsion Causcs cCommunıty become even
INOTE cohesive ın 1fs He  S homeland. When the Lutherans WEIC persecuted and
expelled from the Archbishopric of Salzburg in 157  9 for example, MOST
moved and settled 1ın large STOUDS, forming distinct, cohesive communlıities.
Indeed, their exclusive communıty at Ebenezer, Georgla flourished for ecades.
Yet when the Moravıans eft Georgla, theır communıty disintegrated and
scattered throughout the northern colonies, an SOMEC returned Europe. ”

Jean Franco1s Reynıer, for example, eft Georgla ın 1738 Jo1n the Moravıans at Herrnhaag,
although he had authorization from either the Georgla community OT Herrnhaag do this.
See Reynıier Spangenberg, 27 August 1738 R.14.A.6.e, Unity Archives, Herrnhut.
Some of the recrults, ike John Browntield, Heıinrich and Sybilla Barbara Beck and their three
children, and AÄAnne Catharine Krempe departed Georgla for Bethlehem, Pennsylvanıa 1ın 1745
ames Burnside and his daughter Rebecca departed in 1/44, and Abraham Bünınger eft ıth
Hagen ıIn 17472 See Neısser, 6-10 and 23 and Fries, 236-242

13 Mack Walker, The Salzburg Transactıon: Expulsion and Redemption In Eighteenth-Century
Germany, thaca, New York, 1992; George Fenwick Jones, The Salzburger Saga. Religious Exıles
and Other ECYTMANS Along the Savannah, Athens 984 and Renate Wilson, »Public Works and
Pıety in Ebenezer: The Missıng Salzburger Dıarıes of Al SE In Georgia Historical
Ouarterly )’ 336-366



Table Arrıvals and Departures of Moravians Savannah Georg14, T /:$5 1 L4&
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Total &r E E  A
oOote The date of JOIMINS the Moravıan COMMUNITY 15 unknown for ten who left Georgla
wiıth other Moravıans ave estimated that five joined ETAr and five 1/38 that 15 after the
arrıval of the I11alll partıes and the inıtial settling period but while the W as stil]
relatively StIroNg Temporary who joined the Georgla, but did NOT TreINaLN wıth
them 45 they departed WeTEC NOLT considered
SOUTCE Based primarily Neıisser, 1stOry of the Beginnings of Moravıan Work America,
especially 10 and Frıes, The Moravians eOrg14, 7771 224

The MOST crucial body of evidence, NOTt yer investigated by historians that
cheds lıght the ailure of the colony 1es the Unıity Archives Herrnhut
namely Spangenberg »Letters from America C rıtten Pennsylvania from
1736 1L/3%® Just after hıs OW. departure from Georgla, Spangenberg directly
addressed the He had worked hard wiıthin the and then
wiıtnessed 1TS dissolution from äafar, observing the behavior of 1TtS disgruntled
former inhabitants trickling NTtO Pennsylvanıa In hıs prıvate etters wrıtten

during and immediately after these events took place, Spangenberg emphasized
above al] that internal CT1S515 within the Moravıany caused 1fSs



collapse VIEW he did NOT projJect in his published work of } A which Was

polemic designed publichy defend the Moravıans agalnst their IHNalıYy detractors,
NOT history of the movement. “

Spangenberg’s etters provide realistic, detailed first-hand ACCOUNT of the
ecline and fa  — of the Moravıan communıty in colonial Georgıla VIEeW NOT
present in his earlier »Letters from Savannah,« which WeTC wrıtten when all W as
ell IM the Moravıans, d they worked together 1ın their communal CCONOMY
during the first dıitficult weeks and months sickness and get started
ıIn their New World.” Hıs later »Letters from AÄAmer1ica« describe the whereabouts
and actıvıtlies of individual members 1n Georgla, and former members who Went

Pennsylvanıa. He them in Pennsylvanıa, where he stayed off and until
39 when Zinzendorf recalled hiım kurope. In 173 Spangenberg that
Man y of the soclety who had SONC Georgla had COINEC north and NO lived 1n
Germantown, OT in New York, and that things WeTC g01ng badly for those who
remaıned In the southern colony. Newly-arriving »Palatines« WeEeTC being given
hard As indentured,and the location W ds being turned nto »field
of (campus mMAartıs). Of those Moravıans remainıng in Georgıa, SOME WEIC
wıth Indians and SOINEC WeTC 1n Savannahı. Things weren’t much better in the
north either. There few were tryıng maıntaın religious communıty with
hım, but MOST WeTIC their OW' By the spring of 1738 Spangenberg Was liıving
1n house NeCAr Skıppack wıth Christoph Wıegner, Christoph Baus, and aus
mother and sister. Meanwhiıle people from all religions 0)8 partıes Came VIsIt
them. They lıved 1ın place where mostly Schwenkfelders settled, but there WeTC
also Mennonıtes, Lutherans, Reformed, and other STOUDS Viısıtors from all
STOUDS WeTEe welcome ın their house, anı ManYy CamMlc, but in spıte of
Spangenberg’s efforts, the Schwenkfelders rejected hım and by 1739 broke off
CONTLACT completely. eorg Neısser who later the influential ACCOUNT of
the Moravıan settlements 1n Georglia and Pennsylvanıa) Was also there, but he
Was problem Case hıs awakening in Georgla had been exaggerated. Gottlieb
Haberecht, who Was ın Germantown, wanted nothing do wiıth Spangenberg’s

and talked badly about the Moravıans ın Georgıia. (Later he joined the
cloister at Ephrata, led by the (German MYStI1C, Conrad Beissel.) Davıd
Tannenberger WAas In Germantown and wanted LNOVE in wıth them. Michael

