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ABSTRACT
“LEFT TO THEMSELVES, THE CHEROKEE WOULD BECOME A
PROSPEROUS, INDEPENDENT COMMONWELATH, AND WOULD
NEVER SELL THEIR LANDS”: CHEROKEES, SLAVES AND MORAVIANS
AT SPRINGPLACE MISSION, GEORGIA, 1799-1838
By
Stuart David Willis

This dissertation examines the responses of the Cherokee Nation and of
Moravian Protestant missionaries working amongst them to the United States’
‘civilization’ program in the early nineteenth-century. It draws upon the extensive
records of the Brethren’s Springplace mission in northern Georgia to show that
both the Cherokees and the Moravians used the program as an umbrella under
which to pursue their own agendas. Each group only adopted those elements of
‘civilization’ that allowed them to further their own aims. Neither accepted the
ethos driving the program, namely that Indigenous peoples needed to absorb
white culture and worldviews wholesale to become acculturated ‘white Indians’ in
order to function in the mainstream of American life. These actions undermined
the fundamental beliefs that the ‘civilization’ program was grounded upon, and
contributed to acculturation’s replacement with removal.

The Cherokee resisted acculturation by adopting only those elements of
the ‘civilization’ program that would not undermine their own cultural identity.
This meant that the literacy missionaries offered was welcomed, but their
Christian religious message was not. Literacy would allow the Cherokee to

function without disadvantage in the white world, by guarding them against fraud,

but Christianity had no functional purpose for the Cherokee, and thus it was



rejected in favor of continued adherence to Indigenous beliefs and practices.
Cherokee men such as James Vann also rejected the imposition of Western gender
roles, and refused to take up the plow and get involved in agriculture, traditionally
women’s work amongst the Cherokee. Instead Vann and others like him adopted
chattel slavery, allowing them to exchange the traditional Cherokee male pursuits
of hunting and war for trade and business without being emasculated by having to
adopt a traditionally feminine role in agriculture.

The Moravians also undermined the ‘civilization’ program by pursuing
only the religious element with any enthusiasm. For the Brethren the religious
realm was the only one that mattered, and the temporal world was immaterial.
Thus the Moravians failed to challenge Cherokee men like James Vann for their
failure to become farmers, as their earthly pursuits had no bearing upon their
spiritual standing. The Brethren further undermined the ‘civilization’ program by
undercutting the institution of slavery in the South. Despite the dictates of Count
Zinzendorf that all Moravian missionaries should avoid involvement with
‘political’ issues in order to quietly pursue their religious goals, the Brethren’s
treatment of slaves, most notably their convert Jacob and Pleasant, the female
slave bought for Springplace, served to undermine core Southern beliefs in the
inherent inferiority of non-white peoples. Thus both the Cherokee and the
Moravians pursued their own goals within the confines of the ‘civilization’
program, but neither was fully committed to its governing ethos of the inferiority

of non-white peoples and the South’s racial hierarchy.
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Introduction

This dissertation examines the Cherokee response to the United States’
‘civilization’ program through the lens of the Moravian missions to the Cherokee
in northern Georgia.l My research focuses on the Brethren’s Springplace mission
and its association with the Diamond Hill plantation of the Vann family. The
Vann family’s response to both the Moravians and to the government’s
‘civilization’ program illustrates the variety of choices made by members of the
Cherokee Nation. There was no consensus of opinion over what their response
should be. Old Mother Vann and her daughters represented the more conservative
elements of the Cherokee; her son James Vann was more progressive, but still
rejected certain aspects of white culture in favor of retaining his Cherokee
heritage, while James’ wife Peggy achieved near complete acculturation by
converting to Christianity, and suffered for it at the hands of her more
conservative family members.

The dissertation also examines the way in which the Brethren’s behavior
at the Georgia missions served to undermine the federal civilization program to
the Cherokee. The Moravians did this in two ways: first, via their lenient
treatment of slaves, and, second, by their failure to challenge either James or
Joseph Vann for their refusal to become directly involved in agricultural labor.

The Brethren undermined the institution of slavery by denying the South’s

! In Europe the Moravians were more commonly known as the United Brethren, from
Unitas Fratrum, and in the Americas as the Moravians, after their place of origin. See chapter one
for more details. I use the terms Moravian and Brethren interchangeably here.



increasingly racist racial hierarchy, thus undermining the federal government’s
attempts to draw the Cherokee out of their ‘primitive’ state towards ‘civilization.’
The Moravians did this by being ‘soft’ slaveholders and offering religious
equality for slaves, and Cherokees, who converted to Christianity. This small
measure of equality granted to converts undercut the central tenet of both slavery
and the ‘civilization’ program, namely that non-white peoples were inferior to
white Americans.

Furthermore, as the Brethren’s approach to conversion was based upon
quietly imploring ‘heathens’ to repent their sins and seek the redemption of the
Savior, rather than attempt to hector and harass unbelievers into conversion like
the Baptists or Methodists, they undermined another central plank of the
‘civilization’ program. One of the primary claims of the program was that it
aimed to turn primitive hunters into civilized farmers. Inherent in this changeover
was a concomitant intellectual turn from Cherokee culture and beliefs to Euro-
American ones. This involved transforming Cherokee men from hunters into
farmers and Cherokee women from farmers into housewives and seamstresses, a
reversal of traditional Indigenous gender roles. As the actions of the Vann men
show, the Cherokee stoutly refused to accept those aspects of the ‘civilization’
program that attempted to extinguish Indigenous culture, and adopted only those
which allowed the Cherokee to thrive in the increasingly white world that now
surrounded them.

By utilizing the new materials made available by a renewed translation

drive by the Moravian archives in Winston-Salem, North Carolina, the



headquarters of the Brethren’s missionary work in the South, I have been able to
examine the ‘civilization’ debate amongst the Cherokee from a new perspective.
The near four decades worth of records produced by the Springplace mission, and
its associated branch station of Oochgeelogy, provide a unique insight into the
evolution of Cherokee society in the forty years prior to their forced removal from
the East, now described as the Cherokees’ ‘Trail of Tears.” The daily nature of the
records kept by the Moravians, particularly the mission diaries, offers a unique
long-term survey of life in the Cherokee Nation in the early decades of the
nineteenth-century. By analyzing the interactions of the Brethren with the
Cherokee, and the black slaves owned by both gfoups, it has been possible to
evaluate Cherokee attitudes towards literacy, slavery, Christianity, and removal;
in short, the whole ‘civilizing’ mission of the federal government. This is
significant because no previous study has been able to examine daily interactions
over such a sustained period. Other denominations made missions to the
Cherokee, but were far more transitory in nature than those of the Moravians.
While there is a significant body of historiography on the Brethren, the
Cherokees, and slaves individually, that on the latter being particularly
voluminous, there is virtually nothing on the interactions of these three groups
together. My dissertation thus seeks to plug this gap in the existing
historiography.

The records the Moravians kept have been underutilized because they
were written in a form of German script that has been defunct for nearly 70 years.

New and complete translations of these records allow a glimpse into the daily



lives of the Brethren at the two missions in the heart of Cherokee territory. The
daily diary format allows for the tracking and evolution of events within the
Springplace community, and describes in detail the interactions of the Moravian
missionaries with the Vann family, and the slaves that they both held. As a result,
a more complete picture of the Cherokee Nation’s attitude towards the federal
government’s ‘civilization’ program emerges, that shows how the Cherokee
sought to replicate the structure of white southern plantation society, while still
retaining core elements of their own culture, and yet stridently rejecting other

aspects of white life, such as the Christian religion.

The Moravian Missions to the Cherokee
After two failed eighteenth-century attempts to found a mission to the

Cherokee Nation the Brethren succeeded the third time, as the century drew to a
close. The main mission station of Springplace (near modern-day Chatsworth,
Georgia), opened in 1801 and here, they operated a church and, shortly
afterwards, a school to teach Cherokee children, until early 1833. A second
mission station at Oochgeelogy (modern-day Oothcaloga), thirty miles to the
south of Springplace, and eight miles to the south of the Cherokee capital of New
Echota, was opened in 1823. It too featured a school and continued until 1831.
Both missions were lost in the post-1830 upheavals that followed the extension of
Georgia law over the Cherokee Nation and the Indian Removal Act.

After being forced out of Springplace the Brethren’s missionaries
decamped to the home of their friend and supporter David McNair, still in

Cherokee territory but just across the Georgia border into Tennessee. Here on the




Connesaga River the Moravians opened and operated another mission school that
continued through August of 1836. From that point until September 1838 when
the Cherokees were literally forced from the East in the event that came to be
known as the ‘Trail of Tears,’ the Brethren maintained an itinerant mission
amongst the Cherokee.

Initially, I had planned to study Cherokee slaveholding practices, as seen
through the Moravian records. However, the comprehensive nature of the
Brethren’s archives, with daily diary entries supplemented by frequent
correspondence and reports, allowed me to expand my study to include other
aspects of the internal Cherokee debate on the United States’ government’s
‘civilization’ program. The Moravians were the first Protestant Church in the
world, and predated even Martin Luther, then later established bases in Germany,
Holland and Britain, and sent missionaries to form settlements across the globe. In
order to facilitate the spread the Gospel the Moravian Church’s spiritual re-
founder, Count Zinzendorf, promulgated a rule that all of the Brethren’s
missionaries should bow to local custom in order to avoid controversy. In this
way, Zinzendorf hoped the Moravians would not get drawn into any local
disputes and could instead concentrate on their agenda of quietly saving souls.

As the Brethren’s organization came to be world-wide in scope, this lead
to several paradoxical situations, such as the parallel development of support,
albeit undemonstrative, for the abolition of the slave trade and slavery by
Moravians in Britain, and spiritual equality for slaves in Germany.

Simultaneously, the Brethren’s missionaries in North America and the Caribbean



became slaveholders and plantation owners. Both situations saw the Moravians
acquiesce to local practices and preferences to ingratiate themselves with local
authorities in order to blend in and facilitate their work amongst the heathen. In
my exploration of the relationship between the Cherokee Nation, the Moravians,
and their respective slaves, I take advantage of the global nature of the Brethren’s
organization to adopt a more Atlantic approach to the subject, looking into the
effect of contact with William Wilberforce, one of the ‘Saints’ of the abolitionist
movement in Britain, and the subsequent Moravian role in Wilberforce’s
campaign to end slavery within the British Empire.

The divisions within the Cherokee Nation over the issue of slavery were
ideological, mirroring those in the wider white population of the United States,
and the Cherokee swiftly became the largest slaveholding Indigenous group in the
American southeast. As the nineteenth century progressed the Cherokee also
fissured into increasingly fervent pro- and anti-removal factions. There was,
however, no definitive, clear-cut correlation between these emerging factions and
the conservative and progressive wings of the Nation. Some slave-holding
progressives sought to stay in the East, while others felt that this cause was
doomed and the best way to protect Cherokee livelihoods was to move west.
Equally, some traditionalists sought to remain on ancestral Cherokee lands in the
East, and others looked to move west in order to seek a more peaceful life free
from white interference. Thus, through an analysis of education and conversion,

slavery, and finally the removal program, this dissertation examines the attitudes



held by the Cherokee Nation towards the United States’ civilization program in

the early decades of the nineteenth century.

Chapter Overview
The first chapter of the dissertation offers an overview of the history of the

Moravians from their origins as the first Protestant Church in early 15™ century
central Europe, to the beginning of the nineteenth century, when the Brethren
founded the Springplace mission to the Cherokee in northern Georgia. Emphasis
is placed on the Moravian’s ‘outsider’ status and the level of persecution the
Brethren faced in Europe for their sometimes controversial religious beliefs. Their
migration from Moravia (in the modern day Czech Republic) to Germany in
1722, and their church’s spiritual renewal five years later by the Saxon count
Nicholas Zinzendorf is explored. Zinzendorf’s focus on missionary work led,
through personal and religious connections, to the beginnings of a worldwide
missionary program that expanded out from its beginnings in Denmark’s
Caribbean territories, into British imperial holdings globally. Moravian expansion
into North America is examined, with the purchase of the Wachovia tract in North

Carolina in 1753 leading, half a century later, to the foundation of the Springplace

. . . . 2
mission to the Cherokee in northern Georgia.

2 As noted in chapter one, the first Moravian settlement in what became the United States
was in the newly founded colony of Georgia in 1735. However, this mission failed within a few
years and the Brethren moved north and joined with fresh immigrants from Germany and England
to found a settlement at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. Bethlehem remains, the headquarters of the
Northern Province of the Moravian Church in America and was “the headquarters of the Moravian
work in America in the 18th and 19th centuries,” C. Daniel Crews & Richard Starbuck, With
Courage for the Future: The Story of the Moravian Church, Southern Province (Winston-Salem,
'NC: Moravian Church in America, Southern Province, 2002), xxi.



Chapter two investigates the still somewhat murky emergence of the
Cherokee Nation as a major Indigenous power in the American southeast. This
followed the devastation caused to other, historically more powerful nations in the
wake of Spanish exploration and conquest in the sixteenth century. The
decimation of other tribes left the Cherokee as major powerbrokers between
European settlers on the coast and inland tribes. The Cherokee also emerged as
central players in the continent-spanning Anglo-French rivalry that ended with the
French and Indian War of 1754-1763. The Cherokee then sided with the British
during the War of Independence and the fallout of that decision, and their
continued fight against American forces through until 1794, is described. The
effects of the “civilization’ and removal programs are then analyzed, with an
emphasis on how Cherokee society changed (for example, how traditional
Cherokee gender relations became less balanced as patriarchal European practices
were adopted). The origins of the growing factionalism within the Cherokee
Nation are also explored.

