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Moravian Congregation Town


In October of 1753 fifteen men embarked on a journey from Bethlehem, Pennsylvania to the backcountry of North Carolina to begin what is arguably the most ambitious settlement project in the history of the Renewed Moravian Church.  Two of the men only intended to travel as far as the Susquehanna River, but decided to accompany the group the entire way.  A third was sent by church leaders to “study the road, the country, etc., and make himself known, so that in the future, according to custom, he can be our messenger to North Carolina,” a position he would hold for the next five years.
  The other eleven men, specifically chosen for this trip because of their skills and experience,  would remain in North Carolina to begin the arduous task of carving out a civilization in the wilderness.

 
There was much interest in the journey among the citizenry of Bethlehem in the days preceding the pilgrims’ departure.  They were the “center of interest in the Singstude,” a community worship service which was held on the eve of the group’s departure October eighth.


  Hopes were high for this new endeavor.  In the years preceding the journey, the Unitas Fratrum, more familiarly known as the Moravian Church in English-speaking circles, had faced adversity, political persecution, even bankruptcy, and the ambitious North Carolina project would tax the resources and skills of the Brethren.  Nonetheless, with their belief in God’s guidance and aid, the Moravians sent this vanguard of colonization off with the firm belief that they would succeed.  Appropriately, as the travelers made their final preparations to leave Bethlehem, they sang a hymn written especially for the occasion:


Will this little caravan of the cross



Truly from us depart,


According to appointed plans,



For North Carolina start?


Will you then in this land rejoice,



With soul and body give a voice;


And will you there a city build



According to his plan fulfilled.

The eleven would be taking with them not only their individual skills and the hopes of their brethren.  They would also be carrying the evolution of their community’s theology and social customs and two decades of successes and failures in establishing settlements.  When they arrived in North Carolina, they would combine all of these things in a physical form.  Somewhere at the center of their 100,000-acre tract, the Moravians would build a Congregation Town.


By the time the first settlers arrived in Wachovia, the Moravians had been constructing Ortsgemeine, or Congregation Towns, across Europe and America for over three decades.  The ultimate purpose of the Congregation Town was to create an atmosphere of family.  The Moravians felt that the physical appearance of the town played a crucial role in creating this atmosphere, so much so that how a town looked was regulated by church elders.  The towns were of similar composition and tended to be planned using a familiar Germanic grid road system with larger public buildings set around a central square.  The buildings were quite substantial structures, constructed when they were required to serve a specific function, but only after a lengthy process of discussion, planning, and prayer.  The homes in an Ortsgemein were carefully thought out as well, usually fronting streets, allowing for ample space for a work yard and garden or orchard behind the house.  The center of the community was the town square, which could serve a variety of purposes:  market, park, meeting place, or in some instances, even farmland.  The square, and thus the town, was usually dominated by a Gemein Haus or church, which served as the religious and political center of the community.


The plan of the Congregation Town, because of the central square and radiating streets, may be viewed as a physical illustration of the Moravians’ emphasis on mission work.
  Certainly the towns were attempts to organize the theology and social practices of eighteenth-century German Pietists in familiar urban forms.  Understandably, the Congregation Towns shared common elements in terms of what buildings stood in the village and what basic form the village would take, things which could be replicated easily.  The Moravian Congregation Town is a physical manifestation of the Moravians’ beliefs and missionary activity, and was the result of the development of Moravian theological and social practices, the personalities and leadership of key individuals, and chance. 


When Count Nicholas Ludwig von Zinzendorf agreed to help find a safe haven for Protestants living in Moravia, establishing a town on his ancestral estate in Saxony was far from his mind.  Zinzendorf, a young nobleman, was very involved in the Pietist movement then flourishing in the German states.  The plight of the refugees had been brought to his attention by a very charismatic Lutheran minister, Christian David.  David, a native of Moravia, had traveled the region extensively and in 1719 met five brothers who traced their ancestry back to the pre-Reformation church, the Unitas Fratrum, or Unity of the Brethren.  The church had all but been destroyed during the Thirty Years War, and despite efforts to keep the church alive by men such as Bishop John Amos Comenius, it slowly faded into obscurity.  The Neisser brothers had been inspired by their grandfather to renew the faith of the Brethren and asked David for help in seeking refuge in a Protestant nation.
   David spent three years trying to locate a refuge for the Moravians before he met Zinzendorf.  The count agreed to help, thinking to shelter the refugees on an estate owned by his brother-in-law, Count Ruess of Kostritz.
  David evidently misunderstood Zinzendorf’s intentions and immediately returned to lead two of the Neisser brothers and their families to the count’s estate.  Zinzendorf’s grandmother, Lady Gersdorf, received the travelers cooly during Zinzendorf’s absence at court in Dresden.  But finally she decided to grant them land at the base of the Hutburg, a small hill on the estate.  On June 17, 1722, they began to build the first structure of what would grow to become the first Congregation Town.
  Zinzendorf was surprised when he caught his first glimpse of a house standing at the base of the Hutburg, December 22, but whether it had been his intention or not, Herrnhut, or “The Lord’s Watch,” had begun to rise.