See »Briefe von Spangenberg aus AÄAmerica während seliner Aufenthalte daselbst, 1/36-
1/39« R.14.A.18.1, Unıity Archives, Herrnhut, which includes collection of { etters he
ın Pennsylvania Varlı0ous Moravılans 1n Europe during this peri0d. For his later publication SCC

Spangenberg, Apologetische Schlufß-Schrifft, 398-399
15 Jones and Peucker, »Spangenberg’s Letters from Savannahı.«



eyer, Gotthard Demuth, and Davıd Jag WEIC 1n Germantown 4S well, but
wanted nothing do wıth them. (Jag later took wife and settled In the COUNTILY
somewhere.) eorg and nna Waschke and Gotthard an: Regına Demuth WeTC

temporarily in New York They WeEeTEC builldıng house in (Grermantown and
wanted remaın themselves. Matthias Seybold eft the problems ın Georgla
an WAaS 1n liımbo neither pDart of the Moravıan cCommunıty, NOr »free SPIrIt«
(Freygeister). Lastly, Augustın Neısser W ds learnıng clockmaking from the radical
separatıst Christopher Saur in Germantown, anı W as NOT 45 ouilty 4S the others
for their problems.”

Clearly something W ds wıth the emMnNAant Moravıan cCommunıty that
had moved north from Georglia Spangenberg described It NOT as victım of Wal,
government persecution, relig10us rivalry, OT SOTLLC other kınd of »suffering,« but
rather 4S communıity experiencCing »Confusion« German-Amerıcan
euphemism for relig10us strife within cCommunıty. Upon arrıving In 1733
according Spangenberg, the Moravıans In Georgla began communal
CCONOMY: Al earnıngs went the Sroup’s coffers, and each received what he OT

che needed. Spangenberg believed that the trouble C AI ın Georgla (as It had in
their West Indian colony at St rO1X) when they mixed business (»earnıng OUT

bread«) wıth spreading the Gospel. Some did NOT WAant become full-fledged
members (aufgenommen werden) and WETC only loosely assoclated. Most jJoined
the communıity DEl food and other CaIcl, NOT better understand Jesus,
Spangenberg thought.“ So the Georgla communıty ivided nto [W! Those
who remained and WeTEC stil] doing well, although they WEIC under
take up AarTInNs agalnst the Spanish, and those who moved (GGermantown. R W AasSs
NOT long before MOST of the FUIND congregatiıon eft Georgla Aas ell BYy the time
he moved Pennsylvanıa 1n 1736 Spangenberg found the Moravıans from
Georgla lıving there scattered and divided. It Was dıifficult describe the damage
done by their behavior, and he recommended that the remaimnıng members iın
Georgla COMEC Pennsylvanıa, as ell There they ought live an: work
together, heal their wounds. Spangenberg suggested that they form another
communal CCONOMY, iın which voluntarily worked together and ONEC
Was forced f  E  low the rules. This would be only for themselves e they had

16 Spangenberg Isaac LeLong, 71 March 1/38; Spangenberg Zinzendorf, Z March 1/738;
Spangenberg ‚ONg, June 1756: Spangenberg LeLong, September 1/38; Spangenberg
.9 July FA Spangenberg Nıtschmann, March 1739, In »Briefe Spangenbergs AUus Amerika.«
»Aber viele ihnen, davon aber doch die meısten och nıcht als glieder der gemeıine
aufgenommen$ sondern NUur der gemeıne besorgung Verpflegung stunden, nıcht
lauterlich suchten, Was Jesu Christi ist. _« Spangenberg Isaac LeLong, June 1738, R.14.18.1,
Unıity Archives, Herrnhut.
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intention extend thıs other STIOUDS in the areca) and members could leave
AaTt any time. As the Moravılans from Georgia continued trickle into Penn-
sylvanıia, Spangenberg’s encouraged them Jo1n the CCONOMY, that they
would NOtTt have Gatter nto the countryside Carn their daily bread, anı thus
»fall nto the hands of the Tempter« (»dem Vorsucher In dıe Hände fallen«). But
INany of them ignored Spangenberg’s call and scattered an yWaY, SINCe they had
eft Georgla avoıid lıving wiıth each other In the first place. The internal
problems there had been SCVeEeTEC that MOST WerTICc NOT willing Lr y agaln.
Spangenberg specıfically stated that these problems had little do with their
unwillingness bear ATINS agalnst the Spanish: »I he threat of War with the
Spanish alarmed them the Moravı1ans), because they did NOT Want bear Aarmns,
but 1t did NOT do them anıy harm,« he wrote. “ In short, Spangenberg carefully
outlined what the military 1SSUeSs WEIC, and EVeCn though he complained about the
field of In Georgia, he categorically stated that this did NOTt them
leave the colony internal problems did.”

Other Moravıan spokesmen in the Georglia communıty corroborate
Spangenberg’s VIEW of internal dissention rather than external bear
armıs d the rımary of Its disintegration. Johann Töltschig, who returned

Europe 1n the spring of 173 Cr help for the miıssıon and went back,
indirectly supported Spangenberg’s VIEW ın his etters and reDOrT Zinzendorf
from Georgla. Like Spangenberg, Töltschig described all of the problems the
Georgia Moravıans WEeIC havıng (including the milıtary pressure) and stated
specifically that internal dissension, NOT Wal, caused the collapse: { It W ds be
then, that the dear Savl10r had us depart, NOT because of the Wal, but because MOST
did NOT WAant remaın with us S$ince the COUNLLY and the entire set UD here did
nNnOtTt sult OT please them.«

Töltschig then elaborated at length their internal disputes and failures,
especlally emphasizing that INanYy individuals iıke Peter OSse the Indian
M1SS1ONAFY) and hıs wife Were Uuntrue, CVCN rotten, and that others wanted
leave and strike Out theiır OW Yet Töltschig only briefly mentioned the
military9noting satırıcally that official promises reSPECL their pacıfısm