The third chapter evaluates the Cherokee Nation’s response to the federal
government’s ‘civilization’ program, and argues that the older historiography’s
portrayal of the issue as simply ‘full-blood traditionalists’ versus ‘mixed-blood
progressives’ does not tell the full story. The chapter argues that all Cherokee
were much more selective over which aspects of white culture they were willing
to accept and adopt, and which they stridently rejected in favor of maintaining
their own cultural traditions. The result was a process of continual Cherokee

adaptation and change, but also one of Cherokee cultural resistance, continuity,



and survival. The ways in which older forms of Cherokee community policing
remained strong is illustrated, as is their use to harass and shame those individuals
who were felt to have gone beyond necessary adaptation towards full
acculturation.

This argument is explicated through an analysis of the aftermath of the
murder, in 1809, of James Vann, the Brethren’s patron amongst the Cherokees,
and the conversion of his widow, Peggy, to Moravian Christianity a year later. In
his will James Vann did not leave his property to his blood relations as traditional
Cherokee inheritance practice dictated, nor did he abide by the Cherokee National
Council’s law, passed the same year, which stipulated wives and children should
share a man’s property. Vann instead asserted his individuality by leaving the
bulk of his property to his favorite son, Joseph, and a minor share to his remaining
wife Peggy. This sparked off nearly two decades of legal squabbling and
harassment as Vann’s blood family members sought to assert their traditional
claims to his property over those of his wife and children. Peggy’s conversion to
Christianity the year after her husband’s death sparked a similar campaign
amongst Vann’s family to pull her back from this rejection of Indian culture and
to return Peggy to the Cherokee fold.

Both incidents demonstrate that traditional Cherokee culture was very
much alive at the dawn of the nineteenth century and it was used to set the
boundaries of acceptable community behavior. Traditional methods of community
control enforced traditional Cherokee cultural values, and those individuals who

were felt to have overstepped the bounds of what was an acceptable



accommodation to white culture and progressed towards acculturation over
accommodation, were harassed and ostracized in an attempt to bring them back to
their own cultural traditions.

Chapter four analyzes how the issue of slavery became problematic for the
Moravian Brethren, both worldwide and especially for the missionaries at
Springplace. For Count Zinzendorf, and most other Moravian leaders in the
eighteenth-century, slavery was a non-issue, as it related to the temporal, earthly
status of slaves, and was of no importance to a missionary church whose only
interest was in the conversion of the heathen to Christianity. The chapter looks at
how practical attempts to proselytize amongst the slaves of the Danish and British
West Indies from the early 1730s forced the Moravians to confront the issue of
slavery and formulate a set of guidelines that outlined how the Brethren should
approach the issue. Not wanting to offend the planters upon whom the progress of
most mission work depended, Zinzendorf formulated a policy of complying with
all established authority and not interfering with any ‘political’ matters, such as
those between masters and slaves. The Moravians thus became, outwardly at
least, pro-slavery, owning plantations and slaves (corporately) in the West Indies
and elsewhere, in order to be able to proselytize amongst the slaves unmolested
by the local authorities.

Elsewhere, however, the Moravians’ belief in the equality of believers
before God meant that slaves were elected to positions of authority within the
Brethren’s organization in Germany, and the Moravians also provided substantial

information on slavery to the British Parliamentary enquiry into the slave trade in
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1788. The British Moravians also established long-standing links to William
Wilberforce and the information they, quietly, provided him with was very
important for the success of Wilberforce’s abolition campaign. This tendency to
outwardly support slavery while inwardly undermining it was extended to the
Moravians in North America. Thus the treatment of slaves in Salem, North
Carolina, the center of the Southern Province of the Moravian Church (and thus
‘overseer’ of the Springplace mission), reveals an ambiguous position on slavery.
It again illustrates outward compliance with all laws on slavery, while at the same
time providing better treatment of slaves, giving those who converted to
Christianity a measure of personal freedom and dignity unknown to most
bondsmen in the American South.

This issue is then studied in microcosm in the form of the slave woman,
Pleasant, who served at the Springplace mission from 1805 until her ‘retirement’
in 1829. During this time Pleasant was granted considerable latitude in her
behavior and, despite frequent laments from the missionaries placed in control
over her, never suffered a single incidence of physical punishment in her twenty-
four years at Springplace. This chapter contends that the Moravians’ treatment of
Pleasant, and other slaves who were hired to work at the mission or on its lands,
provided a stark contrast to the treatment of those slaves owned by the Cherokee,
and most notably by James Vann in particular. The Brethren undercut their
support for the institution of slavery through their lenient treatment of slaves, but

also undercut their egalitarian message by only extending equality to those slaves
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who converted to Christianity, but then failed to manumit their converts, thus
denying them true equality.

Chapter four also examines the way that Cherokee men like the Vanns
utilized slave labor to subvert the ‘civilization’ program and maintain traditional
Cherokee masculine gender roles. The Moravians failed to challenge either James
or Joseph Vann for avoiding agricultural labor and thus undermined the
Brethren’s contribution to the ‘civilization’ program.

The fifth chapter investigates the financial distress of the Moravians, it
focuses on their lack of money, compared to the abundant funding other
denominations such as the ABCFM enjoyed. All of the Brethren’s missions were
expected to be at least partially self-sustaining, and the missionaries employed at
them were all artisans and craftsmen first, and missionaries second. As such they
were expected to build and maintain their own missions, and then also provide for
themselves and those in their care via their own labors, without extensive
financial assistance from their ‘home’ Church institutions. The Springplace
mission, situated in the heart of Cherokee territory, 400 miles from the Brethren’s
Salem headquarters, was, however, always in financial distress. This was because
the normal Moravian practice of mission development never took place in
Georgia. Based on the Herrnhut model, the Brethren always sought to build a
church first and then invite converts to come and live at the mission, slowly

building a settlement community of believers. At Springplace, the Moravians
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gained only two converts in their first eighteen years.3 Thus, due to the small
number of missionaries stationed at Springplace, and the necessity of providing
room and board for a number of Cherokee children who attended their school, the
mission never became self-sustaining. As the missionaries had to do all the
agricultural work as well as run the school and proselytize, there was never
enough time to perform all the necessary tasks and never enough labor available
to do them. This meant the missionaries at Springplace, and later Oochgeelogy
constantly had to ask for assistance from Salem to pay for food or workers or
materials that were needed to keep the schools and missions running.

This lack of financial resources is examined via the removal crisis of the
1830s. Here the Brethren were duped by a scheming lawyer (seeking a
commission) into accepting compensation for their ‘improvements’ from monies
set aside for the Cherokee Nation facing removal. The problems this created for
the Moravians, as their acceptance of compensation was taken by some Cherokee
to mean the Brethren supported removal, are thus investigated. Conversely, the
Moravians’ initial reluctance to accept compensation, or to take the oath of
loyalty to the state of Georgia, were taken as failures to properly support the state
and federal governments in their civilization efforts. As with slavery, then, the
Brethren’s efforts to remain politically neutral served only to undermine their
relationship with both the Cherokee and state officials. Cherokee cultural

continuity is again examined via reaction to the minority Treaty of New Echota

3 These were Peggy Vann in 1810 and Charles Hicks in 1813. This drought was broken
with five baptisms in 1819, two at Springplace, and three at the newly opened Oochgeelogy. From
then on converts came regularly for the Moravians, if not in great numbers. See chapter three.
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which sealed Cherokee removal from the East. Here clan ‘blood’ revenge is
shown to remain extant despite legislation outlawing it being in place for a

generation.

Use of terms
In the introduction to his study on the Cherokee’s near neighbors, the

Creek Nation, Claudio Saunt described ‘assimilation’ and ‘tradition’ in this way:

The simple dichotomy they present does not reflect the real problems that

Creeks confronted. Creeks did not choose between moving forward and moving

backward, or between “white” or Creek cultures. Instead, they faced

complicated questions about how they should rule themselves and what kind of

economy they should pursue. These fundamental problems extended into all

areas of Creek life. Changes in power and property posed difficult questions

about Creek identity, aggravated long-standing tensions between women and

men, and fomented controversy over the responsibility of individuals toward an

inchoate Creek “nation.”4
The same holds true for the Cherokee Nation. The choices the Cherokee faced
were not strict dichotomies between full acculturation to white ways, or a rigid
adherence to ‘traditional’ Cherokee customs. The goal was not complete
assimilation into white culture or a complete rejection of it. The Cherokee, both as
a Nation and individually, selectively chose to adopt aspects of white culture that
would allow them, and especially their children, to accommodate to life in an
increasingly white American world that threatened their homelands,
encroachment they resisted. Broadly speaking, then, the Cherokee adopted only

those aspects of white culture they felt necessary for success in the white world,

and rejected those parts they considered unnecessary to that survival and success.

4 Claudio Saunt, A New Order of Things: Property, Power, and the Transformation of the
Creek Indians, 1733-1816 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 2.

14



This led to Cherokee cultural continuity despite the accommodations made to
white culture.

As such I use ‘adoption’ and ‘accommodation’ to describe the actions of
Cherokees in willingly accepting those aspects of white culture which changed
their lives without undermining their traditions. ‘Accommodation’ describes those
aspects of white culture which the Cherokees accepted, but only in order to persist
in the white world. One example would be literacy. Many Cherokee were
determined to learn English and mathematics in order to be able to trade
successfully and avoid being cheated in their business dealings, but they also
retained their own language and developed a written form of Cherokee as well.
Thus English did not replace the Cherokee language, but supplemented it, which
allowed the Cherokee to operate in the white American mainstream. Finally, I use
‘acculturation’ to describe the acceptance of those aspects of white culture by
some Cherokees that were not directly related to the survival of the Cherokee
people. Conversion to Christianity fell into this category, it was not necessary for
success in the white mainstream, and it also meant the abandonment of traditional

Cherokee beliefs.

Sources
My primary source material for this study was the voluminous

documentation produced by the Moravians concerning the Cherokee missions in
northern Georgia. The greatest part of this documentation was the daily
Springplace Diary and letters from the various missionaries (including those from

the Oochgeelogy missionaries for the years 1823-1831), and assorted other
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documents produced at the missions. The mission diary was intended to record
the daily spiritual life of the mission, but also included other day-to-day details of
life there.’ In the correspondence the missionaries often gave a more personal
view on events, and included their own opinions on issues facing the mission, as
well as commentary on visitors to the mission and wider issues that they often did
not intend to have become public. Thus while the topics covered in the two types
of material often overlap, the diary provides the daily framework of events and
the correspondence adds substantial detail on specific events.

As the Archie K. Davis Center, the archive for the Moravian Church,
Southern Province, does not allow the copying of its records, this meant the
materials had to be copied on site, producing just over a thousand pages of typed
notes. This material was supplemented by Rowena McClinton’s annotatc;d version
of the diary for the years 1805-1821. In addition the Records of the Moravians in
North Carolina series, published in eleven volumes between 1922 and 1969 by
the North Carolina Historical Commission (later renamed the Division of
Archives and History and now called the Office of Archives and History), covers

the span of Moravian settlement in the south from colonial times through to the

5 Rowena McClinton established the authorship of the diary for the ‘Gambold years’
1805-1821 thus: January 1- October 1, 1805, Gottlieb Byhan; October 1, 1805 - June 30, 1820,
Anna Rosina Gambold, with the exception of April 1 - September 30, 1812, August 1 - November
2, 1813, and July 22 - October 31, 1816 when John Gambold took over from his wife. McClinton
was unable to definitively establish the authorship of the diary from July 1, 1820 through
December 31, 1821, The Moravian Springplace Mission to the Cherokees, Volume I, 1805-1813
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2007), xvi. Other authors are harder to identify. Assistant
Salem archivist Richard Starbuck suggests a rotating authorship between Abraham Steiner,
Dorothea (or perhaps Gottlieb) Byhan, John Gambold and Jacob Wohlfarth for the years 1801-
1805 before Gottlieb Byhan took over in August 1804 until the arrival of Anna Rosina Gambold
the following October. Email message to author, April 7, 2009. Although the exact author is
unconfirmed at this point, it was always one of the missionaries or their wives who wrote. This is
in keeping with the Brethren communal attitude, which saw the Diary as belonging to the
‘Gemeine’ or congregation, rather than to a single individual.
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Figure 1: Sample of Anna Rosina Gambold’s German script handwriting showing
how she typically began the new Diary year; in this case 1807. Taken from
Rowena McClinton, The Moravian Springplace Mission to the Cherokee, Volume
1, 1805-1813 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2007), xvii.



Civil War. Drawing on all sources in the Moravian cannon, from diaries and
minutes of meetings to the Lebenslaufe (Memoirs) of individual church members,
the Records series includes material on Salem itself as well as the Springplace and
Oochgeelogy missions to the Cherokee.

In addition to the primary source material at the Davis center in Winston-
Salem, some additional materials were gathered at Moravian House, the archive
for the Brethren’s ongoing activity in England, at Muswell Hill, London. There I
examined the Periodical Accounts, the in-house printed journal that came to
replace the handwritten copies of letters and diaries that were sent around the

world between the different Moravian communities to keep one another appraised

of their activities, and which began publication in 1790.° Some quotations from
Periodical Accounts were originally used in this work, but as the journal reprinted
edited versions of manuscript material later consulted in Winston-Salem, most of
these were replaced. Some additional material - most notably that which referred
to the Brethren’s connection to William Wilberforce - was also copied at

Moravian House.

Translations
A large portion of the Moravian material is only now available in full.