 Against the count’s wishes to keep the project small, David made ten trips to Moravia to lead refugees to Herrnhut.
  The newcomers were not all members of the Unity, but represented a variety of religious groups.  Initially, Zinzendorf  ignored Herrnhut and was more concerned with other projects.  He did not involve himself in the affairs of the community until 1724 when he helped resolve a controversy over predestination and then again in 1727 when a larger crisis emerged.  By that time there were three factions of people living in Herrnhut: those who wanted to join the Lutheran Church, those who wanted to become a sect within the Lutheran Church, and those who wanted to revive the Unitas Fratrum.  Zinzendorf resigned his government posts and traveled to Herrnhut to help heal the rift.  Initially, he wanted the refugees all to join the Lutheran Church, but in the midst of the crisis he began to understand the intensity of the Moravians’ fervor.  Zinzendorf developed two documents which were issued May seventeenth: The Manorial Injunctions, which provided for the political organization of the entire settlement; and the Brotherly Union and Agreement, which outlined the ideals of the ancient Unity.  When several weeks later he chanced upon one of Bishop Comenius’ works, Ratio Disciplinae, Zinzendorf was struck by the similarity between it and the Brotherly Union.
  But he continued to resist the notion of the Moravians maintaining an identity separate from the Lutherans for the next several years, perhaps because of growing government concerns.  Indeed, Zinzendorf considered the Brethren a sect of the Lutheran Church for the rest of his life, allowing him to serve in the unique position of being both a Lutheran minister and a Bishop of the Moravian Church.  However, he finally stopped trying to force complete assimilation after consulting God through the use of the Lot.


The use of the Lot is one of the important religious customs that played a key role in the development of a number of Moravian Congregation Towns.  Its use was based on biblical precedent.
  The practice of using the Lot in making important decisions dates back to the earliest years of the Unitas Fratrum in the fifteenth century and was revived in the eighteenth, being used in 1727 to chose the first Elders in the Renewed Church.
  In 1741, when Jesus Christ, usually referred by Moravians simply as “the Savior,” was made the chief elder of the church, the Moravians relied on the Lot even more to try and determine his will.
  Although how frequently and for what kind of issues the Lot was used varied from community to community, God was consulted only after a lengthy period of discussion and prayer.
  Then, community leaders would reach into a bowl containing pieces of paper, usually three - one which read “Yes,” one which read “No,” and one that was blank.  If the blank Lot was drawn, the Moravians felt that God was indicating that the matter was not ready for the question or that a better question could be found.  When referring to the use of the Lot, the Brethren usually recorded that the Savior had decided the matter.  Frequently God’s will decided whether a town would be located, what buildings would be constructed, even if a project would be undertaken at all.  Whatever the answer, God’s will was final.


Believing that God wanted the Unitas Fratrum to be revived, Zinzendorf was now faced with the problem of creating a church in a political climate hostile to new religious organizations.  Indeed, as Herrnhut grew, local Lutheran leaders clamored for government intervention, and as a result, government officials investigated the Unity’s establishment at Herrnhut on three separate occasions.  The first Commission of Inquiry met in 1732.  Its report affirmed the Brethren’s orthodoxy to the Lutheran Church.  Nevertheless, Zinzendorf was instructed to sell his estates, which he promptly did - to his wife.
  The Commission of 1736 ordered the count’s banishment, but again found the Brethren innocent of any heresy.  Finally, a third commission met the next year and proclaimed by royal decree that “As long as the church at Herrnhut continues in the confession of Augsburg, it may enjoy in peace the constitution and discipline it has hitherto maintained.”


To combat such opposition Zinzendorf developed a concept he called Diaspora.  Based on the Brotherly Agreement and Comenius’ works, the doctrine essentially created a church within a church, allowing the Brethren to worship according to their own traditions as long as they met within Lutheran guidelines.  The Diaspora concept was essential to the success of the church, allowing the Brethren to leave the confines of Herrnhut and expand, ministering to Christians at large, as long as they were working within the strictures of the state church wherever they happened to be.  With this in mind, the Brethren sent deputations to several countries:  Denmark in 1727, Sweden and Britain in 1728, Livonia in 1729, and Switzerland in 1730.
  Even with the Diaspora concept, however, Zinzendorf wanted to keep the Moravian’s activities limited, and did not want to expand its numbers.  However, other leaders disagreed, and when Zinzendorf traveled to Pennsylvania in 1741 to oversee the development of Bethlehem, the members of the General Conference in Europe took advantage of his absence, negotiating with several European leaders to gain recognition of their church and establish new congregations.  Although Zinzendorf tried to reverse the expansion activities when he returned in 1743 by assuming direct control of the Church and cutting off negotiations then underway, the Diaspora would be impossible to curtail.
  It was an important tool for the renewed church, and although it did not effect the development of the Congregation Towns directly, without it, they would have never existed.