18 »Der Kriegslerm mıiıt den Spanıiern, darüber s1e sehr 1n die Lerme kamen, weil S1Ce die Waffen nicht
ergreiffen wolten, hat iıhnen aber keinen schaden gethan.« Spangenberg LeLong, June 1348

19 Spangenberg Zinzendorf, 21 March 1738; Spangenberg 20 July 1739 Spangenberg
intormed Isaac LeLong that he would be hearıng about the problems 1n Georgia from Johann
Töltschig, who W ads senNntTt OoOme by them (they had their reasons and W as hıs WdY Herrnhut
see Spangenberg LeLong, June 1738
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WEeTIC only kept during peacetime.“ Also, later eorg Waschke old
Lutheran pastor 1ın Pennsylvanıa how he had joined the Moravıans 1n Herrnhut,
WAas sent by Zinzendorf their communıty 1n Savannah, and then eft them for
Pennsylvanıa 1n 1738 after seeing the »horrors and the COrruption« (»Greul U, dıe
Unlauterkeiten«) of these people.“

The Moravıans’ inability lıve and work together 1ın communal CCONOMY
and the resulting ecline of the Georgla communıty occurred while the leadership
of the colony Was AaWaY both Spangenberg and Davıd Nitschmann had SONC
Pennsylvanıa. The problems that developed after they eft SCCINH have been INOTEC
than Johann Töltschig, Johann agen, and the others could handle.“ After the
Salzburger, Schwenktfelder, Natıve American, and olave M1SS1IONS had alled, agen
ocused relations wiıth the Whitefield 1n Savannah, but ultimately this led

trouble 45 ell Throughout It all the Halle pletist pastOrs iın Ebenezer continued
denounce those Moravılans remaınıng ın Georgila, and the military threat

continued, although Moravıans WeIC CF actually forced bear arms. “

20) „Sollte Gx auch se1n, da{s uns der liebe Heiland nıcht VO'  — des Krıeges willen hätte heifßen
ausgehen, könnt CS se1ın dessenwillen, weiıl die allermeisten niıcht bei uNls bleiben wollen,
weil ihnen das Land un! die Einrichtung 1er nıcht anstehet und gefällt.« Töltschig
Zinzendorf, 14 December 1/3/, See also Töltschig’s reDOT Zinzendorf LL38:
R.14.A.6.e, Unıty Archives, Herrnhut. Karl Müller, 200 Jahre Brüdermission, vol I Das erstie

Missionsjahrhundert, Herrnhut 193 1, 200-206, read these and other etters of Töltschig and Came

the Same conclusion.
7A Johann Friedrich Hanschuchs Dıiarıa, 8-1  > ere 19 January 1732 AFSt/M 1,

Archives of the Francke Foundation, Halle
Z Friıes mentions the following internal problems 1n the Savannah communıity: dispute VL who

would couples and baptize children, [WO mMen tryıng the (non-Moravıan)
, number of INCN complaining Spangenberg when he returned from Pennsylvania in
1737 that they wanted leave, and Jean Franco1s Reynıer arguing wiıth Schulius and then
departing for Europe. Also, Juliane Jaeschke W as »ill-mannered, and obstructing everything«
especially causıng trouble when choosing husband, Man Y mistrusted Peter Böhler when he
returned from the South Carolina clave m1ssıon In 1/40 (by which time the »bands« had een
dropped and communıo0on W d> longer being celebrated ıIn Savannah), and dispute between
the communıity and Judith Töltschig and her brother, both of whom eft for Germany ın 1740,
which pleased other members of the Moravıan colony greatly. See Fries, 158-159, 1/4-178 and
TE

23 George Fenwick Jones that neither Moravıans, 1910)8 Salzburg Lutherans, NOT anıYy other
ermans WeTC CVer forced in an y of the colonial WAaTSs, although IMNanYy individual NnNOon-
Oravıan) ermans did ın the WAars. See George Fenwick ones, » Ihe ‘Dutch’ Partıcıpation
in Georgla’s Colonial Wars,« Georgia Historical Ouarterly E )’ ITA 83

12



In the face of these external problems, the Moravıans could NOT resolve their
internal problems, and the colony failed.

If Spangenberg’s inıtial VvIiews AaTre clear and 416 corroborated by other
evidence, why have INany Moravıan and other historians, beginning wiıth
eorg Neısser, who particıpated 1n the Georgia settlement himself, emphasized
the bear ITIS instead? Neıisser had af least [WO possible Casons for
describing the decline of the Georgla communıty the WAdY he diıd Fırst, ike MOST

CONtEMPOrarYy historians Neısser lıved through the events he about and
W as influenced (Or biased) by them. Neıisser WAas sent from Georgia
Pennsylvanıa 1ın 1 seek Spangenberg’s help, and there WeTC tensions
between the L[W: In fäct; Neıisser worked outside the Moravıan cCommunıty there
for the NEXT tour and W AsSs clearly In SOMEC kınd of trouble wiıth Spangenberg,
ıf NOT the entire Communlıity, although he later reconciled wiıth them. The second
[Cason why Neıisser INaYy have emphasized oppression and suffering above all WAasSs
because thıs fit 1n better wiıth hıs larger 70als historian of the
Neıisser felt that ıt Was his duty Promote the and legitimacy of the
troubled Moravıan Church by demonstrating 1fs connectlions the ancıent
Unıitas Fratrum ın Bohemia and Moravıa, which had been severely persecuted,
pacıfist that INAanYy Protestants 1n the eighteenth CENTUCY held 1n high
esteem Thus his OW' personal involvement In the Georgla mM1SS10N, which INAaY
NOT have always been entirely pOsıItive, together with his later xoals 4S

historian, SCCIMN have influenced which 1Ssues Neısser chose emphasize In hıis
ACCOUNT of the decline of the Moravıan communıity ın Georgla, and hıs choices
had long-range CONSCYQUCNCES for the wriıting of the history of the colony.“