When the Brethren’s Church was revived in Germany the Moravian missionaries

wrote in German and used a form of script that fell out of use in 1941, thus even

6 Periodical Accounts relating to the Missions of the Church of the United Brethren
established among the Heathen (London: Printed for the Brethren’s Society for the Furtherance of
the Gospel, No. 10, Nevil’s Court, Fetter Lane, 1790).
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modern German speakers have considerable difficulty understanding it.” The
American congregations in the Southern Province of the Moravian Church did not
start the switch over to keeping records in English until the 1840s (the move was
not complete until 1879),8 and thus the records for the mission to the Cherokees
are all in the defunct German script. The few exceptions are letters to or from
government or state officials, and those Cherokee converts and other friendly
individuals who wrote to the missionaries in English. There are also a few letters
from the last few years of the mission in the 1830s, wr.itten by Heinrich Clauder
and some of the other younger missionaries who were born and raised in America,
which are wholly in English. Clauder noted the reason for this in 1836 when he
stated: “I take the liberty to address you in the English language which I can do
with more speed [and] in which I can perhaps express my sentiments better than

in the language generally used in our correspondence, and to which more time and

leisure is required than I now have at my command.. -
The first major translation of this material took place in the 1960s, when

Carl Mauelshagen, a professor at the University of Georgia, produced an abridged

7 Christine Graef, writing about the translation work being done at the Moravian
Historical Society in Nazareth, Pennsylvania, noted: “The papers are handwritten, in a variety of
legible penmanship, with no standard spelling, no standard dialect and in an old German script that
was discontinued about 1941.” Graef, “Mission journals speak across the centuries,”
indiancountrytoday.com, August 27, 2003 (updated September 10, 2008),
<http://www.indiancountrytoday.com/archive/28181079.htmI> (accessed October 25, 2005).

8 Crews and Starbuck, With Courage for the Future, 808. An entry in the chronology for
the Southern Province for 2 October, 1879 states: “The Provincial Elders Conference is the last to
give up the German language in its minutes. Minutes of its next meeting on 13 November will be
in English.”

? Moravian Archives, Salem (MAS): Correspondence: Henry Clauder, Connesauga, TN,
to Theodor Schulz, Salem, July 5, 1836.
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version of the Springplace material.'° Mauelshagen selected material from both
the diary and correspondence, but included only material on topics which
interested him and thus edited out a substantial amount of the daily life of the
mission. Additional piecemeal work was done by a number of individuals linked
to the Southern Province of the Moravian Church and its archives, and Old Salem,
Inc, the company that overseas the restored town of Old Salem. These included
Bishop Kenneth G. Hamilton, who translated and edited the Minutes of the
Mission Conference Held in Springplace and published them in 1970,ll and, most
notably Elizabeth Marx who translated numerous letters and diary entries in the
1980s and early 1990s, which William G. McLoughlin drew on for some of his
work on missionaries to the Cherokee.'?

Most recently, Rowena McClinton, a professor at Southern Illinois
University, has produced a translation of the ‘Gambold Diaries’ (named after the
missionary couple John and Anna Rosina Gambold), covering the period of 1805-

1821 (the 1815-1817 section of the diary formed the basis of McClinton’s

10 Mauelshagen’s translation was never published, but exists as a two-volume (1800-
1818, 1819-1836) typed manuscript at the Georgia Historical Commission, Department of Natural
Resources, in Atlanta. The work is entitled: “Moravian Mission Diaries, Murray County, GA,”
call number E99.C5 M79, and is listed as “photocopy of typescript.” The Moravian Archives in
Winston-Salem has a photocopied copy.

n Kenneth G. Hamilton, “Minutes of the Mission Conference Held in Springplace,”
Atlanta Historical Bulletin 15 (1970): 9-87, which covers the years 1802-1814; and Hamilton,
“Minutes of the Mission Conference Held in Springplace,” Arlanta Historical Bulletin 16 (1971):
31-57, which covers the year 1819. The mission conference differed from the diary and
correspondence in that it was a meeting between all the ordained missionaries at Springplace in
which they discussed issues relevant to mission business. These meetings thus involved topics that
were not always covered in the other records.

12 Marx’s translations, which are available only in manuscript form at the Winston-
Salem archive, were primarily used in McLoughlin’s Cherokees & Missionaries, 1789-1839

(1984, reprinted Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1995).
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dissertation), published in the summer of 2007. 13 The relative paucity of
published material from the Springplace mission, however, has meant that as
recently as 1998 Theda Perdue still made use of Mauelshagen’s translation for her
book on Cherokee women, and Tiya Miles was only able to consult the new

translations for the years 1800-1810 for her 2005 work on Cherokee warrior Shoe
Boots and his slave wife Doll.'* The translation work remains incomplete, with

the last few years of the correspondence still pending. 13
Literature Review

As my dissertation seeks to compare and analyze the interactions of three
groups - the Moravians, the Cherokee Nation, and black slaves - and as the

Moravian material is only now starting to become readily available, it is not

13 Rowena McClinton, The Moravian Springplace Mission to the Cherokees, Volume I,
1805-1813 and Volume II, 1814-1821 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2007).

14 Theda Perdue, Cherokee Women: Gender and Cultural Change 1700 - 1835 (Lincoln,
University of Nebraska Press, 1998). Tiya Miles, Ties That Bind: The Story of an Afro-Cherokee
Family in Slavery and Freedom (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005), 274.

15 As such this dissertation is based on a complete translation of the Springplace diary,
from the first official entry on December 16, 1801, through the last entry on September 12, 1836,
the day the Clauders left the McNairs’ and began their journey back to Salem (I took notes on the
years 1801-1810 and 1822-1836, the gap being filled by McClinton’s work). For the
correspondence I have the complete set from the first letter written by Abraham Steiner from
Tellico Blockhouse, the government factory at the confluence of the Holston and Tennessee
Rivers in eastern Tennessee, on May 11, 1799, while on the Moravians’ first scouting mission to
the Cherokee, through to the end of 1830, the last year for which the archive has completed
translations. The last letter is from Clauder in Oochgeelogy, dated December 6™, 1830. After that,
as mentioned briefly above, there are a handful of letters, originally written in English and
therefore not in need of translation, available for the years 1831-1835. Then, from 1836, Clauder
and the other Moravians sent out to work amongst the Cherokee as itinerant preachers, and Miles
Vogler, who was serving as a schoolmaster at the ABCFM’s Brainerd School, all wrote in
English. The last letter written from the East dates to 16 September, 1838, and was written by
Vogler. Two final letters remain in the Cherokee files: the first from Herman Ruede is dated
October 30, 1838 and is marked as being from the ‘Cherokee Nation West’ and the second from
Vogler, dated December 16, 1838, from “Westdale, Cherokee Nation.” This was the situation
upon my last visit to the Salem archive in May 2008. When I enquired as to when the remaining
correspondence might be translated Richard Starbuck, the assistant archivist, told me to “come
back in five years...”
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surprising that there is little comparable literature on this topic. There is, of
course, a significant body of historiography on each group individually, that on
slavery being particularly voluminous, but there is virtually nothing on
interactions between the three groups specifically. Needless to say there is
literature on the wider topic of white-Indian-slave relations, and more on relations
between two of the groups, particularly Indian-white, and white-slave relations,
with Indian-slave interactions significantly behind, though becoming more
popular of late.

Some of the general literature that addresses all three groups includes
Gary B. Nash’s Red, White & Black, which surveys relations between the three
titular groups as a whole in the colonial period of US history;'® William S.
Willis’s article Divide and Rule: Red, White, and Black in the Southeast, which
outlines relations in the Colonial period and concludes that whites played blacks
and Indians off against one another in order to prevent the formation of an
alliance to mount a unified attack on the white populace; 17 and William G.
McLoughlin’s Red Indians, Black Slavery, and White Racism. This article’s main
thesis is that Indians changed from their traditional formulations of slavery to a
chattel version due to the influence of whites. McLoughlin, however, posits that

the reason for this change was more insidious than the later economic necessity

16 Gary B. Nash, Red, White & Black: The Peoples of Early North America, 3rd ed.
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1992).

17 William S. Willis, “Divide and Rule: Red, White, and Black in the Southeast.” Journal
of Negro History 48, 3 (1963): 157-176.
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theories, instead accrediting it to “acquired racial prejudice or racism.
included in his anthology The Cherokee Ghost Dance, the piece fits with
McLoughlin’s wider interest in the Cherokee and the influence of missionaries
amongst them.'” In a similar vein James H. Merrell’s “The Racial Education of

the Catawba Indians,” evaluates how the Catawba Nation came to adopt white

European racist attitudes towards blacks. 2% Merrell concludes that the Catawba
became racist as an adaptation to the changing world around them, and in
response to how interactions between whites and blacks had changed over time.
As white southern racial attitudes hardened and the Catawba became weaker as
their numbers dwindled through disease they were marginalized and pushed ever
closer to non-white status. Adopting white racism was thus, for the Catawba, a
self-preservation technique, to show that they were not black, which the Catawba
demonstrated by emphasizing their ‘Indianness.’

More recent work includes that of Claudio Saunt on the Creek Nation. His
first book, A New Order of Things traces the history of the Creek in their relations

with whites in the period after the foundation of the colony of Georgia in 1733,

18 William G. McLoughlin, “Red Indians, Black Slavery and White Racism: America’s
Slaveholding Indians,” American Quarterly 26, 4 (1974): 367-385; quote taken from 370.

19 William G. McLoughlin, The Cherokee Ghost Dance: Essays on the Southeastern
Indians, 1789-1861, (Mercer University Press, 1984). The anthology divides McLoughlin’s
articles into three sections: Cherokee Nationalism, Slavery, and Missionaries.

20 James H. Merrell, “The Racial Education of the Catawba Indians”, Journal of
Southern History 50, 3, (1984): 363-384.
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through the end of the Creek War in 1816 and includes a discussion of slavery.2I

The ‘new order’ of the title refers to the changed economic system that overtook
the Creek in the period. Saunt argues that the end of traditional farming methods
and reduced opportunities for hunting caused by the encroachment of the white
immigrant population forced the Creek into new methods of gaining a living. As
was seen with the Cherokee, proximity to whites led to intermarriage — mainly
with Scottish immigrants, leading to the rise of a Scots Creek faction — and the
offspring of these unions straddled the cultures in a way that gave them insight
into both and encouraged them to promote the adoption of European methods and
trading. The result was increasing inequality within the Creek Nation as more
mixed-bloods moved into cattle ranching, using black slaves, while most full-
bloods resisted acculturation and became increasingly marginalized as the
deerskin trade withered away. The use of slaves and the animosity between the
races increased as unemployed hunters moved into slave catching, and animosity
between the full-blood and mixed-blood factions increased, as traditionalist full-
bloods still accepted blacks into their ranks as equals, while the mixed-bloods
treated free blacks and slaves as contemptuously as white Southerners did. This
factionalism was the cause of the ‘Redstick’ war of 1812-1814 and led to the
separation of what became known as the Seminole Nation from the Creeks.
Saunt’s second book, Black, White, and Indian, traces the history of five

generations of the Grayson family from the early national period through the Civil

21 Claudio Saunt, A New Order of Things: Property, Power, and the Transformation of
the Creek Indians, 1733-1816 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999).
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War.?? The Grayson family contained both Creek and African-American
members and divided over the issue of recognizing the African part of their
heritage. The previously mentioned Tiya Miles, Ties That Bind, can also be
included in this section, as it reconstructs the life of Doll, a black slave woman
who was owned by, and later married to the Cherokee warrior Shoe Boots. Miles
also looks at Shoe Boots’ attempts to gain recognition for his children as citizens
of the Cherokee Nation in the 1820s. Due to the paucity of archival material on
the lives of Doll and Shoe Boots, Miles drew on other disciplines in order to try
and fill some of the gaps in the record. Apart from drawing on the composite
pictures of female slave life developed by scholars such as Deborah Gray White,
Miles also drew on literature, particularly Toni Morrison’s Beloved, and literary
techniques, in order to try and get at the true, experiential meaning of life for a
slave woman like Doll.”

More recently Miles has taken this multi-disciplinary approach further and

edited, with Sharon P. Holland, Crossing Waters, Crossing Worlds: The African

Diaspora in Indian Country.24 The central purpose of the book, Miles writes, was

to ask the question:

What happens when key issues in African diasporic experience, such as
migration, freedom, citizenship, belonging, peoplehood, and cultural retention
and creation, and key issues in Native American experience, such as tribalism,

Claudlo Saunt, Black, White, and Indian: Race and the Unmaking of an American
F amxly (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005).

23 Deborah Gray White, Ar'n’t [ a Woman? Female Slaves in the Plantation South (New
York: W.W. Norton & Co, 1985). Miles, Ties That Bind, xiv-xv, and ‘Appendix I: Research
Methods and Challenges.’

2 Tiya Miles and Sharon P. Holland, eds., Crossing Waters, Crossing Worlds: The
African Diaspora in Indian Country (Durham: Duke University Press, 2006).
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protection of homelands, self-determination, folitical sovereignty, and cultural-
.. . 5
spiritual preservation and renewal, converge?

The collection uses a cross-disciplinary approach to try and recreate as far as
possible the intersection of African and Native American life in the United States.
The volume is split into two halves, the first of which is “primarily concerned
with the themes of race, place, belonging, citizenship, and historical memory,”

while the second half is “particularly interested in explorations of presence,

identity, and intimacy through narrative, performance, and visual art.””

Contributions come from writers, attorneys, historians, ethnic, Native American,
and literature studies scholars, visual and performance artists, and anthropologists
to cover aspects of African American - Native American interaction from the
early nineteenth-century up to the present day. Works such as this, and Miles’
earlier book, point the way forward in studies of African American - Native
American studies, by drawing on many disciplines in an attempt to provide a
rounded interpretation of such intersections between peoples when the historical
record is unable to because of lacunae in the archives. For my own work it may
indicate a possible future direction, particularly in any attempt to flesh out the life
of the slave woman Pleasant in Salem and at Springplace.