One of the unique features that frequently drew attention to Moravian communities and sparked controversy was the Choir system.  Under the Brotherly Agreement of 1727, the people of Herrnhut were governed by a board of elders which regulated both the spiritual and secular lives of the community.  A system evolved where the congregation was divided into groups determined by age sex and marital status: little girls, little boys, Single Sisters, Single Brothers, Married Sisters, Married Brothers, Widows, and Widowers.  Members of the unmarried choirs lived together, including children after about the age of fourteen:

This Way of Single people’s living in separate Houses, rather than intermixed with Families where frequently, proper lodgings could not be afforded, has by Experience been found to be the most suitable for the Decorum of the Brethren’s Settlements tho’ they are employed in different Families and Trades.  They board in these Houses at a very moderate rate.  Some few of them also carry on their Trades, and the Wardens who take care of these Things, as well as the Order to be observed in the House, are also of their number.


The Choir system’s origins are murky, but may date the 1730's when a group of single men in Herrnhut began to live together and operate a tavern.  In 1739 the single men decided to build their own home and live together under a covenant.  Eighteen single women had made a similar covenant in 1730 and purchased their own residence ten years later.
  In the majority of Moravian communities, married couples lived together in separate households, though in Bethlehem from 1746 to 1760 married people had their own choir house, living together in single-sex dormitory spaces, and only having privacy once a week.
  The choirs not only provided a group to foster spiritual growth and a sense of community, they were part of the education system, and served as a deterrent to unacceptable behavior.  Choir membership was not only a part of life in a Moravian community, but also death, as individuals were buried with the other members of their choir, emphasizing the importance of the larger family of God over earthly families.  Since there was an emphasis on keeping members of the single choirs separate, the design of an Ortsgemein called for placing the female and male choir houses on opposing ends of town, often separated by the church building.  The communal living arrangements of the choirs minimized housing costs by substituting large dormitory-like buildings for private dwellings.
  It was a logical step to move from simply sharing living space to pooling resources, and when the Moravians began to expand into Colonial America, this arrangement developed into a new concept, the General Oeconomie.  


The formal plan of the General Oeconomie in Bethlehem dates to 1744  with the arrival of August Gottlieb Spangenburg, later made Bishop of the Moravian Church.  He instituted the General Plan of Bethlehem, which emphasized the missionary role that Bethlehem was to take in the wilderness of Pennsylvania.  It would be an expensive operation, and to succeed required the complete participation of community members.  To that end, each citizen was required to devote time and labor in exchange for shelter, clothing, and sustenance.  It was an incredibly successful system, making Bethlehem economically viable in a very short period of time.  The system was employed again in Nazareth, Pennsylvania, and in Bethabara and Salem, both in North Carolina.  However, when Zinzendorf died in 1760, creditors began to pressure the Moravians to drop the system.  Spangenburg resisted, but ultimately bowed to the will of the Church leadership.  The General Oeconomie in Bethlehem and Nazareth was dissolved beginning that same year, and in the North Carolina settlements in 1772.
  But the system had done its work, making the American settlements economically viable.  Spangenburg, writing in 1759, praised the Oeconomie in religious terms, calling it “divinely invented for the success of His people, for the promotion of His affairs, for the confusion of His enemies, for the support of the blessed children’s institutions, for the care of those who have served, for the relief of weary pilgrims, etc. and wisely maintained against all machinations of evil-minded men, where not [against] the Devil himself.”
 


While the Oeconomie may have been unique to American Moravian towns, a characteristic common to them all was the presence of educational institutions for both girls and boys.  Zinzendorf himself had been educated under the eye of Pietist leader August Hermann Francke at his school at Halle, where in addition to a classical education, Zinzendorf had been exposed to the importance of moral conduct and the Christian mission.   At Herrnhut, Zinzendorf planned to build a school based on Francke’s model, and by 1724, just two years after the first house was constructed, he built a Landschule.
  Wherever they were to settle after that, the Moravians would construct educational facilities, not only serving the needs of their own children, but also attracting students from outside of the religious community, particularly for girls.  Because the Moravians believed that women played a vital role in the affairs of the larger family of faith, they emphasized the education of girls in an age where educational opportunities for women were limited.  As a result, many of the communities would develop female boarding schools, many which were still in operation two hundred years later.
 


The social and religious customs of the Renewed Moravian Church evolved over the course of the eighteenth century, just as the first Moravian settlement of Herrnhut was growing.  As a result, this prototype for the Ortsgemein grew without any blueprint in mind, but was organic in nature, responding to new practices and developments.  It was an urban center, offering a wide variety of crafts and services, but held onto a village mentality both in terms of its government structure and close sense of community.
 