Other eighteenth-century Moravıan historians tollowed Neisser’s ead and
emphasized suffering 1n order gaın sympathy and legitimacy for theır
struggling In his Alte und Neue Brüder-Historie (Old and New Hıstory of
the Brethren), first published In/ Davıd Cranz stressed the Natıve Ameriıcan
mıssıon and assıstance the Schwenkfelders AdS the Causecs of the Moravıan
mıssıon Georgla According him, things WeIC g01ng ell until 59 when
the WAar wiıth paın led the bear armıs This forced them abandon
their flourishing settlement and IMNOVE Pennsylvania.” eorg Heinrich Loskiel

24 For evaluatıon of elisser historian and discussion of the above themes S Albert
Frank, »Georg elsser: Early Moravıan Historian,« Transactı:ons of the Moravıan Historical
Soctety 23:2 ÖE BFT

23 ave consulted the second edition of C'ranz’s work, published yCal later. See Davıd Cranz, Alte
und Neue Brüder-Historie der Urz gefafßte Geschichte der Evangelischen Brüder-Unität In den
ältern Zeıiten UN insonderheit In dem gegenwärtigen Jahrhundert, 2Ind edition Barby OEG 219-
220 and 248:)54
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echoed these themes in his Geschichte der 1SS1ION der evangelischen Brüder
den Indianern In Nordamerika, published In 1789 He; LOO, that the
Moravıan colony 1n Georgla flourished, that the Indian M1SS1ON W as g0o1ng well,
that they affectionately served theır neighbors, and that the authorities considered
them be peaceful, orderly, and God-fearing people. All Was ell untiıl the
Spanish threat The government exempted the Moravıans from bearing
ArINS, but other settlers resented this, the Moravıans pald off their debts and
began leavıng theır flourishing plantations for Pennsylvania 1ın 1738 The IMOVEC

Pennsylvanıa Was complete by 1/40, and thıs ended the Indian mI1ssıon 1ın Georgla,
which according Loskie] had gotten off such g0o0od start.“

Thus three eighteenth-century Moravıan historians eorg Neısser, Davıd
Cranz, and eorg Heinrich Loskiel developed and promoted the suffering
theme explain why the Moravıan cCommunıity 1n Georgla had aıled, and their
VIEWS became the standard that INOTE than anything else shaped the VIEeWS of later
hıstorians, Moravıan and non-Moravıan alike These historians 1n CTa
after Zinzendorf’s death 1n 1760 when the leadership of the Unittas Fratrum
consciously STITOVEe iımprove ItSs controversial standing and Its legitimacy ın the
Christian world by emphasizing their institutional development and
historical connectlons the highly-esteemed ancıent nıty, whose experliences
WeTIC clearly wrought with persecution and suffering. Meanwhıle Spangenberg’s
eyewıtness VIEW, which 15 TNOTE detailed, complete, and balanced than those of
anı y of hıs contemporarıes, failed find place 1n the eighteenth-century
histories of the Moravıan Church. Indeed, Spangenberg’s remarks 1ın 17A2 the
decline of the communıty In Georgla, which appeared 1ın hıs rigidly constructed
and carefully worded published efense of the Moravıans, merely repeated the
language 1ın the 1749 Act of Parliament that oranted the Moravıans exemption
from milıtary servıice ın the colonies, yer mentions Georgla 0)8 the Moravıan
experience there. In thıs Case Spangenberg chose NOT provide his OW') personal
VIEWS, which he did do ın ManYy other of hıs efense. By the time he
his biography of Zinzendorf 35 later, Spangenberg avoıded the 1SSUE, only
mentionıng how the communıty 1n Georgla W as established and iıgnoring 1ts
decline. In fact, at ONeE pomt Spangenberg refers readers Cranz’s work for
ILOF® information. This INaYy have paved the WdY for later historians, who

76 Georg Heıinrich Loskiel, Geschichte der 1SS1ON der evangelischen Brüder unter den Indianern In
Nordamerika, Barby 1/85% art IL, 2092215 The Moravıans published English translation ın
London ın 1/94 See Christian Ignatius La Trobe (ed and Tans.), History of the 1SS1ON of the
United Brethren the Indians In 'orth ÄAmerica, vols., ere vol 4, 2<



essentially accepted the other Moravıan historians’ VIeEW and S\a  S nothing 1ın
Spangenberg’s published that contradicted {t: Meanwkhile
Spangenberg’s original observations remaıned burijed iın the voluminous
collections of Moravıan Ocuments in Herrnhut from thıs period.“

In the nineteenth CENTUY, by which tıme the Unittas Fratrum had achieved
SCCUTC; if lımited, place 1n the Protestant world, SOMIC denominational historians
tinally began dealing wiıth the internal problems of the Georgla cCommunıIty 1n
theır OVerviews of Moravıan work and settlement 1n North America,; but thıs took
time. As ate 1827 and 1831 the English Moravıan historian John Holmes and

OSt in (Geneva continued the old theme of Moravıan SUCCCSSCS, followed by
the bear arIs and the forced INOVEC Pennsylvania.“ It W as Johannes
Plıitt who began the reevaluation of events 1n Georgla during the previous CeNtUrY.
In his »Geschichte der Brüder Unität alter und Zeit« (»Hıstory of the Unitas
Fratrum 1n Past and Recent JT1ımes«) Plitt provided comprehensive VIEW of the
Moravıans)’ undertakings 1n the colony (something few historians previously OT
hence have done), including their M1SSI1ONS the Schwenktfelders and Natıve
Amerıicans, and their work with John Wesley. When discussing the ecline of the
cCommunıty he mentioned the military 1Ssue. To him the trouble Came when
the proved unable accommodate their temporal and spiritual9
Just d had been the CA4aSC ın their M1sSs10N St Cro1X, 1n the Caribbean. Their
task Was OO iıfficult, members did NOT follow instructions how maıntaın
ove and communıty, and the operatıon taıled »How different Was the sıtuation
of Communıity than this present one!« (»Aber WIeE verschieden WAar hier