On the issue of Native Americans as slaveholders there has been
considerable work over the years, including some studies looking specifically at
the Cherokee, but for the most part the material is to be found in studies on other

aspects of Native American or African American life. These works focus on such

2 1bid, 4.

26 1bid, 13.

26



diverse subjects as black slavery;27 Indian-white relations;28 Indian-black
.29, .. . s . 300 .. .. 31 .
relations;”” individual tribal histories;”" Indians as slaves to whites;” or regional

studies that do not focus on any single racial or Native group.32

21 See, inter alia, Peter H. Wood, Black Majority: Negroes in Colonial South Carolina
Jfrom 1670 through the Stono Rebellion (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1974).

28 Annie Heloise Abel, The American Indian as Slaveholder and Secessionist,

(Cleveland: A.H. Clark, 1915), traces the diplomatic history of southeastern slaveholding Indians
with the Confederacy during the Civil War; J. Leitch Wright Jr., The Only Land They Knew:
American Indians in the Old South, (New York: Free Press, 1981), examines the history of
southern Indians and their interactions with whites from first contact on, but which also includes a
chapter on Indian-Black relations; Andrew K. Frank, Creeks and Southerners: Biculturalism on
the Early American Frontier (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2005), examines
intermarriage between Creek women and white male traders during the eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries; and James F. Brooks, Captives & Cousins: Slavery, Kinship, and Community
in the Southwest Borderlands (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002), which
ranges in time and space from Spanish colonial Mexico through New England whalers to the
modern day, and includes a section focused on the legacy of slavery. One essay, Tiya Miles’
“Uncle Tom was an Indian: Tracing the Red in Black Slavery” looks at slaves who had some
Cherokee blood. See also Jane T. Merrit, At the Crossroads: Indians & Empires on a Mid-Atlantic
Frontier, 1700-1763 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2003), which looks at
Native-White interactions in eighteenth-century Pennsylvania.

2 The pioneer in this field was Kenneth Wiggins Porter, though his focus was on
African-Americans on the frontier, particularly those amongst the Seminoles. Porter looks at the
centrality of blacks to the Seminoles’ resistance to removal and the role they played in the two
wars they fought to resist it. The Black Seminoles: History of a Freedom-Seeking People
(Gainesville, FL: University of Florida Press, 1996); The Negro on the American Frontier (New
York: Amo Press, 1971) collects his journal articles, including some on the Seminole Wars. See
also the works of Daniel F. Littlefield, Jr.: Africans and Seminoles: From Removal to
Emancipation (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1977); The Cherokee Freedmen: From
Emancipation to American Citizenship (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1978); Africans and
Creeks: From the Colonial Period to the Civil War (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1979); and
The Chickasaw Freedmen: A People Without a Country (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1980).
In all cases the focus is on African-Americans, not the Indian groups. See also Terry Strauss, ed.,
Race, Roots & Relations: Native and African Americans (Chicago: Albatross Press, 2005), which
moves from historical times to the present; and Patrick Minges, ed., Black Indian Slave Narratives
(Winston-Salem, NC: John F. Blair Publisher, 2004), which surveys the WPA slave narratives of
the 1930s; and Wyatt F. Jeltz “The Relations of Negroes and Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians,”
Journal of Negro History, 33, 1, (1948): 24-37; Jeltz examines Native American slavery in the
context of wider Indian-black relations and cites both Abel and Porter in his footnotes.

30 Patricia Galloway, Choctaw Genesis, 1500-1700 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1995); Galloway uses archaeological and anthropological material to outline the subject.
Leland Donald, Aboriginal Slavery on the Northwest Coast of North America (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1997), shows how indigenous slavery on the Pacific Coast differed
from that in other regions of North America in that it was a heritable status and always had an
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There are three articles focusing specifically on the issue of Native
Americans as slaveholders. Martha Condray Searcy’s “The Introduction of
African Slavery into the Creek Indian Nation” is rather thin in terms of analysis of
the institution of slavery itself, and focuses more on the cause of the introduction
of slavery into the Creek Nation. 3 Searcy concludes that it was the deerskin trade
with the British in the run up to the American Revolution that turned the Creek
from non-acquisitive agriculturalists into property owners. In an economy based
on hunting the Creeks had little use for the labor of slaves, but as they grew
dependent on British trade goods cattle, horses, and slaves in particular came to

be seen as much quicker routes to wealth.

exploitative element, as illustrated by the ‘potlach’ ceremonies when slaves would be ritually
executed to emphasize their master’s wealth.

31 Almon Wheeler Lauber, Indian Slavery in Colonial Times within the Present Limits of
the United States (New York: Longmans, Green & Co., 1913), after a short section on indigenous
enslavement and enslavement of Indians by the French and Spanish, the bulk of the book
examines Indian enslavement by the English. Rather dated. See also Donald, Aboriginal Slavery
on the Northwest Coast of North America (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997); and
Allan Gallay, The Indian Slave Trade: The Rise of the English Empire in the American South,
1670-1717 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2002).

32 Florida has been a focus of such studies: Jane Landers’ Black Society in Spanish
Florida, (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1999) covers colonial Florida’s history, through
1821; Larry Rivers’ Slavery in Florida: Territorial Days to Emancipation (Gainesville, FL:
University of Florida Press, 2000) continues the story through the time of American possession
until Emancipation. See also David R. Colburn and Jane Landers, eds., The African American
Heritage of Florida (Gainesville, FL: University of Florida Press, 1995), which includes essays by
both Landers and Rivers, and which also discusses topics related to slavery in the state. Those for
other areas include Daniel H. Usner, Jr. Indians, Settlers and Slaves in a Frontier Exchange
Economy: The Lower Mississippi Valley Before 1783 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1992); and Gwendolyn Midlo Hall Africans in Colonial Louisiana: The Development of
Afro-Creole Culture in the Eighteenth Century (Baton Rouge: University of Louisiana Press,
1995). .

33 Martha Condray Searcy, “The Introduction of African Slavery into the Creek Indian
Nation,” Georgia Historical Quarterly 66 (1982): 21-32,
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Kathryn H. Braund’s “The Creek Indians, Blacks, and Slavery” gives a

more in-depth look at slavery amongst the Creek.>* Braund expands upon
Searcy’s piece, stating the Creeks adopted chattel slavery as a result of increased
interaction with Europeans. Traditional Creek slavery, which was not a heritable
condition, ended with the Yamasee War of 1715, and black chattel slavery took
its place as the Creeks attempted to survive in a new economic climate. As with
Perdue and the Cherokee, noted below, the split between mixed- and full-blood
Indians in the move toward slave ownership is emphasized.

Finally Michael Doran’s “Negro Slaves of the Five Civilized Tribes”
treats the Cherokee, Creek, Choctaw, Chickasaw, and Seminole Nations as a
whole, though Doran does refer to specific Nations when giving examples of
extremes within the group. 33 Concentrating on the period after Removal, Doran
also uses the old mixed-blood versus full-blood dichotomy to show the
differences between the slaveholders and non-slaveholders. Doran concludes that
mixed-bloods used their slaves just as white southerners did, while full bloods, if
they owned any slaves at all, used them only for subsistence, and did not exploit
them for profit. While Doran does look at how the acquisition of slaves speeded
the acculturation process, he does not analyze other ways in which the institution
of chattel slavery affected Indian society, and concludes that it was transferred

intact as an institution, with no changes, from its white parent model in the South.

34 Kathryn E. Holland Braund, “The Creek Indians, Blacks, and Slavery,” Journal of
Southern History 57, 4 (1991): 601-636.

35 Michael Doran, “Negro Slaves of the Five Civilized Tribes,” Annals of the Association
of American Geographers 68, 3 (1978): 335-350.
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The studies that look specifically at Cherokee slaveholding practices
include R. Halliburton, Jr’s Red over Black: Black Slavery among the Cherokee
Indians which is now generally regarded as obsolete, having been written from
the old, patriarchal perspective of Native Americans as mere adjuncts to white
history.36 Halliburton also espoused the traditional viewpoint that the introduction
of slavery had a modernizing effect upon the Cherokee, and uses the outmoded
categories of ‘civilized’ and ‘primitive’ to describe those Indians who were or
were not slaveowners. Halliburton’s second contention is that Cherokee slavery
was not, as was commonly taken to be the case, less harsh than its white
counterpart in the American South, and thaf slavery, for all intent and purposes,
turned the Cherokee into Southerners.

The standard work on the issue is Theda Perdue’s Slavery and the
Evolution of Cherokee Society, 1540-1866, which sees the introduction of slavery
to the Cherokee Nation not as a progressive and modernizing move, but a
retrogressive one that caused disruption and degeneration.37 Perdue concentrates
on the divisions that chattel slavery caused between the “mixed-blood”
slaveowners who were all but white in their attitudes and culture, and the
traditional “full-blood” Cherokee who spurned slavery and all other
accoutrements of white Anglo-American culture. Scholarly reaction at the time

favored Perdue over Halliburton, a situation that is mirrored today by the fact that

36 R. Halliburton, Jr. Red over Black: Black Slavery among the Cherokee Indians
(Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1977).

37 Theda Perdue, Slavery and the Evolution of Cherokee Society, 1540-1866 (Knoxville:
University of Tennessee Press, 1979).
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the former is still in print while the latter is now unavailable and has been for a

number of years.38

No summary of the literature on this subject would be complete without a
survey of the works of William G. McLoughlin. McLoughlin began his career as
a religious historian before becoming interested in missionary work amongst the
Cherokee in the early 1970s, and a stream of articles and books followed. The
first, and most important for my study, was Cherokees & Missionaries, 1789-
1839 which evaluates Cherokee social, cultural, and political change through the
lens of their interactions with white missionaries. McLoughlin looks at the work
of the American Board of Commission for Foreign Missions (composed mainly of
Calvinists and Presbyterians), the Methodists, the Baptists, and the Moravians. As
already noted, much of the Moravian material had not been translated by the point
at which McLoughlin was writing, and thus Elizabeth Marx at the Moravian
archive in Winston-Salem provided translations for McLoughlin specifically for
this work. For the most part, however, McLoughlin looks at the Moravians only at
crucial junctures in Cherokee history for the sake of comparison with the other
bigger and more widely known missionary groups whose records were more
readily available in English. As such my work builds on this foundation and
fleshes out many of the issues that McLoughlin addressed in much greater detail.

McLoughlin’s other books on the Cherokee are Cherokee Renaissance in

the New Republic, which explored the political, economic and cultural aspects

38 See also James H. Merrell’s review of Halliburton and Perdue, Reviews in American
History 7,4 (1979): 509-514.
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through roughly the same period as that of Cherokees & Missionaries;39 Cherokee
Ghost Dance and Other Essays on the Southeastern Indians, which compiles his
journal articles to that point along with some new material;40 Champions of the
Cherokees: Evan and John B. Jones, a dual biography of two Baptist missionaries
amongst the Cherokee Nation;“ After the Trail of Tears: The Cherokees’ Struggle
for Sovereignty, 1839-1880, which essentially continues the story for the next four
decades once the Cherokee arrived in Indian Territory and through the Civil
War;42 and The Cherokees and Christianity, 1794-1870: Essays on Acculturation
and Cultural Persistence, an anthology of articles, plus new work on the
Keetoowah Society, a conservative group dedicated to reviving the traditional
religious practices of the Cherokee.*?

Finally, to look at the work emerging on the Moravians themselves, there
are two main categories of study to consider. The first is translations of mission
diaries and related materials. The most important for my study is Rowena
McClinton’s Moravian Springplace Mission to the Cherokee as noted above,

which translates the mission diary of Anna Rosina and John Gambold at

39 William G. McLoughlin, Cherokee Renascence in the New Republic (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1986).

40 For full citation see footnote 18 above.

4l William G. McLoughlin, Champions of the Cherokee: Evan and John B. Jones
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1990).

2 William G. McLoughlin, After the Trail of Tears: The Cherokees’ Struggle for
Sovereignty, 1839-1880 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1993).

a3 William G. McLoughlin, The Cherokees and Christianity, 1794-1870: Essays on
Acculturation and Cultural Persistence (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1994).

32



Springplace, for the years 1805-1821 4 Other works include The Moravian
Indian Mission on White River, which translates the diary of the Brethren’s
mission to the Indians of the Indiana Territory of 1799 to ]806;45 The Moravian
Mission Diaries of David Zeisberger 1772-1781, recounting the Brethren’s work
amongst the Delaware in the Muskingum River Valley;46 and Thirty Thousand
Miles with John Heckewelder, which, as the title suggests, follows the travels of
Moravian missionary Heckewelder between 1754 and 1813, from 1762 spent
amongst the Delawares and Mahicans.!’ Also of interest are David Zeisberger's
History of the Northern American Indians, which is an account, written 1779-
1780, of the northeastern Indians of the United States as written by Moravian
missionary Zeisberger, who ministered to Indians in New York, Pennsylvania,
Ohio, Michigan, and Canada for over fifty years;48 and, The Brainerd Journal: A

Mission to the Cherokees, 1817-1823, which is the mission diary of the ABCFM

44 See footnote 13 above.

45 Lawrence Henry Gibson, ed., The Moravian Indian Mission on White River: Diaries
and Letters, May 5, 1799, to November 12, 1806 (Indianapolis: Indiana Historical Bureau, 1938).

46 The Moravian Mission Diaries of David Zeisberger 1772-1781, eds. Herman
Wellenreuther and Carola Wessel, trans. Julie Tomberlin Weber (University Park: Pennsylvania
State University Press, 2005).