As recorded in a map published in 1782, Herrnhut contained all of the essential elements that became associated with an Ortsgemein.  The focal point for the community was the Gemein Haus located on the square.  The structure not only housed the community’s chapel, but also the girls’ boarding school.  Behind it were a fire station and guard house, as well as butcher’s stalls.  Other structures included the Choir Houses for Single Sisters, Widows, and Single Brothers, Count Reuss’ residence, a guest house for visiting Moravians, a post office, stores, a tobacco manufactory, an orphanage, the boys’ boarding school, and a tavern located on the road from Zittau to Lauabau in order to attract customers to the Brethrens’ stores.  The road, which predated the town, had been the reason the first settlers had constructed their house at that specific location, despite a shortage of water at the site.  God’s Acre, the cemetery, was placed a short distance from the town at the foot of the Hutburg.
  Because there was no overall plan for the development of Herrnhut, it is irregular without any attempt at symmetry.  However, there is a rectilinear system of streets which helps bring a sense of order to the town.  Although it contained all of the basic elements of a Congregation Town, because of its organic development, Herrnhut did not directly influence the physical design of the Moravian towns that followed.  That honor would fall to the second community the Moravians built - Herrnhaag, or “The Lord’s Grove.”


By 1738, Herrnhut had grown to include eight hundred inhabitants.  In an attempt to relieve pressures of population, Zinzendorf decided to relocate thirty to forty families to a new town in Wetteravia on land owned by sympathetic Count Gustov Frederick Budingen.  The new town grew very quickly and within fifteen years the new town included the Brethren’s theological seminary, a church, choir houses, a boarding school, an orphanage, and home for Zinzendorf.  Its population had surpassed Herrnhut’s, and it was populated exclusively by Moravians.
  Because of the circumstances under which it was established, the fact that the basic institutions of the Ortsgemein, particularly the need for choir houses, had developed, and because there was a population waiting to inhabit the community upon its completion, Herrnhaag reflects much more planning than Herrnhut.  It was built around a square, just as Herrnhut; however, there was greater attention paid to symmetry and a regular road system.


Herrnhaag, under the leadership of Zinzendorf’s son, Christian Renatus, also developed into a center of religious fanaticism; various segments of the Brethren experimented with the concept of a childlike faith, a morbid concentration on the wounds of Christ, and the use of strong sexual imagery as a part of the religious experience.  In 1749 Count Budingen died, and the excesses of the people of Herrnhaag greatly strained relations with the new ruler.  He demanded that the Brethren pledge an oath of allegiance and renounce Zinzendorf and the Unity, or emigrate within three years.  Since the community numbered over one thousand persons who had put much time and money into building the town, Budingen undoubtedly thought the Brethren would comply with his demands.  But in March of 1750, they chose to leave.  Within three years Herrnhaag was completely deserted.  The evacuation was costly, but it helped restore the Unity spiritually.


The evolutionary nature of Herrnhut and the planned construction of Herrnhaag, set patterns for the establishment of Moravian Congregation Towns.  When the Brethren chose to build a town adjoining an existing village or a small community evolved over a long period of time, the resulting communities tended to be organic in nature, with little town planning beyond considerations for the project at hand.  This is evident in settlements established in Gloonen, Northern Ireland (later abandoned), Ockbrook, England, and Nazareth and Bethlehem, Pennsylvania.  Often these towns would have plans imposed on them at a later date, but such changes would be forever evident in their street plans, or necessitate moving the entire town.  For example, Nazareth, begun in 1740, was shifted west to a new town site laid out in 1771.
  


The evolutionary nature of Bethlehem is particularly ironic in light of its importance in the American Moravian movement.  A number of very substantial structures, including the five-and-a-half-storey 1748 Brothers House, are masterpieces of architectural design and engineering.  There were conscious attempts to separate elements of the town such as residences from industry, yet no comprehensive plan for the development of Bethlehem emerged until John Ettwein developed one in 1791.
   Still, Bethlehem did contribute something new to the Ortsgemein, at least as it developed in America; the physical removal of the taverns from the main body the town to keep nonresidents separated.


After the evacuation of Herrnhaag, designs for Congregation Towns that were planned tended to follow the designs of two other Ortsgemeine - Niesky, begun Saxony in 1742 and Gnadenburg, built in Lower Silesia beginning in 1743.  Like Herrnhaag, these two towns are early examples of attempts to arrange the elements of a Congregation Town within well-ordered, symmetrical confines.  Niesky was designed around a main road running through the community.  This road served as an axis for the design, dividing the square and the entire town bilaterally.  The town square was devoid of any structures, except for the community’s firehouse.  It was a pleasantly landscaped garden for the village, divided into quadrants by the road and a walkway.  The path led to the Gemein Haus, which sat at one wide end of the square.  The Choir houses for the Single Sisters and widows were located north of the church, while the Single Brothers’ and Widowers’ houses sat south of the building.  The other buildings located around the square included two schools, an apothecary shop, the community store, and the tavern.  God’s Acre was located outside of the community, though it sat parallel to the main road.


Gnadenburg’s square was bounded on four sides by roads, creating a uniform grid pattern.  As it was drawn in 1761, Gnadenburg’s square was not divided by any thoroughfares like Niesky, but it was still divided into quadrants by walks with a well located in the center.  Gnadenburg’s Gemein Haus occupied a wide end of the square.  The combined Single Sisters’ and Widows’ House sat next to the church, while the Single Brothers were located diagonally across the square.  The village tavern was located just off the square.  Finally, God’s Acre was positioned on the edge of town, its plots shifted to face directly east.