Spangenberg, Apologetische Schlufßs-Schrifft, 398-399, and Spangenberg, Leben des Zinzendorf,
vol 503-804, 8A2 S secE the footnote 873 tor the reference CGranz), 423 and 1035
1037 For the texXt of the 1749 Act of Parliament SCC Geo {1 3 $ »An Act for encouragıng
the People known Dy the Name of Unitas Fratrum United Brethren, settle in Hıs Majesty’s
Colonie 1in Ameri1ca,« In: The Statutes at Large, From the Twentieth Year of the Reıgn of Kıng
George the Second To the Thirtieth Year of the eıgn of Kıng George the Second, vol f London
1764, 135-:7156

28 ave consulted the second edition of Holmes’ work and later abridged Englısh translatiıon of
Bost  s work. See John Holmes, Historical Shetches of the Miss_tOns of the United Brethren for
Propagatıng the Gospel the Heathen, Ind edition London 1827, 122-123, and Bost,
History of the Bohemian and Moravıan Brethren, London 1554,; 323-325; 340-341, and 1, the
original of which 15 Bost, Histotrre Aancıenne moderne de l’Eglise des Freres de Boheme et de
Moravıe, depuis SOoN orıgıne Jusqu’en 1/41, vols., (‚eneva 1831
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dıe SItuation eIner agapolischen (semen Von jedergegenwärtigen!«), Plitt wrote.“
Whıile Johannes Plitt AaDPDCAal> have been the first Moravıan historian

STreSsSSs the internal CY1SIS 1in Georgla, his work Was published, and It Was
NOT until 18472 that alternatıve the early histories appeared In print. In that
YCal the first volume of Ernst Wilhelm GCröger’s Geschichte der erneuerten
Brüderkir-che Hiıstory of +he Renewed Church of the Brethren) W ds published.”
Cröger that all Was ell In Georgla until the bear ArINs 1n the
War agalnst paın Whiıle their refusal do led significant problems
for the ZFOUD, they andled thıs well, and only few of them moved
Pennsylvanıa in 1739 avo1id the problem. dıifficult »SILEINS« (»Sichtung«)
tollowed, 4S SOIILNC went Philadelphia and thereabouts, while others waited 1ın
Georgla, »LO each his (»1WO0 Jeder das Seine suchte«). Cröger then quoted
Spangenberg’s condemnation of the Georgia “» Thus there have be
troublemakers 1n the cCommunity,« wrıtes Spangenberg, »1N order for those who
AdTC righteous be noticed.«” (“»SO MUSSECN Rotten SCIN In der (semeine« schreibt
Spangenberg, »daf 1e, rechtschaffen sind, offenbar werden.«”)

Cröger also quoted Peter Böhler (a member of the Georgla communıty), who
1n 1739 thäar. »the x0o0d children OsSst sight of their Plan Since orever and

day they had Communi10on, the bands began weakening, and they longer
wished speak from the heart. Off the record, heard that there W as always
quarreling In themselves. And SOTILIC made it known that they WEIC better
than other brethren. «“

Thus Cröger became the first Moravıan historian STrESS In print that internal
problems above all else, NOLT the bear Aarmns, caused the disintegration
of the Moravıan communıty ın Georgla, and he used iın part Spangenberg’s
unpublished observations of eEventS there 4S ONE of hıs OUTCECS.

29 Johannes Plıtt, »Geschichte der Brüder Unität alter und Zeit,« (unpublished manuscr1pt,
Moravıan Archives, Bethlehem and Herrnhut). Although this particular work of Pl  Ar Was

published, it 15 substantial ONE, consıisting of four volumes. He 1t before 185 Ü, and judging
by hıis other published works, it W ads lıkely iın the 1830s

3() Ernst Wiılhelm GCröger, Geschichte der erneuerten Brüderkirche, ols Ginadau 2-18 ere
vol E which COVOCIS the

31 » die Kinder haben ihren Plan verloren. Seıt Jahr und Tag haben S1E eın Abendmahl, die
Banden sind ın Abnahme gekommen, S$1e sprachen nıcht gCIN VO  — ihrem Herzen. Unter der and
ore ich, dafß immer Zank zwischen ihnen 1St. Im Aeufßern haben s1e’s besser als irgend Brüder.«
This and the other quotes above dAdLC ın Gröger, Geschichte der erneuerten Brüderkirche, 362-364
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If Moravıan denominational histories in the mid-nineteenth cefitury began
emphasıziıng internal dissension OVeLr suffering, Aat what pomnt did historians
change the COMMON perception back suffering, and why did they do 1t? In his
Abrifs eIner Geschichte der Brüdermission (Historical Shetch of the Brethren’s
MI1SS1ON) 1ın 1901 Adolf Schulze briefly reenforced Plitt and Gröger’s VICEW that
SC VETE internal problems helped the dissolution of the Georgla communıty.
But unliıke Plitt and Cröger, Schulze exaggerated the SUCCCS5C5 of the colony and
still considered the bear arms Aas equal internal conflict when
explaining why the Moravıan mM1issıon 1n Georgla ailed, CVCN though he
introduced NC  S evidence supporting his view.“