4 Thirty Thousand Miles with John Heckewelder, ed. Paul A. Wallace (University of
Pittsburgh Press, 1958).

48 David Zeisberger's History of the Northern American Indians, eds. Archer Butler
Hulbert and William Nathaniel Schwarze (Ohio State Archaeological and Historical Society,
1910).
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mission just across the Georgia-Tennessee border, with whom the Moravians at

Springplace often corresponded and met with.*’

Two works on the Moravians and their relations with African-Americans
should be mentioned. Both are the works of Jon F. Sensbach, and I have drawn on
both extensively for my chapter on the slave woman Pleasant at the Springplace
mission. They are 4 Separate Canaan: The Making of an Afro-Moravian World in

North Carolina, 1763-1840, and Rebecca’s Revival: Creating Black Christianity

in the Atlantic World.>® The former looks at the Brethren and slavery at their
Salem, North Carolina base, and the latter at the role of African Americans in
Moravian missions in the Caribbean, North America, and Europe. Finally,
illuminating the world of the Moravians in Salem in comparison to their origins in
Germany, is Elisabeth Sommer’s Serving Two Masters, which shows the
development of a sense of difference amongst the Brethren in North Carolina due

to their location in America, and how this realization changed their relationship

with Herrnhut, the parent community in Germany.S'

49 The Brainerd Journal: A Mission to the Cherokees, 1817-1823, eds. Joyce B. Phillips
and Paul Gary Phillips (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1998).

50 Jon F. Sensbach, 4 Separate Canaan: The Making of an Afro-Moravian World in
North Carolina, 1763-1840 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1998) and
Rebecca's Revival: Creating Black Christianity in the Atlantic World (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2005).

51 Elisabeth W. Sommer, Serving Two Masters: Moravian Brethren in Germany and
North Carolina, 1727-1801 (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 2000).
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Chapter 1

The Moravian Brethren: An Introduction52

Writing in 1913 in the introduction to a history of the Moravians in England, the
Right Reverend Handley Moule, Bishop of Durham, said of them: “All who know
anything of Missionary history, know at least something of the glorious, while
always unobtrusive, labours and victories of this wonderful community in the
uttermost parts of the earth.”>> Edward Langton, in his History of the Moravian
Church said: “From Bohemia and Moravia the story passes to Germany, then on
to Denmark, Holland, England, North and South America, and to many distant
parts of the world. The story of the History of the Moravian Church is, in fact, the
story of the origin and development of the first international Protestant Church in
the world.”** However, as Count Zinzendorf, the Saxon noble responsible in large
part for the revival of the Moravian Church in 1727, initially intended for them to

remain part of the Lutheran denomination of Protestant Christianity, and their

52 As this chapter will explain, the name ‘Moravians’ was not adopted until later in
Moravian history, in the mid-1720s, after the foundation of the Herrnhut community. I use
‘Moravian’ and the earlier term ‘Brethren’ (from Unitas Fratrum, the United Brethren)
interchangeably. See Gillian Lindt Gollin, Moravians in Two Worlds: A Study in Changing
Communities (New York: Columbia University Press, 1967), 1.

53 From the Introduction to E.R. Hasse, The Moravians (London: National Council of
Evangelical Free Churches), v-vi. Moule was Bishop of Durham in northern England, not
Durham, North Carolina.

54 Edward Langton, History of the Moravian Church: The Story of the First International
Protestant Church (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1956), 7.
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emphasis soon grew to be on ecumenical missionary work rather than the building
of a ‘home’ church organization, a little background context is necessary.

By the time the Moravians came to northern Georgia to serve the
Cherokee Nation at the beginning of the nineteenth century the Brethren had
faced many trials in their recent history. They had, if anything, come closer to
complete destruction than their native hosts. Both groups were pressured within
their homelands to conform to another culture, one both alien and hostile to their
own. Both were persecuted when they would not conform, and both, ultimately,
were forced to move away from their homelands to avoid further mistreatment
and persecution by the authorities. Equally, both groups tenaciously defended
their own traditions and convictions despite the external pressures that they faced.
However, both the Moravians and the Cherokee in the American Southeast were
altered by the influence of the always encroaching white settlement around them.
The Cherokee Nation faced encroachment onto their lands by white immigrants,
and pressures to change their way of life to conform to that of their new white
neighbors. The Brethren actively welcomed white immigrants as they looked to
people the tract of land they had bought in backcountry North Carolina to
establish their new settlement, but these German-raised Europeans came under
just as much pressure to conform to the standards of their white American
neighbors as the Cherokee did.

This chapter introduces the first part of this dual history, the rise of the

Unitas Fratrum, the United Brethren, the first Protestant Church in Europe, and
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how they came to the United States to proselytize the ‘heathen’ natives in North

. 55
America.

Origins and Early History
The Moravian story begins in the once independent kingdoms of Moravia

and Bohemia, now the modern-day Czech Republic, in central Europe.56
Christianity arrived there in the early ninth century, but followed the Greek not
Latin orthodoxy, and thus adherents faced pressure from the outset to conform to
Roman Catholic forms. Prague was created a bishopric in 968 AD, and raised to
an archbishopric in 1350 in attempts to fully impose Catholic norms, with the
latter forcing the compliance of nobles at court in order to retain their positions.
The foundation of the University of Prague in 1348, staffed by German and Italian
clerics steeped in the Roman tradition, served only to push the adoption of Roman
Catholic forms ever more strongly. For the less-elevated bulk of the population,
however, the older and, as they saw it, purer and less corrupted form of service
was quietly continued in private.

The precise origins of the Moravian Church can be traced to the career of

John Huss, born ¢. 1373-75 to poor parents in the Bohemian village of Hussenez,

near the small town of Prachatice, near the Bavarian border.”’ Huss, who was

53 The name the United Brethren led to the use of the derivatives ‘the Unity’ for the
church itself, and ‘the Brethren’ for its membership.

36 For a more in depth investigation of the Moravians from their foundation through the
17™ century see C. Daniel Crews, Faith Love Hope: A History of the Unitas Fratrum (Winston-
Salem, NC: Moravian Archives, 2008).

57 Alternate spellings include Jan Huss or John Hus.
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noted for his piety, attended Prague, took his Master’s degree, and “rejoiced at the

"% He was duly ordained in 1400 and gave public

thought of becoming a priest.
lectures, and was noted as a great preacher. In 1401, Huss was made a dean of the
faculty of philosophy at Prague, and became the rector of the university for about
six months. In 1412, he was appointed preacher at the Chapel of the Holy
Innocents of Bethlehem, which became associated with Huss and the later Hussite
reform movement. The chapel was also intended as a place where the Bohemians
could hear the gospel preached in their own language. Huss felt that the Catholic

Church of his time was corrupt and served the needs of the nobility and not the
masses. He also felt the Church unjust for not attempting to solve grave social and
economic problems.59 However, there was also a nationalistic edge to Huss’
work, as the Bohemian church was increasingly under the sway of foreigners, so
reform of the church took on two faces - curtailing foreign influence, and
curtailing the abuses of the clergy.

Huss’ protests about the burning of the works of John Wycliffe, the
English church reformer and critic of the Catholic Church, by the Archbishop of
Prague in 1410, brought charges of heresy and a summons to Rome. Huss initially
sent an advocate to argue in his place, but the advocate was jailed. Another trial
was set, this time in Germany, and despite assurances of his safe conduct from the

Pope, Huss was imprisoned upon his arrival in Constance for his heresy trial

58 Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 15.

59 Gene Capps, The Moravians and their Town of Salem (Winston-Salem, NC: Old
Salem Museums & Gardens, 2007. Originally published 1973), 1.
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Daniel Crew’s Faith Love Hope: A History of the Unitas Fratrum (Winston-
Salem, NC: Moravian Archives, 2008), frontispiece.

Figure 2: The main sites of the Moravian Brethren in Bohemia-Moravia. The
Herrnhut settlement on the land of Count Zinzendorf can be seen just across the
border from Bohemia into Germany, near the border with Poland. Taken from C.
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before the General Council.*’ Langton notes “the proceedings were a travesty of

justice.”6 On July 6, 1415 the trial saw Huss convicted of heresy and burnt at
the stake.

After Huss’ execution his followers carried on the battle for reform but
split into competing factions which fought each other as well as Rome. When, by
1457, it became clear that there would be no reforms of the Catholic Church the
Hussites formed a church fellowship amongst themselves in the village of
Kunwald, near Lititz in Moravia, as ‘the Brethren of the Law of Christ.” However,
this name saw them mistaken for a new holy order, an im;;ression and outcome
they were opposed to, and they simplified their name to simply ‘the Brethren’.
Later, as they were joined by others, it changed again to ‘The Unity of the
Brethren’ (Unitas Fratrum), or ‘The United Brethren’ (Fratres Unitatis). Just as
this community attracted other like-minded individuals, so it attracted the
attention of the Catholic Church and further persecution ensued, including torture
and imprisonment, even when the Brethren fled from Moravia to Bohemia.

In 1467, realizing that they could not continue in this fashion, the Brethren

selected nine of their number and by using the Lot chose three who would be

consecrated as bishops of their own church.®* Not being able to employ either

60 ..

Constance is in southwestern Germany; modern German name: Konstanz.
61 , .

Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 23.

62 The use of the Lot became synonymous with the Moravian Church. In this case, nine
slips of paper with an affirmative, as well as three blanks, were used, and then each candidate had
a slip drawn for them in response to the question of whether or not they should be one of those
consecrated bishop. The slips were drawn by a young boy. The belief was that the Lord would
influence which slip was chosen and thus the Lot represented God’s will on any given issue it was
used for. For more information, see Gollin, Moravians in Two Worlds, especially chapter three -
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Catholics or members of other competing Protestant sects from Moravia to

perform the consecrations, the Brethren sought out the Waldensian Church in

Austria instead.®® The first three Moravian bishops were consecrated in 1467 as a
result, who then combined to consecrate a fourth on their return to Bohemia. This
action also resulted in renewed persecution by the Archbishop of Prague, which
continued until his death in 1471. Persecution tailed off for the next three decades
until Pope Gregory VII renewed the attempt to eradicate the Brethren,
culminating in the issuance of an edict in 1507 that began another round of
persecution, imprisonment, torture, burnings and expulsions. This lasted another
decade until the deaths of a number of the Moravians’ more implacable enemies
brought it to a close. Langton thus concludes: “At the beginning of the sixteenth
century, and before Luther and Calvin had become generally known, it is claimed

that in Bohemia and Moravia there were two hundred [Moravian] societies,

regularly and fully constituted as Protestant churches.”®*

As the Brethren had been looking for a like-minded church to join with,

they took great interest in the work of Martin Luther, and were in correspondence

“The Use of the Lot,” and Elizabeth W. Sommer, Serving Two Masters: Moravian Brethren in
Germany and North Carolina, 1727-1801 (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 2000),
especially chapter 4 “Gambling with God: Revelation, Reason, and the Use of the Lot.”

63 The Waldenses were a group of dissenters from the Roman Catholic Church which
arose circa 1170 in southern France. They were excommunicated in 1184.

64 Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 39. Capps, writing later, claimed the
Brethren had a membership of 200,000 in 400 congregations; Capps, Moravians and their Town of
Salem, 1.
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and generally on good terms with him from 1522 until his death in 1546.%° The

following year the so-called Smalcald War®® ended with Protestant forces
defeated, and the Brethren once again found themselves displaced. They fled, in
1548, variously to Poland and Prussia and often thrived, despite the persecution
they faced. There followed a period of about 20 years in Poland that saw the
union of the three main Protestant religions into a single Protestant church - the
Lutherans, the Reformed or Calvinists, and the Brethren. Disputes, however,
arose again by 1582, and the Lutherans split away in 1603. The Brethren and the
Reformed Church, however, grew closer and at the synod of 1627 “became so

united that from that time there has existed in Poland no difference between the

. 67
two communions.”

After the exodus of 1548 mild persecution continued in Bohemia until a
new king, Maximilian II came to the throne in 1558, who was favorably disposed
towards Protestantism. This granted the Brethren a period of peace that allowed
them to re-establish their congregations, re-open their churches and even to
complete a new translation of the Bible into their native tongue, between 1579
and 1593. Many members of the Brethren who had fled Moravia returned home as

a consequence.

65 . T . . - C .
The issue of church discipline remained something of a sticking point in relations,
with the Lutherans being too lax for Moravian tastes.

66 The Smalcald War was named after the league of princes and cities which favored
Lutheranism over Catholicism, and culminated, with the decisive battle at Muehlberg in 1547, in
victory for the Catholics.

67 Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 46.
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The Thirty Years’ War and Moravian Decline
This period of tranquility came to an end in 1612 when the re-building

Moravian Church had become “so large that it became a threat to the Roman
Catholic Church.”®® Rome thus sought to put into execution the decrees of the
Council of Trent against Protestants in general, and beginning with the
Bohemians and Moravians in particular.69 This latest round of persecution was
the foundation for the Europe-wide conflagration that came to be known as the
Thirty Years’ War (1618-1648). All protestants were targeted, not just the
Brethren; the first victims were ministers, then the nobility. Many fled to the
surrounding countries - Saxony, Silesia, Brandenburg, Poland, Prussia, and
Hungary, some even went as far as the Netherlands. Langton notes about 80,000
Brethren fled Bohemia and Moravia, mainly for Saxony and Upper Lusatia.”
This was despite the fact that the commoners were watched to try and prevent
their escape and to force them to apostatize and accept the Catholic religion.
As the Moravian historian J. Taylor Hamilton noted: “For the Ancient

Unitas Fratrum the outcome of the terrific convulsions of the Thirty Years’ War

was the practical annihilation of its congregations in the twin lands of its birth.””!

