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FOREWORD
.

From time immemorial men have dreamed of establishing a
society in which every warm human heart could take joy —a com-
munity of peace, brotherhood, and new liberty of expression. Great
intellectual leaders and social reformers foresaw the hope of a co-
operative rather than a competitive society. They were not idle
dreamers but set forth realistic plans and programs for the realiza-
tion of their ideals.

Nor have such programs remained in the realm of theory. Every
now and then the dream has been taken literally and has led
groups of people into working cooperative units. The leaders,
among them Owen, Fourier, Cabet, have been practical-minded
theorists who held that a people without vision must perish and
that only a “new way of life” can save men from their own madness.
In recent times we have seen established the modern cooperative
community, wherein the dream has hardened into sober reality.

In Soviet Russia, in Mexico, in Palestine, the cooperative has
been effective in introducing the most advanced farming methods
into formerly backward rural areas. By pooling of resources
peasants have availed themselves of the advantages of large-scale
farming, and have thereby increased production and raised their
standards of living. The cooperative has brought medical care, im-
provement in diet, and more decent and sanitary housing, to people
who formerly lived in dirt and squalor, suflering from malnutrition
or other diseases of poverty. Destitute farm folk, as full-fledged
members of a cooperating group, have acquired, often for the first
time in their lives, a sense of economic and social security. In [os-
tering participation in the arts, literature, and scientific progress,
this system has, finally, helped to redress the most distressing evil
of rural existence, the “idiocy of village life.”

Although the cooperative community is the accepted form of
rural organization in one big country, Soviet Russia, and its num-
ber is steadily increasing in several other countries, relatively little
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vi FOREWORD

is known about it in the United States. The attempt of the Farm
Sc'curity Administration, in 1937, to establish this type of settlement
for the rehabilitation of low-income fu«rmers has aroused slight
interest in outside circles. Today the necessity approaches of re-
habilitating whole masses of people, so dislocated by war that the
Government will have to cooperate with them in their plans, and
in many cases make plans for them. According to various estimates,
some fifteen to twenty million people of Europe will find themselves
in need of resettlement. No country, not even the United States,
can handle so gigantic a task alone. Some inter-governmental
authority will undoubtedly have to be established for the purpose.
To scrutinize closely the merits of group settlement should be part
of the preparatory work of postwar rescttlement planning.

It is in the light of such considerations that the present study is
undertaken, in an attempt to sum up the lessons offered by co-
operative communities of the past and present. The work deals
with two principal tasks: (1) a description of the most significant
instances of cooperative living in relation to postwar planning;
(2) their application to resettlement today. The historical survey
will be brief. Those who wish to review the story of these com-
munities in detail will find available extensive works of research
and a number of special monographs.! We shall place the greater
emphasis on groups still in existence or only recently disbanded,
as most relevant to our problem.

We shall consider (1) the motives back of each community, with
a short history of its origin; (2) the human element, membership
requirements, duties and rights of members, their racial, social, and
political backgrounds; (3) administration and management; (4)
the degree of cooperation practiced; (5) finances, credits, expenses,
and profits; (6) the approximate turnover in each community; and,
finally, (7) an evaluation of advantages and drawbacks in relation
to postwar resettlement.

Particular attention will be paid to the degree of cooperation
practiced. It will be easily noticed that there are two kinds of co-
operation: one limited to economic goals, and one that embraces
most, if not all, social values. We have called the first kind “seg-
mental,” and the other “comprehensive,” cooperation. The two

1 Joseph W. Eaton and Saul M. Katz, Research Guide on Cooperative Group
Farming [Preface by Edward A. Norman] (New York: H. W. Wilson Co.,
1942).



FOREWORD vii
terms are by no means mutually exclusive; both designate, in fact,
different degrees of the same mode of socio-economic association,
and are in turn subject to.gradation.