It W as the Ameriıcan Moravıan historians who did the MOST reintroduce the
notion that suffering WAas the YIMAarYy of the ailure of the Moravıan
communıty In Georgla. Adelaide Fries W asSs NOT the only OILC, and che Was NOT GVn

the first do this: The trend began in 1858, when Levın Theodore Reichel
published the first American interpretation of Moravıan history during thıs CId;
wrıtten in English an based historical OCcCuments. Reichel’s The Early 1story
of the Church of the United Brethren, (Unitas Fratrum) Commonly Called the
Moravı1ans, In orth America, 7748 revived the older VIeEW empha- S1-
ZIng suffering an found WdY deal with the problem pointed OUut by Plıtt and
Cröger: If there WEeTC documents indicating that something else caused the de-
cline of the Georgla cCommunıty, then he would marginalize these points by
mentioning them 1n another CONTLEXT which could 1n WaY hıs readers
m1Sss the maın point that the bear AarTInNs MUST have been the Irue
of the communıity’s decline. Reichel] began by placing the beginnings of the
colony in CONTEXT of and persecution agalnst the Moravıans. Wirth
Moravıans In EKurope 1n trouble, Zinzendorf intended Georgla and three other
colonies) be place of refuge first for Schwenkfelders, and then, when that

decıded O elsewhere, tor Moravıans themselves, should things SEL Out of
hand in Sılesia and they be forced flee Zinzendorf fought off enemıitıes
tryıng prevent hım from establıshing the colony, and for awhile the Moravıans
In Georgla did well, CVECIN makıng their Cherokee and Creek m1ss10n.
Prosperity received »sudden check,« however, when the Spanish threat The
Moravıans resisted the bear ArInNs, CVCII the pomt of recelving
favorable CONCESSIONS from the TIrustees and the CINOL, but the end CaINcC,
according Reichel, when »...the jealousy of theır neighbors Was thereby aroused,

32 Schulze SUuI115 W thıs 1eW bDy statıng, »Both of these Causes made the sıtuation of the colony
untenable, and in spıte of the ADDCAaALallce of blossoming, It had be dissolved.« (»Diese beiden
Ursachen machten die Lage der Kolonie unhaltbar; und der schönen äußeren Blüte mufite
s$1e aufgelöst werden.«) Adaoalf Schulze, Abrif einer Geschichte der Brüdermission, Herrnhut 1901,
23
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internal harmony became disturbed and the death-blow Was given the colony.«
Thus they began theır MOVC Pennsylvanıa, settling Near Germantown, and
ends the sect1on of Reichel’s work devoted entirely Georgia.”

Thus Reichel WasSs able and Promote the old of suffering 1ın
the Georgia colony, while showing that he knew the documents Phitt: Cröger,
and Schulze had used and the 1SsSUes they had raised. Reichel CVCMN read
Spangenberg’s »Letters from AÄAmeri1ica« (perhaps the first historian do sO), yet
ignored his analysıs of what happened 1n Georgla Reichel attributed the internal
dissent itself the bear arıns, although there 15 evidence for this,
and he discussed SOTINEC of the etails of the problems and ailures of the settlement
later, 1n piecemeal ashion and 1n other presumably AT least 1ın Dart
that they could NOTt be linked the communıity’s ecline. For example, he briefly
mentlions the clave mi1ssıon South Carolina, yer provides hint that thıs
represented yer another aılure of the Georgla colony. More importantly, Reichel
finally mentlions that the Moravılans dıd NOT all leave Georgla 1n SrOUDS, and SOMME
eft without church permiss10n, preferring 1ve their O W: in Pennsylvanıa,
AaWaY from the others. Still later, Reiche] desceribes the Moravıans movıng around
in Penn-sylvania 1n disoriented, purposeless ashıon before settling down 1ın
(rerman-town, portrayal that closely matches Spangenberg’s VIEW. By usıng the
archival evidence Reichel abided by e  S professional standards, yert he blatantly
manıpulated that evidence In WaYy that would allow hım and
reinvigorate the old of suffering. Indeed, the MOST ımportant footnote 1ın
the earlier section that told the »STOFY« cıted Loskiel, ONEC of the eighteenth-
CENTUFY historians who had-originally helped develop that stOry:

Reichel’s impact later American Moravıan historians W ds> direct and
lasting. Fries essentially adopted hıs technique of presenting the other evidence,
yer NOT letting 1t interfere wıth the of suffering. She CVCN employed SOMEC
of Reichel’s language, for example, when referring the »death-blow« the
colony.” Fıve before Fries,; In 1900, Taylor Hamilton’s Hıstory of the
Church Known AS the Unitas Fratrum, the nıty of the Brethren, during the
Eighteenth and Niıneteenth Centuries appeared.” This work, along wiıth the

33 Levın Theodore Reichel, The Early Hıstory ofthe Church ofthe United Brethren, (Unıitas Fratrum)
Commonl'y Called Moravians, In North Ämericd, 4-1  „ Nazareth, P - 1888, 62-68
The 1$ from 68
Reichel, Early Hıistory of the Church of the United Brethren, /0-72, 76-77, and 78
Frıes, IR

36 Taylor Hamilton, 1stOrYy of the Church Known the Moravıan Church, the Unittas
Fratrum, the Unity ofthe Brethren, during the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Genturies, Bethlehem
1900
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updated version of 196 / co-authored by Kenneth Hamilton, became the
standard works of Amerıcan Moravıan scholars the history of the renewed
Unıitas Fratrum. Like Reichel and Frıes, these historians recognized the internal
problems in Georgla revealed 1n the original OCcuments and pointed Out by Plitt,
Cröger, and Schulze, but felt compelled reftfurn the theme of suffering
stressed by eighteenth-century Moravıan historians and SaVC thıs problem the
MOST weight when explainıng the dissolution of the Georgla communıty. Kenneth

Hamiıilton SUTI1S5 u thıs V1IEeW in his slightly altered version of Taylor
Hamilton’s earlier version:

ven prior this [L€ death and disease In the colony and difficulties caused by the Spanish War|
the Moravıan colony ın Georgla Was languishing. It had dwindled from thirty DEISONS twelve
because of internal disssension d el dl political UIC, Some of the settlers died, others had
returned Europe OT had migrated Pennsylvanıa. When the Spaniards of Florida prepared
invade Georgla, the Moravıans WCIC called uDON Jo1n ın ItSs defense. This they refused do, for
Aat that time MOST of the Brethren had cOoNsclient10us scruples agalnst bearing ATINS. Finally S1X Mo-
ravians who WEeEIC eft ın Georgla determined g Pennsylvania.”