68 S. Scott Rohrer, Hope's Promise: Religion and Acculturation in the Southern
Backcountry (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 2005), xxii.

69 The Councils of Trent were held over three sessions, between 1545 and 1563. They
refocused Catholic doctrine and set the Catholic agenda for the Counter-Reformation of the next
two hundred years.

70 Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 53-54.

m J. Taylor Hamilton, A History of the Church Known as the Moravian Church, or the
Unitas Fratrum, or the Unity of the Brethren, During the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries
(New York: AMS Press Inc, 1971. Reprint edition, originally published in 1900 in Bethlehem,
PA), 1.
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The Brethren went underground in Bohemia and Moravia and for almost a

century the church existed secretly “as what is known as the “hidden seed.”’?
For the rest of the combatants, the Peace of Westphalia, in 1648, brought the war
to a close and, Hamilton continues: “may briefly be described as...placing the

Lutherans and Reformed and Roman Catholics practically on the same footing

. .. 7
throughout the various dominions of Germany.” 3

Despite their continued underground existence the Brethren still faced
problems, namely their highly scattered existence, and the issue of how to
continue with the succession of their episcopacy when they could not operate
openly. The matter became more urgent in 1658 with the death of Bishop Martin
Gertich in Silesia, leaving the Brethren with only two surviving bishops. One was
the leading figure among the Brethren during this period John Amos, called
Comenius from his birthplace, Komna. ™ Comenius was the senior bishop of the

Brethren from 1648 until his death in 1670, and had oversight of the Brethren in

Bohemia and Moravia.”® The other was John Buettner, bishop with oversight of
the Brethren in Poland. Comenius and Buettner corresponded on the issue,
worried that should either of them die, then the Brethren would not be able to

maintain either the succession of properly ordained ministers, or continue the

& Capps, The Moravians and their Town of Salem, 2.
73 . .
Hamilton, History of the Church, 1.

7 Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 51. His birth-name was Jan Amos
Komensky.

& Comenius died in exile in Amsterdam.
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succession of bishops that dated back to 1467.7® As both were elderly and unable
to travel far (Comenius was in exile in England at this time, Buettner in Poland),

they agreed that one of them could perform the service while the other sent

confirmation in writing of their agreement.” With this settled Buettner called a
synod in Poland to elect new bishops for each of the branches of the Brethren -
that in Poland and that in Bohemia-Moravia.

The men chosen were Nicolas Gertichius, court chaplain to the duke of
Liegniz, for the congregations in Poland, and Petrus Figulus, surnamed Jablonsky,
from Jablonne or Gabel, in Bohemia, for the Brethren in Bohemia and Moravia.
They were duly consecrated bishops at the synod of Mielenczyn in Poland in
1662. Peter Jablonsky had been selected to succeed Comenius as senior bishop of
the Brethren, but ended up pre-deceasing him in 1670. That same year
Jablonsky’s son, Daniel Ernest, was consecrated in his father’s place. “It is
through this same Daniel Jablonsky that the Brethren claim that their succession
of bishops was transmitted to the Reconstituted Church when, at Berlin, in 1735,

assisted by Christian Sitkovius, bishop of the Polish Brethren, David Nitschmann

. 78
was consecrated bishop.”

7 Consecration of a bishop traditionally required the presence of at least two bishops to
be valid.

7 Langton notes that Comenius sent his ‘co-elder’ to act in his stead, and gave him full
power of consecrating in writing, “which is said to have been the custom of the primitive Church
when, in times of trouble, two or more bishops were unable to meet to consecrate a new bishop,”
History of the Moravian Church, 53.

78 Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 53.

45



Count Zinzendorf
Nicholaus Ludwig von Zinzendorf was born into an aristocratic family in

Dresden, on May 26, 1700. His father died within two months, and the son
seemed to inherit his weak constitution and was a sickly child. Growing up in the
relative isolation of a castle, with mainly pietistic adults for company, the young
count developed a deeply religious precocity. However, Zinzendorf was still a
count and therefore expected to rule, and a life in the church was simply not
acceptable to his family or society, and thus he was kept from his religious calling
until 1734. Sent to the university at Wittenberg (rather than Halle, a center for
Pietism) to study law, Zinzendorf was always more interested in theology, and
even tried to broker a peace between the bickering sects of Lutherans after the
bicentennial of Luther’s 95 theses in 1717. At the conclusion of his studies the
young count was sent on a tour of Europe, intended to make him a more rounded
man of the world, but instead his meetings with various churchmen, whose
sincerity overshadowed their religious differences, set Zinzendorf more firmly on
his ecumenically religious course later in life.

More travel only increased the count’s religious convictions, at the same
time that his family’s resistance to his entering the church hardened at a
concomitant rate, especially that of his grandmother and guardian, Baroness von
Gersdorf. By 1721, according to Zinzendorf’s biographer John Weinlick, the

count had formulated an alternative to public service for his future: “he pictured
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himself as the owner and proprietor of a country estate which would also be a

- . . . 79
religious community encompassing employees, neighbors, and guests.”

The period 1722-1727, however, saw Zinzendorf as a somewhat
ineffective public administrator in Dresden, due to his mind being more on
spiritual than temporal matters. The count did, however, do certain things that
shaped the future of the Moravians. The first was to buy the Berthelsdorf estate,
close by Baroness Gersdorf’s own Hennersdorf, in May of 1722. The second was
to marry. Having considered the issue, Zinzendorf concluded that the only way he
could do so was to pick a religiously like-minded mate. In consequence he
married Countess Erdmuth Dorothea von Reuss, the sister of his best friend
Henry, Count Reuss. Taking place on September 7™, 1722, the marriage set the

pattern for future Moravian unions in that there was little romance, and it was

“entered upon because of a common devotion to the service of Christ.”® Thus a
normal home life was sacrificed to duty to God, though Erdmuth’s financial
acumen helped keep the generously open-handed Count afloat.

It was between these two events that the first Moravian refugees made
their way to Zinzendorf’s Berthelsdorf estate, and were settled on unused land by
the count’s steward, John Heist, as we will note shortly. The death of the
Baroness von Gersdorf in 1726 made Zinzendorf’s exit from public life rather

easier, and he took a leave of absence from his post just before Easter 1727, and

7 John R. Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf: The Story of His Life and Leadership in the
Renewed Moravian Church (1956; reprint Winston-Salem, NC: The Moravian Church in America,
1980), 52.

80 bid, 57.
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| SUCOLAUS LUDOVICUS COMES
R R A A D OYN S

Figure 3: Count Nicholas Ludwig von Zinzendorf (1700-1760). Picture taken
from S. Scott Rohrer, Hope s Promise: Religion and Acculturation in the
Southern Backcountry (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 2005), xxiii.
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made it permanent in 1731. June of 1727 saw the Count leave Dresden for good
and move back to his Berthelsdorf estate with his wife and infant daughter

Beningna, into their newly constructed manor house close by the neophyte

] 81
Moravian settlement.

The Foundation of Herrmhut
To show how the lives of the Moravians and Count Zinzendorf came to be

so intimately intertwined it is necessary to briefly return to earlier times. The
defeat of Protestant forces at the Battle of White Mountain (‘Weissenberg’) in
1620, early in the Thirty Years® War, had left the fate of the Moravians in the
balance. Their situation grew more precarious as the Brethren scattered across
Europe in the years that followed. This made maintaining their traditions difficult,
and was dealt another serious blow by the death of Comenius, still in exile, in
Amsterdam, in 1670. It was in this nebulous state that the Brethren limped on for
the next half century. They did not, however, die out because? in J. Taylor
Hamilton’s memorable phrase, “the Brethren dared the stake and the dungeon,

that they might serve God according to conscience and after their fathers’

mode 82

The year 1715 saw a religious revival at Fulneck in Moravia (the site of
Comenius’ ministry), and Lititz in Bohemia. Central to the revival in Moravia was

Christian David, born December 31 1690 at Senftleben in Moravia. Raised

81 Benigna was the couple’s second child, but their first, a son Christian Ernest, died
within three months. In total eight of the count’s twelve children would die in infancy, ibid, 64.

82 Hamilton, History of the Church, 10.
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Catholic, David converted to Protestantism and worked as a carpenter and spread
the Gospel where he could. David met with many members of the Brethren on his
travels in Moravia, particularly the five Neisser brothers, and they urged him to
find the Brethren an asylum in a Protestant country. It was this that led David to
the acquaintance of Count Zinzendorf, who, as noted above, had, in May 1722,
bought his estate in Upper Lusatia. It was here, on the Count’s land, that the

Brethren found sanctuary. On 17™ June 1722 Christian David, plus the Neisser

brothers Augustin and James, felled the first tree for the first house at Hermhut,83
which was ready by October 7. As noted above, Zinzendorf took little active part
in the foundation of the settlement, as he did not return permanently to his estate
until the end of 1727, by which time Herrnhut was home to 300 people’:.84 After
enduring more persecution at the hands of the Jesuits in Moravia, the three
remaining Neisser brothers and their families took the gamble and followed in
August of 1723 and joined the small community that had already sprung up at
Hermhut. This was a huge risk because they left behind all property that they

could not carry and faced persecution by the authorities if caught, as emigrating

was against Austrian law.%

Towards Christmas 1723 Christian David made the 200 mile pilgrimage

back to Moravia, spreading news of the new settlement wherever he went. This

83 The name Herrnhut translates as ‘on the Lord’s watch.” The name Herrnhut did not
come into public use until 1724.

34 Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 65.

85 Bohemia and Moravia were part of the Habsburg’s Austro-Hungarian empire at this
time, and would remain so until after World War 1.
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persuaded various other Brethren to risk the journey and persecution by Catholic
authorities to head for Herrnhut. “From this time onwards there was a steady
stream of emigrants from Bohemia and Moravia, many of them under the lead of

»86 It was due to

Christian David, who returned again and again for this purpose.
this exodus from their homeland, Gene Capps explains, that the Brethren became

known by a different name. “Because so many of them had emigrated from

Moravia, their church came to be known as the Moravian Church.”®’

Moving towards reconstituting the Ancient Unitas Fratrum
The 300-strong community that Zinzendorf found at Herrnhut upon his

return to his estate in 1727 was one that was full of religious dissention, a

situation in part caused by the count’s decision to avoid setting any regulations for

the settlement at the outset.*® Zinzendorf did his best to mediate in the little time
available to him away from his administrative duties, but tensions remained until
Easter 1727 when it was agreed that the Herrnhut community would be a separate
entity from the Lutheran parish of Berthelsdorf, and instead fall under

Zinzendorf’s direction. The decision was announced shortly after the count’s

86 Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 62.
87 , .
Capps, The Moravians and their Town of Salem, 2.

88 The earliest settlers were followers of the older Bohemian-Moravian church, who were
outwardly Roman Catholic in practice because of the persecution they faced. They were grateful
to the count, who was Lutheran, but they did not wish to convert, as maintaining their ‘Moravian’
traditions had been the reason for their emigration in the first place. They were joined by
Lutherans, Calvinists, and Schwenkfelders. The latter were the followers of Casper
Schwenkfelder, a Silesian nobleman and contemporary of Luther who had disagreed on certain
points of doctrine, and thus founded a sect of his own. The Schwenkfelders arrived in 1726 once
they were no longer tolerated in neighboring Silesia. The situation was worsened by differences
with the orthodox Lutheran parish of Berthelsdorf, of which Zinzendorf’s estate was a part.
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release from administrative service in the spring of 1727. Zinzendorf then actively
set to work on a new constitution for Herrnhut to direct its workings, and this was
adopted on May 12, 1727.%? Weinlick notes that Zinzendorf had constructed the
constitution so well that it contributed to a surge in religious feeling that allowed
denominational differences to be overcome, and August 13" saw a communion
service in which the religious feelings were so strong that the date is celebrated to
this day as marking the spiritual revival of the Moravian Church.*®

Zinzendorf made the move to set regulations to prevent the loss of the
original Moravian Brethren from the community, and, “always an opponent of
sectarianism,”91 had stressed the need for avoiding schism when he had presented
it. However, the count knew little of the history of the Ancient Moravian church,
and few of the Brethren themselves knew much more. Shortly afterwards,
however, when Zinzendorf was traveling in Zittau, he came across a copy of
Comenius’ 1660 work Ratio Disciplinas, the Latin version of the constitution of
' the Bohemian Brethren.”? It was upon reading this work that Zinzendorf realized
that the Brethren were not a sect, but a fully fledged church in their own right that

predated Lutheranism. He also saw the similarity between the May 12"

8 Weinlick notes there were two parts to it: one dealt with civic responsibilities -
Manorial Injunctions and Prohibitions - and the other, drafted in the form of 42 statutes, their
religious ones - Brotherly Agreement of the Brethren from Bohemia and Moravia and Others,
Binding Them to Walk According to the Apostolic Rule.

%0 Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 77.
! Ibid.

92 Comenius wrote the Ratio Disciplinas while in exile in England. Rohrer, Hope's
Promise, xxii.
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constitution that he had just drawn up for Herrnhut, and that of Comenius’ for the
original Bohemian Brethren. It was this that first encouraged Zinzendorf to
consider reviving the church of the Unitas Fratrum through the Moravians at
Herrnhut.