Moravians saw order in the designs of Niesky and Gnadenburg and adopted it in the plans of many Ortsgemeine across Europe and America.  Such towns as Gracehill, Northern Ireland (1764), Christiansfeld, Denmark (1773), Fairfield, England (1785), and more modest endeavors such as Bethania, North Carolina (1759) all take their cues from this search for order.  Indeed, in the planning stages of these towns, they frequently mention Niesky and Gnadenburg specifically.
  By the middle of the eighteenth century the concept of the Moravian Congregation Town had matured to a complete form, and each of the Moravian communities, whether planned or organic, each contributed some original element to Moravian town planning.  By the time the Moravians began planning their Wachovia project in 1752, they had thirty years of experience behind them.  As a result, Wachovia and its central town of Salem became the most complex and advanced vision of Moravian urban design ever undertaken.


The roots of the Wachovia project stretch back to 1749 when John Cartertet, Lord Granville approached the leaders of the Unitas Fratrum with an offer of land in North Carolina.  The timing was not auspicious, for the Brethren were facing a catastrophic financial crisis.  It had been long in coming and was largely the result of Count Zinzendorf’s leadership.  He was a man of means, but his personal finances were hardly distinguishable from those of the Unity.  His large land investments, extensive travel, publishing, and building projects stretched the count’s resources to extremes.  The 1740's brought particular heavy expenditures.  The removal from Herrnhaag and the massive renovations of Lindsey House, a building Zinzendorf purchased in London thinking to make it the center for new mission efforts, left the church’s British and Dutch creditors anxious about their loans.  Finally, a Portuguese banker involved with church finances went bankrupt, leaving the Moravian Church facing a debt of 130,000 pounds.


The period of economic instability also coincided with a wave of anti-Moravian sentiment across Europe.  But Granville was a friend of the Brethren and actively worked for their acceptance as “an antient Protestant Episcopal Church” by act of Parliament.
  The recognition made further projects in British America attractive, because it freed the pacifist Moravians from military service.  To attract the Brethren, Granville offered extremely liberal terms on 100,000 acres of land.  They discussed the offer thoroughly, and at a meeting at Lindsey House November 29, 1751, the Brethren accepted.


The Moravians were themselves skeptical of making such a large investment “at a time of our greatest [financial] distress.”
 They decided, however, that the project might actually make money for the Unity and help with the financial difficulties.  And this opportunity would be different from any the Brethren had had before.  On the continent they had been discriminated against as heretical troublemakers by Lutheran rulers.  Zinzendorf’s banishment, the evacuation of Herrnhaag, and other troubles had left the Moravians tired of government interventions in their affairs.  Even in England a pamphlet campaign was being launched against them.
  The settlements in Pennsylvania had flourished unmolested by government officials, but the tracts of land were small, and the Brethren were wary of their neighbors.  They decided to “seek an estate where we can worship God without restraint, and where we will be able to use our lives and our means to promote his glory.”


Survey parties led by Bishop Spangenburg explored the backcountry for five months before finding a tract that might be suitable.  Since the financial crisis was coming to a head, the Brethren asked Granville to release them from their agreement, but he refused, offering even better terms.  The Brethren purchased 98, 985 acres, dividing the land into nineteen deeds so they would not lose all of the land should they be unable to fulfill the terms of the contract.  The founded a land company, Der Nord Carolina Land und Colonie Establissement and sold shares to twenty-six investors.  They called the land Der Wachau or in its anglicized form, Wachovia, after one of Zinzendorf’s estates in Austria.
 


The plan for the development of Wachovia called for the sale of two-thirds of the land to people friendly to the church, saving the remaining acreage for church members.  In this remaining land, the Brethren would build up to thirty-five “villages of the Lord” as centers of agriculture, functioning like the village system in central Europe.
  The Brethren would also construct a Congregation Town to serve as the political, economic, and spiritual center of Wachovia.  Spangenburg was concerned about the town’s location during his explorations, and he noted in a letter that it could be built “so the Inhabitants of the farthest Limits of that Land would not be above 2 Hours moderate Walk, and one Hours moderate Ride from the Orts Gemeine.”


The people sent to build the settlements in Wachovia were chosen carefully.   No women would be sent in the first group, only mature single brothers, “old enough to have outgrown the youthful exuberance that upset so many frontier communities, but young enough to do the work necessary to establish themselves in the wilderness.”
   The groups’ members possessed a remarkable array of talents and included ministers, a doctor, a shoemaker, a millwright, a carpenter, a tailor, a baker, and farmers.
  They arrived in Wachovia November 17, 1753 and stopped at a trapper’s cabin on the tract.  There they began the village of Bethabara.


Bethabara by its very name, Hebrew for “House of Passage,” was never intended to become a permanent settlement.  At best it was meant to become one of the villages of the Lord.  Yet, Bethabara was to serve as the center of affairs for thirteen years until construction of the permanent Ortsgemein began.  The delay was primarily caused by the Seven Years’ War (1754-1763) in which fear of Indian attack motivated the Moravians to fortify the village.  Bethabara and its nearby mill site were overrun by other settlers in the area who flocked to the protection of the stockade.  Spangenburg, who was visiting from Pennsylvania at the time, suggested that a new village be built as a refugee colony.  He and his wife chose the site for Bethania, or “House of the Poor,” nearby.  Bethabara and Bethania eventually would be followed by other villages: Friedberg, 1769; Friedland, 1772; and Hope, 1775.