In short, the MOST influential Amerıcan Moravıan histori1ans Since Reichel have
tended carefully mention all of the problems 1n the first Moravıan settlement
1n North Ameriıca based their readings of the documents, vyet chose indicate
that suffering WAas the chief (2)T: tinal problem, without presenting an y
documentation supporting their choice.“

By elevating suffering above all other Causes for the ecline of the Georgla
communlıty, Amerıcan Moravıan historians followed trends ell established by
non-Moravıan Ameriıcan scholars of their time. Modern historians of religion 1n
colonial North Ameriıca have often emphasized the themes of struggle and
suffering 1n the founding of America, as well A4s m1SS10N, relig10us freedom, and
diversity. When Moravıan historians ike Reichel, Hamilton, and Fries
about small, persecuted that Camle Ameriıca and, after dıifficult
struggle, ultimately succeeded In planting yeL another denomination 1in the and
of relig10us reedom and diversity, they NOT only placed the Amerıcan Moravıan
Church squarely 1n the middle of these tradıitional »AÄAmerican« themes, but also
SaVC non-Moravıan hıstorians ftodder for their overall about the
Amerıcan people and their history. Consequently, the brief Moravıan of
plety and suffering ın early Georgla appeared 1n nondenominational
histories of America throughout the twentieth CENTULY. These works, which have

A amılton and Hamilton, 1story of the Moravıan Church, 84-85 Kenneth Hamilton made
mınor changes Taylor Hamilton’s version of these events see Hamilton, Hıstory of the
Church Known the Moravıan Church,

38 Other twentieth-century Ameriıcan Moravıan historians who followed this trend include Edmund
Schwarze, History of the Moravıan MIiSSIONS outhern Indıan Tribes, Bethlehem 1923 -14, and
Jacob John Sessler, Communal Prietism Early American Moravians, New ork 1933A
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directly OT indirectly relied Hamiılton and Frıes who WCIC INOTC widely
avaılable than Reichel), include histories of Georgla OT specıal tOP1CS about
that colony,” A ell 4S SULVCYS of religion 1n colon1al America,‘ southern
histöryw Ameriıcan history, “ and also monographs about rel1g10us STOUDS OT

tODI1CS 1n the colonial period.” Wırth few eXcepti0ns, historians of early AÄAmerica
have stated that the bear ArIlSs caused the Moravıans leave
Georgia. ” In fact; 1n theır brief allotment of thıs small chapter in
Ameriıcan colon1al relig10u0s history few CVCN mention the other aCtOors listed by
Hamılilton and Frıes aCctors that hardly fit 1into their larger themes. This
that if the MOST influential Amerıcan Moravıan historians had NOT stressed
suffering above all else, then the of how handful of this Came and
went from the colony MaYy NOT have appeared at all 1n these histories. Yet they
dıd choose STreSsSSs suffering, perhaps because they WEeEIC AÄAmeriıcan and WEIC
influenced by the SaMMe nationalist impulses that affected American historjans 1ın
general. In any CVENT, the Moravıans do AaPPCal 1n MNan y of the histories of
colon1al America, struggling maıntaın their relig10us principles and movıng

39 eba Carolyn Strickland, Religion and the State In Georgia In the Eighteenth Century, New ork
1939 4() and 76-79; arold Davıs, The Fledgling Province: Social and Cultural Life In Colonial
Georg14, 5-1 Chapel Hıl] 19/6, 1 and 200-201; Kenneth Coleman, Colonial
Georg1a: History, New ork 1976, 48; George Fenwick Jones, The Georgia Dutch From the
Rhineland and the Danube the Savannah, SA Athens, Georgla, 192 48-54

4() For example, Harry Ward, Colonial Ämericd, /-1 Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey,
19915 7234222

41 For example, John Boles, The South through Time. 1story of AÄAmerican RKeg10n,
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1995 .2 and
For example, LouIis VWright, The Cultural Life of the American Colonies, /63; Nework
let al.] 195% 61 anı 90; Winthrop Hudson, Religion In Ameri1ca, New ork 1965; 54; Edwin
Scott Gaustad, Religious 1stOory of America, New ork 1966, 107

43 Patrıcıa Bonomı, Under the Cope of Heaven: Religion, Socıety, and Politics In Colonial America,
New York 1986, 3233 and Jon Sensbach, eparate (Aanaan: The Making ofan Afro-Moravian
World In orth Carolina, 3-18  $ Chapel Hıll and London 1998, 43

44 Exceptions include Wılliam Warren Sweet, The Story of Religion In Ämerica, New ork jet al.|]
1930 106, and Clifton Olmstead, Hıstory of Religion In the United States, Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey, 1960, 134, who both lıst sickness and death, wel]l A4AS the ear ArINs,
wıthout emphasizing either the MOST Important, and Sydney Ahlstrom, Religious History
of the American People, New Haven and London 192 241-243, who provides g0o0d overall

of Moravıan actıvıties in Georglia and the shıift in focus Pennsylvania without CVCnN

mentioning the ear arıns.



Pennsylvanıa when the fight became unbearable. Thıs has solidified
the COINMOTNN, what elieve be CITONCOUS, VIeW that the Moravıan communıty
In Georgla faıled because of the bear AarIns agalnst the Spanish.