The final push to revive the Ancient Unity came from the need for
ordained pastors to minister to Herrnhut, and also to the neophyte missions that
began to spring up from the early 1730s. The success of the Herrnhut community
drew increasing attention, and with it increased scrutiny, not least for the count’s
leadership of a religious community whilst a member of the laity. Zinzendorf
sought to quiet this attention by being ordained, though circumvented his
notoriety in Germany and the opposition to a noble becoming a member of the
church by being examined and certified in Straslund, Sweden in April 1734, and
by using one of his families lesser titles rather than that of count. In addition, as

he still intended to remain within the Lutheran Church, Zinzendorf procured “a

complete certificate of orthodoxy from the Lutheran point of view.” This came
with certain exceptions made for some aspects of Moravian practice at Herrnhut
that did not fully conform to the Lutheran Augsburg Confession of 1530.
Zinzendorf’s return to Herrnhut in 1735 solved the problem of ordained
ministers in that community, but not the issue of how to ordain others. The count
was forcefully reminded of how pressing this need had become upon his return,
when calls were received for more missionaries. The itinerant nature of the

Brethren in this period, with Christian David at the forefront, led naturally into

9 Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 117.
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mission work abroad. Taking advantage of an opportunity that had arisen at the
Danish court, the Moravians had sent out their first missionaries, to the Danish
island of St. Thomas in the Caribbean in 1732, swiftly followed by more to
Greenland later the same year.94 When Zinzendorf returned to Herrnhut late in
1735 not only had the Brethren received requests for missionaries for
Pennsylvania, Georgia and Surinam, but their first missionary had returned from
St. Thomas with a converted African slave, Carmel Oly.95

To fill the need for someone to ordain the ministers necessary to serve the
emerging mission congregations, Zinzendorf was finally convinced of the
necessity of reviving the Ancient Unity of the Brethren. “The episcopate of the
Unitas Fratrum was, at this time, represented by two men; Daniel Ernst
Jablonsky...Court-preacher in Berlin, and Christian Sitkovius of Thorn,
superintendent of the United Reform and Brethren’s congregation in Poland.”®
Zinzendorf had been in correspondence with Jablonsky since 1729, and the latter
had even suggested of his own accord the consecration of a new Moravian bishop

in 1734. The count thus asked Jablonksy to do so now, and he readily agreed.

54 For more on the mission to Danish St. Thomas, see Jon Sensbach, Rebecca’s Revival:
Creating Black Christianity in the Atlantic World (Cambridge, MA; Harvard University Press,
2005), esp. chapters 1-6.

% Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 120. Sensbach, Rebecca’s Revival, 54, notes the first
convert was named Oly Carmichael, the reverse of Weinlick’s interpretation. Sensbach also notes
the child was baptized with the name of Joshua, and that Friedrich Martin, who served as a
Moravian missionary on St. Thomas from 1736, was his godfather. In addition, Sensbach provides
a copy of the portrait made of Martin and Oly, by Johann Valentin Haidt, though the date of
‘c.1734’ would appear erroneous as Martin did not arrive in St. Thomas until 1736, when Oly
reached Herrnhut in 1735.

% G. Oliver Maynard, The Moravian Church Among the Churches: Pioneer in the
Oecumenical Task (Barbados: Moravian Church, Eastern West Indies Province, 1982), 95.
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Following the lead of Comenius and Buettner sixty years before, Sitkovius sent
his consent in writing, and after a thorough examination by Jablonsky in Berlin,
David Nitschmann, the carpenter, was consecrated a bishop of the Ancient Unitas

Fratrum, which henceforth became known as the Renewed Moravian Church.

Missionary Beginnings
As noted briefly above, Moravian mission work abroad, as opposed to

itinerancy within Europe, began in 1732. Its roots went back to Zinzendorf’s

schooldays in Halle, a center of Pietism, and a “notable feature” of which,

according to Weinlick, was “its interest in foreign missions.” When the king of
Denmark, Frederick IV, sought missionaries for his holdings in India he looked to
Halle, and it duly provided the first two missionaries, who went to Tranquebar, in
1706.%% It was a meeting with one of these two missionaries, on home leave in
Halle in 1715, which first planted the idea of foreign mission work to convert the
heathen in Zinzendorf’s mind.

It was the Danish Pietist connection that led to the first Moravian mission
in 1732. Zinzendorf traveled to Denmark for the coronation of his relative

Christian IV in 1731, in hopes of securing some royal appointment that would

o Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 11.

%8 Tranquebar (or Trankebar) is the modern-day town of Tharangambadi in the
Nagapattinam district of Tamil Nadu state in southeastern India, about 100 kilometers south of
Pondicherry. The name Tranquebar comes from a Danish interpretation of the native Tamil name
of Tarangambadi, which means “place of the signing waves.” It was a Danish factory and port
from 1620-1845.
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leave him sufficient time to pursue his religious work as well.” As Christian had
a full-time ministerial position in mind, and could not agree upon the lesser
position that the Count was seeking, neither scheme came to fruition. For
Zinzendorf, however, other contacts he made at the coronation opened the door to
missionary work throughout the Danish empire. Aside from meeting dignitaries
Zinzendorf also met Anthony Ulrich, the West Indian body servant of Count
Laurwig of Copenhagen, a director of the Danish West India and Guinea
Company. 190 «The man’s tale of the spiritual destitution of his fellow Negroes on
the plantations of his native St. Thomas struck a responsive chord in the

”l

count.”'®! Zinzendorf also met two ‘Eskimos’ from another Danish outpost,
Greenland. This rekindled the count’s interest in Greenland for mission work that
had been lit in 1727 when two Moravian emissaries to the Danish court had
enquired particularly about the work of the Dane Hans Egede there. Whilst at the
coronation, Zinzendorf received official word that Egede’s mission had failed and
was about to be abandoned.

The count returned to Herrnhut in July 1731 and talked so enthusiastically
about missionary possibilities that he set off an explosion of missionary zeal

amongst the community that was further fuelled by a visit from Ulrich himself.

While Ulrich’s address of July 29™ noted that the conditions that the slaves lived

» The exact relationship is unclear; Weinlick calls Christian a “distant relative” of
Zinzendorf, Count Zinzendorf, 50.

100 Sensbach, Rebecca’s Revival, 49; Sensbach also notes that Anthony was also known
as ‘Anton’.

101 Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 96.
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under meant that any missionary going out to work amongst them would have to

share their lot, thus “virtually becoming a slave himself” did put off several

candidates, it did not deter all of them.'%?

After a year of deliberation on the
count’s part and getting to know the candidates, Leonard Dober was selected by
the Lot to go, accompanied by the future bishop David Nitschmann, though the
latter returned after a few months. They had little money and were to support
themselves by their trades of potter and carpenter respectively. They left Herrnhut
on August 21%, spent a month breaking down opposition to their move in
Copenhagen, and finally reached St. Thomas on December 13", 1732. Volunteers
also came forward for a mission to Greenland, and once again the Lot was used to
select Matthew Stach, who was then accompanied by his cousin Christian Stach
and the indefatigable Christian David. They left Herrnhut on January 19%, 1733,
left Copenhagen April 10", and arrived in Godthab in Greenland on May 20™ 1%
These early missions were very much a learning experience for all

involved as this was still a time when such work was virtually unknown amongst

Protestants except for a “few scattered individuals residing in European colonial

possessions.”]04 Aside from the two Lutherans Halle sent to Tranquebar for

102 Ibid, 97-8. Sensbach, Rebecca’s Revival, notes that Ulrich urged the missionaries to

become slaves themselves in order to gain greater access to the slaves, though they discovered
soon after their arrival on St. Thomas that white men were not allowed to become enslaved, 49,
50.

103 . . . .. . .
The St. Thomas mission continues to this day. The Greenland mission continued until

September 11, 1900 when it was turned over to the Danish state church, due to a lack of funds;
“Moravians in Greenland” This Month in Moravian History, No. 27, January 2008, available at:
<www.moravianchurcharchives.org/thismonth/08%20jan%20greenland.pdf> (accessed January
28, 2008).

194 Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 11.
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Frederick IV, the only other protestant missionaries prior to this point had been a
few Quakers in the Massachusetts Bay colony in the mid-17™ century. Historian
Jon Sensbach notes that Zinzendorf and the Halle Pietists had been greatly
influenced by the American Puritans such as Cotton Mather regarding the benefits

of missions to indigenous or colonized peoples.

Of particular fascination to Pietist leaders was John Eliot’s mission to Indians in
seventeenth-century Massachusetts, especially his use of techniques such as
translating biblical texts into native languages, empowering native leaders to
conduct prayer groups, and separating communities of native converts from the
unconverted.'”

Thus there was no well established template or plan of action for the Moravians to
follow aside from that of the Puritans, and the first missionaries followed a set of
“personal directives” from Zinzendorf himself. The count’s biographer notes: “By
the time of his death these instructions had set a pattern of mission theory and
procedure which had proved itself so effective as to be continued.”'% Zinzendorf
felt that Egede’s mission to Greenland had erred in its approach by leading with
theology rather than the Gospel. The Count believed that the native peoples did
not need to be convinced of the existence of God, but that they were unaware that
Jesus had died for their sins. He thus instructed the first Moravian missionaries to
emphasize the role of Jesus as their Savior in their teachings.

A letter of 12™ April, 1732, to a friend, an English missionary with the
Society for Propagating the Gospel, written before Dober and Nitschmann had left
for St. Thomas, expressed Zinzendorf’s three basic beliefs concerning missionary

work. First, the missionary should live humbly amongst the heathen and not in an

105 Sensbach, Rebecca’s Revival, 50.

106 Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 99.
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exalted position above them. Second, they should lead with the Crucifixion; other
issues such as the Creation and Fall of Man could be explained later. Lastly, the

aim was not to convert whole nations, but merely those individuals who actively

sought religious truth. 107

This kept the number of converts small, despite the
many thousands that had come under the care of Moravian missionaries by the

time of Zinzendorf’s death in 1760. For example, “Frederick Martin in 1736

gained seven hundred converts in the West Indies but baptized only '(hirty.”]08

Much of the reason for this was that at the time the first missionaries were
preparing to leave Herrhut, Zinzendorf had yet to revive the Ancient Unitas
Fratrum, and still intended for the Moravian Church to disappear as a
denomination, turning its converts over to the established churches.

Aside from setting the theological aspects of the mission work, Zinzendorf
also instituted several other rules that are important for our understanding of the
later Cherokee missions. First Zinzendorf insisted that the missionaries should
support themselves via their own labors, and not be supported by the home
churches, even if they could have afforded it. The Count thought it important that

the missionaries should earn their own livings “in order to teach the natives the

107 Ibid, 99-100. Weinlick does not give the English missionary’s name, nor does he
quote directly from the letter.

108 Ibid, 100. This contradicts the research of Jon Sensbach, who notes in Rebecca’s

Revival, 83, that Friedrich Martin often staged mass baptisms, on one occasion, around 1741,
baptizing 90 slaves in a single ceremony, 56 women and 34 men. One of the women was Anna,
Anthony Ulrich’s sister whom the Moravians had first tried to convert at the time of their arrival,
eight years before (51). It would also seem to be contradicted by the information contained in
Table I below.
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NEGROES in the Danish Islands in the West Indies

In St. Thomas, {1. In New Hernhut 1086
begun 1732 {2. In Niesky 1397
In St. Croix, {In Friedensberg 180
begun in 1733, {In the Town 3489
In St. Jan, {1. In Bethany 483
begun in 1741, {2. in Emaus 355
NEGROES in the English Islands
ANTIGUA {1. St. Johns 4148
begun in 1756, {2. Gracehill 1890
JAMAICA {Carmel, Bogue, 315
begun in 1754 Mesopotamia, Elim
St. KITTS, {Basseterre 147
begun in 1774
BARBADOES, 20
begun in 1765
NEGROES in Surinam
1735 {Paramaribo and {about 300
Sommelsdyk
6820

INDIANS in North America, begun in 1740

Pettquotting on Lake Erie, about |

200

INDIANS in South America, and free Negroes

begun {Hope 12
in 1740. {Bambey
GREENLANDERS, begun in 1732
a. New Hernhut 274
b. Lichtenfels 332
c. Lichtenau 285 891
ESQUIMAUX on the Coast of Labrador, begun in 1771
a. Nain 21
b. Okkak 31
c. Hopedale 11 63
14976

Table 1: The number of baptized in all Moravian Settlements at the end of 1788.

Taken from: Periodical Accounts relating to the Missions of the Church of the
United Brethren established among the Heathen, Volume 1 (London, Printed for
the Brethren’s Society for the Furtherance of the Gospel, No. 10, Nevil’s Court,

Fetter Lane, 1790), 16.
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»109 addition, he insisted that all missionaries strictly adhere to

dignity of labor.
both the civil and ecclesiastical laws of the countries to which they were sent.
Missionaries were particularly foresworn from any involvement in politics, or
from getting involved in controversial issues like slavery. Finally, Zinzendorf
insisted that a sense of self-effacement should accompany mission work, and as a
result no missionary biographies were published in his lifetime. While diaries and
letters were often copied, by hand, and passed on to other congregations for their
spiritual edification, none were printed for general public consumption, meaning
that few people were ever actually aware of the work of the Moravians in the
mission field. Despite all these strictures there was never any lack of volunteers
for mission work.