Plans for building the Congregation Town were delayed but by no means forgotten.  However, by the time the Indian troubles ebbed, the Moravians had been settled in Bethabara for more than a decade and the town was flourishing.  Since it had only meant to be temporary, Bethabara had not had any formal plan and the buildings had been constructed out of logs on fieldstone foundations.  Two years into the project, Unity leaders sent a second group of settlers.  Men in this group were even older than the first arrivals, and some were master craftsmen, demonstrating the Church’s desire that Wachovia thrive economically.  Many of them were also married, so women and a few children arrived in the second wave of settlers, although the leadership discouraged couples from taking their children because they considered the area still too dangerous.  Most parents chose to leave their children in Pennsylvania.  Even so the number of women and children in Wachovia rose quite quickly as the years progressed.


The number of buildings in Bethabara grew as well, and the town began taking on the appearance of an Ortsgemein.  It boasted some substantial structures, including a sizeable Gemein Haus and Single Brothers Choir House, and following the pattern begun in Bethlehem a tavern lay separated from the town on the other side of the community garden.
   When Philip Christian Gottlieb Reuter arrived to take up his appointment as Wachovia’s surveyor in 1758, he created a town plan for Bethabara incorporating the existing structures and designating locations for future building. The frontier community was flourishing economically, operating under an Oeconomie, the system which had been important to Bethlehem’s prosperity.  In exchange for their labor, Bethabara’s residents received housing, food, medical care, clothing, and education.  The Moravians opened day schools for both girls and boys in 1760.
 


With the success of Bethabara, some Brethren began to wonder if a new Congregation  Town was needed at all.  The central portion of Wachovia lacked timber needed to build a new town and the colonists lacked the money and manpower needed to build and transfer to a new location.  There were also questions about how the move might affect a flourishing trade.  But a new town would have advantages:  it would be easily accessible to all the people of Wachovia; a new location would end the troubles of living in a disease-ridden flood plain; and a new community would be fully planned.  The fact that Bethabara had grown haphazardly without any plan bothered the Brethren.  In fact, its very existence had been left to chance:

Bethabara has not had the same appointment from the Saviour [as the primary town of Wachovia], and happened accidently, because of the wretched hut which was found, and which could not well be left because of the lateness of the season.  For His people’s sake the Saviour [Jesus Christ], indeed has not left it without His blessing; but all circumstances indicate that, at least at present, He does not desire it to grow, for it looks as though it would die out.

The matter was left to the Unity leaders in Herrnhut.


Church leaders discussed various possibilities for Wachovia’s Congregation Town in 1763 during a joint committee meeting of members of the Directorium and the Unitaets Vosteher Collegium, the highest authorities in the church hierarchy.  There were several options:  Bethabara could be elevated to the permanent status of Wachovia’s sole Ortsgemein; a new town could be built to serve the same function in the southern portion of Wachovia, leaving Bethabara the Ortsgemein in the North; or the central town could be built as originally planned.  After much discussion, the leadership consulted God through the Lot.  When the question was called, the Savior told them to build only one town and that it should be located somewhere near the center of Wachovia.
 


In 1763, Friedrich Wilhelm Marshall, who had held a variety of leadership positions in the Church hierarchy, took charge of the planning and construction of the Ortsgemein, serving in the capacity as Oeconomus, or chief officer, of Wachovia.  He was assisted by Johann Ettwein, the minister at Bethabara, and Reuter.  The search for a site for the new town began.  It had to be located near the center of the tract, so their efforts were concentrated there.  Possible sites had been noted as early as 1759, but an active search did not begin until November of 1763.  Several sites were selected, discussed, and then put to God’s approval through the Lot.  Four of the first choices received a “No” and another received a blank.


At this point frustration began to set in and the Brethren decided to try a new approach, trying to narrow down their options.  “The Lord advised us to select a site between the Petersbach and the Lech,” so they picked three sites between the two creeks.  Instead of discussing each one’s merits separately and asking God’s will, they placed each of the three sites and a black Lot in the bowl to allow God to choose from among them.  They drew the blank.
  Finally, they chose two more sites, and on February 14, 1765 after placing these two sites and a blank in the bowl, they had their location.  They were especially delighted because the biblical text for that day was from First Kings 8:16, “Let thine eye be opened toward this house night and day, even toward the place of which though hast said, My name shall be there.”