We shall attempt to draw concrete conclusions from past and
present experience, and to make definite suggestions for the post-
war community, but we should perhaps emphasize that we are in
no sense advocating the cooperative community as the one and
only solution. We mercly aim to make the point that, under the
expected circumstances, it is the type of settlement that seems best
suited to the pioneer task of breaking the ground for other types.
The Zionist resettlement, for example, is proof that group settle-
ment will succeed under sub-tropical conditions where individual
farming is unable to make headway. High-willed groups of pioneers,
in this case, deciding to forget about “mine” and ‘“thine,” were
able to handle jobs of reclamation and reconstruction which no
paid worker would have been willing to undertake. But their
achievement did not establish the Kvutza as the one type of resettle-
ment in Palestine. After some thirty years this colony includes
only one-seventh of the total Jewish rural population, while the
rest continucs to settle in more or less individual manner.

In similar fashion, we are proposing the cooperative community
as an instrument for breaking the ground, and then only after the
strictest selection of membership. It is a type of settlement whose
success depends on members capable of deriving full satisfaction
out of cooperation. We plead that their number is large, and that
they should not be forced to squander their energies in diffused
attempts along the traditional pattern of individual farming. They
should be given an opportunity to concentrate their strength in
cooperative living. If they succeed, they will, like those pioneers
of Palestine, not only stimulate the agricultural development of the
surrounding countryside but also help to establish superior stand-
ards of rural life in general. The purpose of this survey is to aid
in organizing cooperative communities as a vanguard of rural
resettlement.
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COOPERATIVE
COMMUNITIES
AT WORK



CHAPTER 1
*

COOPERATIVE COMMUNITIES OF
THE PAST

In the United States, 262 cooperative communities are known to
have been established —some of them merely branches of larger
settlements.? Similar groups, though fewer in number, have been
organized in Europe. Both in America and elsewhere, for the most
part, these experiments have been short-lived.? According to statis-
tics compiled by Lee Emerson Deets on 130 settlements, 91 lasted
less than a decade, 59 less than five years, 50 only two years, and
32 only one year. The life of some of the more intellectual experi-
ments, like New Harmony, Indiana, Brook Farm, Massachusetts,
the Oneida Colony, New York State, was so brief that they belong
definitely to the 19th century past.

A small percentage of these groups, however, have persisted more
than a century. Of these, three have been disbanded: Ephrata
Cloister, Pennsylvania, which existed 173 years (1732-1905); the
Shaker Communities, settled in various states of the U.S.A. (1778 —
ca. 1940) ; and the Harmonists, or Rappists, whose settlements, in
Pennsylvania and Indiana, lasted a hundred years (1805-1905).
Three other communities, with a record that goes back to the 18th
century (one of them to the 16th century) have continued to the
present day: the Amana Community, Iowa, founded in Europe
in 1714, and moved to the United States in 1842; ¢ the Doukhobors,
organized in Russia about the middle of the 18th century, who
settled in Canada (ca. 1879), where they still live in several coopera-
tive communities; and, finally, the Hutterites, whose significant
group originated in Moravia in 1528. The Hutterites came to the

2See Lee Emerson Deets, “Data From Utopia,” Sociolog, Vol. 3, No. 3
[mimeographed] (Hunter College of the City of New York, December, 1940).

3 1hid.

4 Amana modified its organization in 1932 but still maintains numerous
features of cooperation.

13



14 COOPERATIVE COMMUNITIES OF THE PAST

United States in 1874. They live in fifty communities in South

Dakota, Montana, and Canada (Manit(t)‘ba and Alberta) .

Fundamental Motives

On the basis of their fundamental motives, all cooperative settle-
ments may be divided into two classes: the religious and the socio-
reformistic. It is interesting to note that the foregoing long-lived
communities are of a religious character.

Religious purism — the desire to return to the very roots of
Christianity, to live as did Jesus and his disciples — was the domi-
nant motive for establishing these religious communities. Men
devoted to this ideal were not satisfied with the Reformation, which
seemed merely to oppose the excessive formalism of the Catholic
church. Such men, eager to practice the fundamentals of their
belief, were persecuted as heretics by their powerful church and
the society which it controlled. Emigration to the open spaces of
the New World provided the most feasible solution. As a result
nearly all the religious communities in the United States were
settled by sectarian refugees from Europe.