Moravian mission work expanded rapidly, July 1735 seeing ten more
Brethren joining those already in St. Thomas. The following month three more
Brethren left Herrnhut to begin work in Surinam, and another group left for
Georgia in the fall. Others looked to working with the Lapps in northern Sweden
and in Russia. The Surinam mission was such a success that the Moravians
became well-known in Holland, much to Zinzendorf’s discomfort, and an
invitation to Amsterdam by the dowager princess of Orange in 1736 led not only
to the establishment of a settlement at Zeist that remains the Moravian
headquarters in Holland to this day, but also opened the way for a mission among

the Hottentots of South Africa. After leaving Holland, Zinzendorf moved on to

England, to discuss, amongst other things, the Moravian settlement in Georgia

109 Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 100.
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with the colony’s trustees. Whilst there a “group interested in mission work

among slaves persuaded Zinzendorf to take steps to send a missionary to South

Carolina for that purpose,” and one was duly dispatched in December of 1737.11°

This mission, across the river from Savannah, in Purrysburg, South Carolina, was

begun in 1738 and “lasted several years.” i

The extent of Moravian mission work in 1747, not quite fifteen years after
they sent out their first missionary was shown when news of the death, in
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, of Johannes (formally known as ‘Tschoop’ or Job),
reach Zinzendorf in Herrnhag on March 15™. Johannes was the first convert of the
Mabhican Indians at Shekomeko, New York, to be baptized. To commemorate the
event, and the worldwide scope of the Brethren’s mission efforts, Zinzendorf
commissioned a painting, now known as the First Fruits. Thé canvas, by John
Valentine Haidt, depicts 21 individuals arrayed around Jesus and two angels,
representing the first baptized members of the various Moravian mission stations

around the world, who had since died and thus gone to join the Savior in heaven

1o Weinlick, Count Zinzendorf, 136. The South Carolina missionary was Peter Bohler;
he left Hermhut December 16, 1737 (139). Two members of the Georgia colony’s trustees,
including its prime mover James Oglethorpe, were members of the ¢ Associates of Dr. Bray for
Founding Clerical Libraries and Supporting Negro Schools,’ founded by Thomas Bray (who was
also principal founder of the better known Society for the Propagation of the Gospel, and the
Society for the Propagation of Christian Knowledge), in 1724, to administer a bequest he had
received for the conversion and education of slaves on British plantations. According to the
philanthropist Thomas Coram it had been Bray who had originally suggested, in 1729, that a
colony should be founded in America for released debtors and other members of London’s poor
and unemployed; Colin Podmore, The Moravian Church in England, 1728-1760 (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1998), 11. The bequest was for nine hundred pounds, and left by one Abel
Tassin, Sieur d’ Allone, whom Bray met on a visit to Holland; David Brion Davis, The Problem of
Slavery in Western Culture (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998; originally published
1966), 212-214.

i Sensbach, Rebecca'’s Revival, 138.
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as the ‘first fruits’ of the Brethren’s work.” ~ The group includes: “The Mingrel,

Thomas Mammucha,” “Guly from Persia,” “David the Armenian,” “Sam, the
Savage from Boston,” “Thomas of the Hurons,” “The Carolina Negro Johannes,”
“Francesco from Florida,” and “The Hottentot Kibbodo” as well as a group of
eight from the Danish West Indies, which included Oly Carmel, the first West
Indian convert.'?

By 1790 the Brethren had established their own in-house print journal,
informally called the Periodical Accounts, and it had this to say about Moravian

missionary endeavors:

The Church of the United Brethren have, ever since the year 1732, been active
in preaching the Gospel to different heathen nations; and though the attempts
made in this view have in some parts been fruitless, yet, in general, God has
blessed their feeble endeavours with unexpected success. There are at present
one or more missions established in Greenland, in Labrador, in North America,
among the Indians; in South America among the Free and Slave Negroes and
Indians; and in Jamaica, Antigua, St. Kitt’s, Barbadoes, and the three Danish
Islands, St. Thomas, St. Croix, and St. Jan, among the slaves. Besides these
settlements now in being, attempts were made in different parts of the East
Indies, at the Cape of Good Hope, in Guinea, and among the Calmucks in Asia,
which, through various circumstances, have hitherto been rendered fruitless. At
the Cape of Good Hope, the Mission, began in 1737 among the Hottentots, was
in a promising condition, when the Brethren were under the necessity of

12 No in-depth study of Haidt’s work has yet been done. As such, there is some
difference of opinion as to whether all those depicted are ‘first fruits’ or not. Weinlick notes: “The
picture shows twenty-two converts from as many different racial and national groups, in native
costume...Each of the individuals appearing...represents the first one of his or her tribe,” Count
Zinzendorf, 100. Sensbach, Rebecca’s Revival, states there are 21 figures around Christ and:
“Many of these figures were among the very first converts in their own country or mission field,”
189. The Bethlehem Archive newsletter on the picture notes that Zinzendorf’s original notes for
the picture listed only 18 ‘first fruits,” which grew to 21 by the time of the actual painting,
“Haidt’s painting of the First Fruits, 1747, This Month in Moravian History, No. 7, March 2007,
<http://www.moravianchurcharchives.org/documents/07marchfirstfruits.pdf> (accessed January
28,.2008). See also Garth A. Howland, “John Valentine Haidt: A Little Known Eighteenth
Century Painter” in Pennsylvania History, 8 (1941): 304-313, which notes the Bethlehem copy of
the ‘First Fruits’ on 311.

"3 Sensbach, Rebecca’s Revival, 190-91; Sensbach reverses the name from the version
quoted by Weinlick, as noted above in footnote 42.
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abandoning it in 1745...The Missions that flourish most at present, are those in
Greenland, Antigua, and the Danish West India Islands.] 14

Thus while it can be seen that the Moravians had enjoyed considerable success,
especially amongst the slaves of the West Indies and the natives in Greenland, the
Brethren did not consider their missions to Native Americans in North America to
be particularly successful. It is to the North American Moravian missions that we
will now turn our attention.
Moravian Missions in North America

In early April 1735, as noted briefly above, Bishop August Gottlieb
Spangenberg led a group of ten Moravians to Georgia. The Moravians had been
granted a tract of 500 acres, as well as two dispensations: that they should have
freedom of religion, and that they should be allowed to evangelize the Indians.
The Georgia mission had a two-fold purpose in Zinzendorf’s plans; first, it would
act as a base from which they could preach the gospel to the Indians; second, it
would enable the Brethren to establish a refuge for Moravians in the New World,

should the background hum of discontent in official circles with the Brethren in
Herrnhag ever solidify.l ' As the British crown tolerated Protestant dissenters,

and the American colonies enjoyed freedom of religion, the Georgia community

was an ideal option for an asylum for the Moravians should things go awry in

1 Periodical Accounts relating to the Missions of the Church of the United Brethren
established among the Heathen (London, Printed for the Brethren’s Society for the Furtherance of
the Gospel, No. 10, Nevil’s Court, Fetter Lane, 1790), 5. For a table noting the number of baptized
converts in each settlement at the end of 1788, see Table I above.

15 Zinzendorf himself was exiled from Saxony on three occasions, though each was

brought to an end after further investigation. The Herrnhut community was also subject to three
‘commissions of enquiry,’ in 1732, 1736 and 1737. In each case it was given a clean bill of health
as regards its religious orthodoxy. See Langton, History of the Moravian Church, Chapter XI,
“The Two Commissions of Enquiry: 1732 and 1736, 82-90.
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Figure 4: John Valentine Haidt (1700 - 1780) - First Fruits

This is the original 1747 version, created for Zinzendorf at the Herrnhag
congregation in Germany. After the Herrnhag community was dissolved in 1753
the painting was moved to Zeist in Holland, where it remains. The painting was
an instant success and Haidt produced further copies for the Moravian
communities at Herrmhut and Neusalz, now both lost. Haidt also painted a new
version for the Bethlehem settlement around 1760, which contained 25 “first
fruits.” Another was made for the Brethrens mission on St. Thomas. In addition,
the Moravian Archive in Herrnhut also has two additional copies of the picture by
unknown artists.

Taken from: “Haidt’s painting of the First Fruits, 1747,” This Month in Moravian
History, No. 7, March 2007,
<http://www.moravianchurcharchives.org/d /07marchfirstfruits.pdf>
(Accessed January 28, 2008)
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Europe. Zinzendorf’s missionary cause could also find an outlet in Georgia as the
colony’s founder, James Oglethorpe, knew of a group of Lower Creek Indians,
living near his camp, who were interested in Christianity and learning English. As
Langton notes: “Hoping that they would there come into contact with the Indians,
the Brethren resolved to undertake the mission.”''® The Georgia trustees therefore

agreed to pay for the construction of a school at the Brethren’s mission, named

Irene, about a mile north of Savannah.'!’

The husband-and-wife team of Peter and Catharina Rose worked amongst
the Creek, learning the language and teaching school, and the Creek children were
quick to learn English. The Creek were so happy with the mission that they gave
the Moravians a five acre plot which Peter Rose cleared for a garden and planted.
The early years were therefore encouraging, and while it is unknown if there were

any Creek converts at this point, there were 31 Moravians missionaries serving

them by 1736.'18

Georgia, however, had only been founded by the Britishin 1733 as a
‘buffer zone’ between the Spanish colonies in Florida and the more established
British colonies in the Carolinas. As such Georgia was the boundary between two
hostile and competing imperial powers and warfare constantly threatened the

Moravian settlement. This finally broke out in 1739 with the War of Jenkins’

1é Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 86. See also Carl Mauelshagen and Gerald
H. Davis, “The Moravians’ Plan for a Mission Among the Creek Indians, 1803-1804,” Georgia
Historical Quarterly 51, 3 (1967): 358-359.

17 McClinton, Moravian Springplace Mission, 1, 10.

"8 1pid.
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Figure 5: Moravian communities in the Atlantic world, 1727-1754. The map
shows where the Brethren began missions or ities which became
established, and the dates this happened. Those that failed immediately are not
included, and dates are given for those that failed by 1754.

Taken from Aaron Spencer Fogleman, Jesus is Female: Moravians and the
Challenge of Radical Religion in Early America (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2007), 7
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Ear.'" The Brethren refused to bear arms or enter military service for the British,
and thus Zinzendorf asked permission for all but a few of the missionaries to
leave Georgia. The trustees, however, wanted them all to leave.

Thus despite having only just recently freed up their property from debt, the
Moravians reluctantly left their settlement rather than be false to their faith, as
they were, at the time, conscientiously opposed to bearing arms.'?® The Brethren

thus left Georgia and headed north to the German settlements in Pennsylvania just

in time to assist in the beginning of the Moravian settlement there, in 1740."!

More imperial confrontation, this time between the British and French,
that would later turn into the French and Indian War (1756-1763), led some of the
Brethren in Pennsylvania to wish to take the Great Wagon Trail south and settle in
North Carolina as early as 1752. Attacks from both Indians and colonists alike,
the latter due again to the Brethrens’ pacifist inclinations, as well as the prospect
of cheaper land and the establishment of a community that could produce an
income for the Moravians were all motivating factors. In fall 1752 Spangenberg

led a small expedition to inspect some land in the territory of John Carteret, Earl

1 The War of Jenkins’ Ear (1739-48) was the outcome of simmering Anglo-Spanish
tensions in the Caribbean over various shipping incidents, including the alleged amputation of the
aforesaid Captain Jenkins’ ear in 173 1. Disagreements over the exact borders of Georgia and the
Carolinas were also involved. The conflict merged, by 1744, with the wider European War of the
Austrian Succession, when France signed a compact with Spain against Britain. The failure of the
French to provide as much support as hoped led the Spanish to seek peace in 1747, agreed the
following year.

120 Capps, The Moravians and Their Town of Salem, 3.

12 The Moravians had visited the German settlements in Pennsylvania as early as 1736,

and took over the land and interests of the Rev. George Whitfield, which included a school for
blacks. Whitfield had called this settlement Nazareth. The Brethren were offered a second tract of
land nearby in 1740, shortly after the refugees arrived from Georgia, and as their houses were
unfinished at the time and they had to celebrate their first Christmas in the stable, they named this
second settlement Bethlehem. Langton, History of the Moravian Church, 114.
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of Granville, and Lord Proprietor of the northern section of North Carolina.
Granville was anxious for his land to be settled and approached the Moravians
about buying some of his property due to their honest and industrious reputation.
The Brethren were looking for an unsettled tract of about 100,000 acres, and

Zinzendorf duly bought 98,985 acres which he named Wachovia, as it reminded

him of the meadows in Wachau on his ancestral estate in Austria. 122

The North Carolina settlement revived hopes of evangelizing amongst the
Indians, the Cherokee now being the nearest Nation, but with the need to establish
the Wachovia settlement and imperial conflict bleeding over from the French and
Indian War into the American Revolution, nothing was done. However, five
hundred Indians passed through Bethabara, the first of the Brethren’s settlements
in Wachovia, and in the 1760s Moravian minister John Etwein preached amongst

the Creek and Cherokee in the vicinity of the Congaree, Saluda and Broad

Rivers.'2 In 1772 Mattheus Stach told the Church’s ruling body in Germany, the
Unity Elders Conference (UEC) that he wanted to preach the Gospel to the

Cherokee. The UEC replied that “it was regrettable that this had not yet been done

in the nineteen years during which the Brethren had lived in North Carolina.”'?*

1775 brought the opportunity to talk directly to the Cherokee when Chief
Attakullakulla (named Little Carpenter by the British), passed through Salem, by

then the main Moravian settlement in Wachovia, on his way to the Watauga

122 McClinton, Moravian Springplace Mission, 1, 17.

123 1bid.

124 Somner, Serving Two Masters, 167.
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settlements where he was due to take part in a treaty signing. 125 Through an
interpreter Attakullakulla was asked if his people would like someone to come
amongst them “to tell them about their Creator and Savior,” to which the Chief

replied that “if any one would come and teach a school for children they would be

d.”'28 Attakullakulla’s reply highlighted the Cherokees real reason for wanting

gla
missionaries to come amongst them, something which the Brethren failed to pick
up on, as will be seen later.

In 1783, with the Revolutionary War now safely over, the Moravians tried
again and sent Martin Schneider to gather more information to help the Brethren
make a more informed decision about establishing a Cherokee mission. Schneider
spoke to the head chief, Tassel, asking if the Cherokee would like to hear about
their lord and creator, and be willing to have to the Brethren come among