Choosing a town plan for Wachovia’s Congregation Town would prove to be just as frustrating as choosing the site had been.  The first plan, which Zinzendorf developed by 1755, was for a town to be named Unitas.
  This vision for Wachovia’s Congregation Town called for a circular city with an octagonal green and eight tree-lined streets radiating from the center on the angles of the octagon.  These streets were to be linked by two beltways, one set approximately halfway between the square and the edge of town, and another on the town’s perimeter.  The Gemein Haus would be located in the center of the green surrounded by the major structures of the community, including the choir houses, schools, an apothecary shop and general store, and an inn for visiting Brethren.  Zinzendorf noted in written descriptions that a tavern for outsiders would be built outside of town on the main road, and that there should also be an orphanage and a home for children whose parents served as messengers, though he did not specify where these structures would be located.
  Private residences were planned down each of the avenues, the lots used in the Germanic tradition with the houses set on the street with work yards behind and spaces for gardening.  A portion of the eastern part of town was reserved for God’s Acre.


The plan for Unitas is the design of an ideal city, a perfect “marriage of mathematics and art,” and is a testament to Zinzendorf’s vision of the importance of Wachovia in the development of the Moravian Church.
  Radial plans were nothing new and were frequently designed, though they were rarely constructed.  Round cities are often associated with the Roman architect and planner Vitruvius, who around 30 B.C. wrote a work proclaiming the circular plan to be the perfect form for a city.
  While Zinzendorf’s design for Unitas was influenced by Vitruvius, he could also have been inspired by the construction of Karlshrue, a radial city begun in 1715.  Designed after the famous radial city of Palma Nova in northern Italy, Karlshrue was built to be the capital for one of the neighboring German princes.
  Certainly as a member of the German nobility, Zinzendorf would have been aware of the much-heralded construction of the city.


The reaction to the Vitruvian design was mixed.  Spangenburg, writing from Bethlehem, said “The plan of the Lord’s city is certainly very pretty.  If only one saw first how it is suited to the place?  Because I would gladly alter the plan to the site.  Otherwise one must cut the foot to fit the shoe if one makes the plan before one knows the site.”
  Despite his misgivings, Spangenburg showed the plan to Reuter in 1759.  Reuter had several objections, noting that the design was impractical because the city would have a diameter almost a mile wide, though “one will find no square mile in Wachovia in which there are not at least 20-30 hills and dales.”
  The whole town would cover 380 acres, fifteen just for the square.  And the design was classically and not religiously inspired.    Reuter, who himself had drawn a plan for an ideal town based on the description of the city of God as described in the Book of Revelation, objected that the plan did not incorporate those features, nor was it laid out east to west, leaving a town which would give “no spiritual sensation.”
  He argued that a traditional rectilinear plan would take up half the space.  In short, Unitas would require extra time, manpower, and money, all of which were sorely lacking.  The decision to use a more traditional design based on other Moravian precedents was made easier by Zinzendorf’s death in 1760.


Once the site was chosen, Marshall traveled to Pennsylvania to make observations on the Moravian towns there.  Marshall was concerned that a strict grid would ignore the topography of the site.  He sent his findings in a letter July 1765, in which he stressed the importance of remembering the spiritual aspects of an Ortsgemein when a town plan was being developed.  Litiz, Pennsylvania proved especially helpful.  The size of the house lots (sixty-six by two hundred feet)  had worked well there, though width of the main street (forty feet) had proved to be too narrow and it was often congested.  The main street in Wachovia’s town would be widened to sixty feet.  He made observations about play areas for children, fire safety, the importance of detached housing, and work space.  He produced a number of sketches: “I have made several plans, partly like Niesky, with one main street running across the middle of the square, partly like Gnadenburg, with cross streets.  Of them all the enclosed has received the most approbation.”
  Reuter was very familiar with the plans of both towns, having produced maps of both of them himself.


Marshall sent down three alternative plans so they could be compared.  Reuter took the one he approved of most and attached it to a site map.  Ettwein described the chosen design as the map “which mostly follows Gnadenburg instead of Niesky because it fits the ground better.”
  Ettwein sent some suggested changes to Marshall, and the plan was altered accordingly:

Regarding the plan of the town, we in the Conference are agreed how it should be.  (Br[other] Reuter will give you his thoughts on your letter separately.)  Regarding the Square, we all thought it too long; because none but two-story houses will be built on the Square, the place in the middle is made to appear so much larger that if three- or four-story houses were built around it.  Besides, if it were shorter it would be more even and level.  It is not for lack of lime [for mortar] that we do not wish to build high houses, but I do not regard it as advisable because of the high windstorms in this country.

Apparently the committee did not like the suggestion of an alley running through the square either, for that was altered as well.  Marshall made a sketch of the map and sent it to Herrnhut for final approval which arrived in January 1766.  The joint committee in Herrnhut also told the citizens of Wachovia, “Furthermore it was determined by lot that we are to let our Brethren and Sisters in America know that the Saviour wills that Salem is to be the place in Wachovia for commerce and the professions, and they are to be moved thither from Bethabara.”


After the building site was chosen, a third wave of new residents to help populate the new town of Salem began traveling down from Pennsylvania in 1765.  This time, Church leaders sent younger people, many of them single.  When the children of people who had moved in the second wave grew old enough (fourteen for boys, sixteen for girls), they traveled to Wachovia to join their parents.