Social reform, on the other hand, was the chief aim of the
Iourierist, Owenite, Icarian, and other nonreligious communities.
The founders may have differed from one another in many respects,
but they all held in common a thorough dissatisfaction with social
conditions in their respective countries, and particularly with the
status of the “lower classes.” Like alchemists, they sought a solution
that would at one stroke remedy all the ailments of society. They
believed they had found it in the principle of the cooperative com-
munity. By establishing such settlements in the New World, with
its boundless opportunities, they hoped to realize their cherished
ideals.

It is significant that in most of these Utopian settlements the
motive of race persecution played a small part. In few of them,
for example, is there any record of Jewish membership. Exceptions
include two religious groups, Keil's Bethel Community (1844-
1881) in Missouri and Oregon, and the Shakers. V. F. Calverton 3
says that in Bethel “even a Jewish family enrolled,” and that “many
Jews found Shakerism a great retreat, an escape from the tortures
and desolations of the orthodox Christian communities and

5V. F. Calverton, Where Angels Dared io Tread (New York: Bobbs Merrill
Co., 1941), p. 88.



COOPERATIVE COMMUNITIES OF THE PAST 15

colonies.” He testifies that the Jews “were treated with the same
cordiality as everyone else.” 6

At the end of the 19th‘:entury a number of exclusively Jewish
Utopian communities were established. Twenty such colonies (sce
Table 1) are listed in the Jewish Encyclopedia and the Universal
Jewish Encyclopedia. All but one of them were founded after
1880, during the largescale pogroms instituted by Russia and
Rumania. The motives were both philanthropic and socio-re-
formistic. Some of the colonies were financed by rich organizations
in various capitals,” which sought a haven for the persecuted Jews
of eastern Europe; some were founded by individual leaders. One
group, New Odessa, apparently of the socio-reformistic type, was
sponsored by a mother society, the Sons of the Free. (See Table 1.)

These settlements varied in size from eight to eighty families.
Bethlehem Jehudah, the most highly collectivistic group, consid-
ered communistic, had a membership of twenty-five young men, all
unmarried. These communities were of short duration, only eight
lasting more than a year. Of these, seven were in existence from
two to five years, and one, the Palestine Colony, nine years. Little
is known about their management; they were run on a more or less
cooperative basis, adopting some of the Utopian policies character-
istic of the socio-reformistic groups.

Due to their paucity of records they can contribute little to the
study of cooperative living that cannot be better learned from the
larger and longer-lived communities, whether religious or socio-
reformistic. The same causes of dissolution seem to have operated
with them as with the other nonreligious groups. Theirs is the
familiar story that begins with enthusiastic idealism and ends in
disillusionment and failure.

Lessons of Experience

In summarizing what is to be learned from these communities
of the past, lack of systematic planning is perhaps the first lesson.
Whether they lasted only a few years or through several generations,
this lack of planning means that few, if any, of their procedures
would be applicable to modern, scientific resettlement. This is true,

6 Ibid., p. 106.

7 The Alliance Israelite Universelle, the Baron de Hirsch Fund, the Hebrew
Emigrant Aid Society of New York, the Montefiore Agricultural Aid Society of
New York, and the Beth El Hebrew Relief Society of Detroit.



TABLE 1*
JewisH CooPERATIVE COMMUNITIES OF THE PAsT

. Period of No. of No. of
Name Location T e Years Familles Leader Source of Support
Sholom Wawarsing, Ulster 1837-1842 5 13 Moses Cohen
County, N.Y.

Sicily Island Sicily Island, La. 1881-1882 1 60 Alliance Israelite

Cremieux South Dakota 1882-1885 3 20 Herman Rosenthal

Bethlehem Jehudah South Dakota 1885-1887 2 25%% Alliance Israelite

Cotopaxi South Dakota 1882-1884 2 15 Hebrew Immigrant Aid
Society of N.Y.