Meanwhile since Cröger’s work of 150 A90, Karl Müller 1S the only
(serman Moravıan historian extensively investigate an discuss the Georgla
episode, and ike his niıneteenth-century forerunners (as el] d Spangenberg and
myself), he emphasized the overall ailure of the M1SS1ON and concluded that the
settlement finally collapsed because of SCVETC internal dissension, specifically
denyıing that the bear AL I11S W ds$ the FeC4SON. Müller based his findings

archival evidence In Herrnhut, relying heavily Töltschig’s letters, but NOT

Spangenberg’s Few other German Moravıans in the twentieth CENTUY VCH
dealt with the 1sSsue 1n their histories.46 They had emphasized suffering ın their
earlıer histories and used 1It SUppOTrL the Sroup’s larger of aımıng
sympathy and legitimacy in the Protestant world after Zinzendorf’s death But
after Cröger’s work appeared in 1852 and seemed demonstrate the MOTE

complicated, ess heroic HAfHre of thıs small chapter 1ın the history of the
M1iss1oN of the Unittas Fratrum, perhaps (serman Moravıan historians SAa  S need

deal with the 1ssue any urther (with the exception of Müller) Their legitimacy
had been achieved, and they had use for modern Amerıcan notions of religio0us
reedom and diversity. ven Schulze, who CaIle close renew1ing the
eighteenth-century posıition, would NOT take the Step the Americans did an place
suffering ahead of internal conflict d the MOST iımportant of the
communıty s collapse. Thus the historiography of this brief episode in Moravıan
m1iss1ıon history reflects divergence in style and emphasıis between (GGerman

and the relatively Amerıcan VIeWSs.

45 Müller, 200 Jahre Brüdermission, 200-206
46 artmut Beck, Brüder In v»ielen Völkern: 250 Jahre 1SS1ON der Brüdergemeine, Erlangen 82

9 takes the Amerıcan 1eW and suffering (though NOLT exclusively), but he Lreats the 1SSuUe
only vVeLYyY briefly and provides 1L1CW evidence ÖOr insight, NOT did he intend Some non-German
European historians ın the twentieth CENTUCY ave mentioned the ear AarTITNIS the
prımary of the decline of the Georgla communlıty. These include LE Hutton, 1story of
the Moravıan MiSssiOns, London: 1923 TE 15 who W as probably influenced by Holmes’ work of

CENTUFY earlıer and heavily stressed the suffering theme without providing an y NECW evidence.
See also ones and Peucker, »„»Letters from Savannah,« 49 who mentiıon that the Moravıans eft
Georgla tor Pennsylvania because of the military Uur«c, But whiıle Peucker, who 1s Dutch, and
ones, who 18 American, worked with original documents and provided L1CW insıght Into the
Georgla experience of the Moravıans, their analysis (and the OCuments they used) ocused — > W ON Ya n E E L D A FE Da
the beginning, NOTt the end of the 1Ss10n. For the latter they provide 11IC  S evidence OT insight,
1107 did they intend
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Although suffering longer aAaPPCals have been the DIIMarLy for the
aılure of the Moravıan COMMUNIT Georgia this chould NOLT belıttle the
ImMpOrtance of this episode either Moravıan (} North Ameriıcan history The
history of the ecline and fal] of the first Moravıan COMMUNIT the North
American CONtıNeNT reveals how difficult IT Was buıld cohesive lastıng
1es$ during the early period of their CXDANSION Not only external
PTICSSUTCS but also internal shaped the outlook of their settlements and
whether they lasted Also the Georgla episode provides urther evidence that the
Moravıan W3asSs monolith controlled by Zinzendorf OT the
circles Herrnhut and Herrnhaag To understand how Moravıan tIies
worked ON MUST 1  C NOT only what the larger plans and struggles WETIC,
but also what W as happenıng the INany far flung 11SSION o  1eS, where
small SFOUDS abored under difficult perhaps UN1IQUC conditions There WeTEC

lways individuals who SAVC u and eft the Moravıans but Ssometi1mes there
WEITIC relatively large numbers who did Nanı y that the itself
collapsed Building and MaAINTCaANINS ©  1e$5 colonial North Ameriıca W asSs

difficult task for any relig10us STOUD, and the Moravıans WEeEeTC EXCEPLLON
The Georgla episode also ımportant because 1T Was connected large scale
relig10us conflict between the Moravıans and their IManYy CHC1IHIES both sides
of the Atlantic It WAas direct prelude explosive EVENTS involving Moravıans
and other German speakers the northern colonies during the (Gireat Awa-
kening While Georgıla the Moravıans dealt with figures and STOUDS
the ONSOMS transatlantic evangelical awakening, including John Wesley, George
Whitefield the Halle Pıetists, and the Salzburg refugees Indeed these eEevents
WEIC closely watched by religi0us eaders and observers from Sılesia London

North Amerıca Perhaps better WdYy VICW their early history Georgla 15
NOT primarily d$S CAaSsSC of OPPICSSION and suffering, but rather A faıled prelude

building bigger and better things COIMNC, which would ıLINDICSS Man Yy and
threaten SOTNC

Aaron Fogleman, Der Nıedergang der herrnhutischen Gemeinschaft kolo-
nıalen Georgıa
Der Versuch der Herrnhuter Savannah (Georgia CTE Niederlassung STUN-
den 135 USSTeE schon WLA aufgegeben werden In der Literatur wiırd der
Grund dafür der pazıfistischen Haltung der Herrnhuter gesehen die
nıcht bereit Waffen (agech Was während des Krieges MIt Spanıen
Spannungen MIt der Obrigkeit geführt hätte Der Autor bestreitet diese Erklä-
rung und kommt aufgrund der Quellen Unitätsarchiv dem Ergebnis, dass
die (GGemeinschaft Savannah durch Ntierne Meinungsverschiedenheiten über
die SCHMECINSAIMC Haushaltung auseinander gefallen 1ST