Besides the change in the shape of the town and the streetscape, the accepted plan for Salem is not significantly different from that of Unitas.  Both designs are organized around a central green with the major structures located around it.  The private house lots are similarly designed, with the houses flush on the street, work yards and gardens.  Salem’s design called for an empty square, though it would still be dominated by the Gemein Haus located one of the long ends of the square.  The building would divide the choir houses, with the Single Brothers and Widowers living north of the Gemein Haus and the Single Sisters and Widows to the south.  Other buildings surrounding the square would include the schools, an apothecary shop, and the community store.  God’s Acre was not included in the actual plan of the town as it had been in Unitas but was located on a slope just to the north of town.  The only main public building that would not be built on the square would be the tavern.  Following the practice adopted in America it would be banished to the south end Salem, and to make sure that children would not sneak down and observe inappropriate behavior, the Brethren constructed the 1784 tavern without any windows on the front portion of the ground level.  By 1772, enough structures were standing in Salem to transfer the government of Wachovia there, making Salem the official Congregation Town.  The Oeconomie, which had functioned well for eighteen years bringing Wachovia through its early development,  was dissolved.


For the most part, the Moravians who built Salem followed the 1766 plan, though they made a few alterations.  Salem was always intended to have a water supply system, one of the earliest in America - the first having been constructed in Bethlehem in 1754.
  The system consisted of running water fed by springs which would send water through wooden pipes to various locations in town.  Spring water would be run through wooden pipes to various points in the village.  After construction had already begun, Reuter decided that the original springs chosen would not be sufficient, and so he was forced to locate new ones.  To make the system work, he had to relocate the square six building lots to the south, throwing off Salem’s symmetry and leaving the people living in the first six houses well out of town for several years.
 


There were some changes in the locations of certain buildings, but  most dramatic change in Salem’s plan was in the location of the church.  As planned, it was to stand on the center of the eastern (and higher) side of the square where it would dominate Salem both visually and symbolically.  However, when construction was to begin in 1798, the Single Sisters protested.  They were using that land as a bleaching green for their linen.  As was appropriate in such situations, the Moravians consulting God through the Lot, which approved moving the church off of the square completely.


Certain patterns are visible in the placement of buildings in Salem, possibly as a result of Marshall and Reuter’s planning.  The Single Sisters’(1786) and Single Brothers’ (1769/1786) choir houses were located diagonally across the square from one another.  Similarly, the Gemein Haus (1771), which served as the religious center until the church was finished, was located diagonally across from the economic center, the community store (1774).  Education dominates the northern end of the square with the Boy’s School (1794) and Girl School Headmaster’s House (1810), while conversely, economics dominates the southern end with the Post Office (1785) and Storekeeper’s House (1787).  Residences were built primarily along the street east of the square, while shops and craftsmen dominated the main street west of the square.  If the plan had been followed, the entire town would have been dominated by the church building.  The Moravians were concerned about the size, design, and appearance of Salem’s buildings even during the initial planning stages.  Before construction began, all building plans had to be approved by the Aufseher Collegium, Salem’s chief board, which drew up and passed a building code in 1788 and amended in 1793.
  


The Congregation Town is a physical representation of the religious and cultural traditions of the renewed Moravian Church.  The Brethren were very clear on what made it unique:  “A Congregation Town differs from other Congregations in that it is more like one family, where the religious and material condition of each member is known in detail, where each person receives the appropriate Choir oversight, and also assistance in consecrating the daily life.  This must be considered in deciding the form of the Town Plan.”
   The success of any such project required incredible planning and resolve.


When the Moravians arrived in Wachovia, they brought thirty years of experience in urban design with them.  They designed a town incorporating instructions from Europe, extensive survey of the site, and practical experience taken from previous efforts.  Count Zinzendorf’s Diaspora policy led to official recognition by the British Parliament, making the Wachovia project possible.  Knowing the economic success of Wachovia  was essential to the future of the Church, the Moravians instituted the Oeconomie to help the frontier community survive.  True to their belief in education for both sexes, they founded excellent schools which not only served their own children, but drew students from the surrounding countryside.  They instituted the Choir system to build a sense of community and guide wayward citizens.  They took account for zoning and architectural review, seeking guidance for important decisions through the use of the Lot.  Often considered foreigners in their new land, the Brethren sought to protect themselves from foreign influence and housed visitors on the outskirts of town.  They tried to ignore conflicts raging around them that threatened to derail the project.  The Seven Years’ War, the Regulator Movement, and the American Revolution all directly involved the Moravians as opposing forces demanded their allegiance.  Through it all they quietly continued  to plan and build, dealing with adversity as it arose, unafraid to adjust their designs if conditions required.  The task of building any Congregation Town  was difficult, but the complexity of the Wachovia project and the adverse situations the Moravians faced seemed insurmountable.  Only their constant faith and belief in God’s guidance enabled the Moravians even to attempt what many people, including Wachovia’s chief officer, deemed impossible.  In a report he sent Herrnhut in 1771, Marshall confessed, “The present building of Salem is an extraordinary affair which I would not have undertaken had not the Saviour Himself ordered it.”
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