New Odessa Near Glendale, Ore. 1884-1888 4 Ass'n, ““Sons of the Free"

(Persons)

Painted Woods North Dakota 1882-1887 5 54

Sir Moses Montefiore Kansas 1884-1885 1 8

Unnamed Near Lasker, Kan. 1885~ ? Few Yrs. Less Than 8 Montefiore Agricultural
Aid Soc. of N.Y.

Beer Sheba Kansas 1882- ? Few Yrs. iy

Hebron Kansas ? Short Period 80 Montefiore Agricultural
Aid Soc. of N.Y.

Gilead Kansas 1886 1 20

Touro Kansas ? Short Period 150

Leeser Kansas ? Short Period 12(ca.)

Carp Lake Michigan ? ? 12 Lazarus Silverman, -

Chicago
Palestine South Dakota 1891-1900 9 16 Hebrew Relief Soc. of De-
: troit, and Baron de

Hirsch Fund

Washington Near Wash., D.C. 1883 Short Period ?

Waterview Virginia 1882-1886 4 ?

Chesterfield Connecticut 1892-1901(?) 28 . ]

Clarion Colony Utah 1910- ? Several Years 50 Isaac Landman, Jewish Agricultural and

Philadelphia

Colonial Ass'n, and
National Farm School

* Compiled from data in Jewish Encyclopedia (Funk and Wagnalls, New York, 1901) and Universal Jewish Encyclopedia (New York,

1941).

** This figure refers to unmarried men.

91
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COOPERATIVE COMMUNITIES OF THE PAST 17

for instance, in regard to the vital problem of selecting members —
a problem which seems to have been almost completely ignored.

In the religious commuMities a declaration of faith was the chief
qualification for admission to membership. In many cases this
method was doubtless satisfactory, but only because of circumstances
that could scarcely be reproduced today. These applicants were
closely knitted to the group through the common ordeal of hardship
and persecution. In this way, before application they had already
passed through a highly selective probationary period. In a modern
community such a process of selection would be impossible; new
standards of admission would be needed.

With the socio-reformistic settlements, methods of selection were
used which would be even more inadequate as requirements for
admission to contemporary communities. The reformers, intent on
solving all the problems of social disorder, were reluctant to exclude
anyone from the potential benefits of their ideal settlement. They
felt that they should do no more than ask the candidate the vaguest
questions: “Are you subject to selfish impulses?” Or “Is the practice
of Inequality inclined to offend your sensibilities?” 8 They de-
pended solely on the statements of each applicant. Because of this
laxity in standards the socio-reformistic communities were, most of
them, doomed from the start.

Then there was the question of leadership in these settlements,
consideration of which should teach something of value to postwar
planners. In the religious communities, administrative functions
were almost always vested in the founder or in the spiritual leader.
This centralization of power had the advantage of unified planning
and direction, but, unfortunately, made the settlement entirely
dependent on the whims and capacity of one individual. Conse-
quently, most of the religious communities were unable to survive
their leader’s death. During his lifetime he was accepted as the
instrument of God's will, and the members readily acquiesced in
the strictest discipline. But, in case of his death or resignation,
only where his followers held steadfast to faith in Divine guidance,
could he be replaced without danger to the continuance of the com-
munity. The history of the Hutterites illustrates this degree of
faith.

8 Cf. Charles Gide, Communist and Cooperative Colonies (New York: T. Y.
Crowell Co.), pp. 150 f. Translated by Ernest F. Row from the French original
of 1928.
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In the socioreformistic communities, based on theory rather
than creed, the exponent of the theory became the leader — with
one exception. Fourier's principles were §ut into practice by others,
and only after his death. Owen and Cabet, to name the most
significant of the socio-reformistic founders, took a dircct part in
the establishment of their colonies and often acted as arbiters in
the strifes and dissensions among the members. Since the authority
resided in the theory, rather than in faith, the survival of the colony
depended less than in the religious community on the presence
of the originator.

Whatever their lack of systematic planning, it must be admitted
that these communities achieved a measure of comprehensive co-
operation, especially in the religious settlements. Their funda-
mental principle resembled the ideal: “From each according to his
ability, to each according to his needs.” This was also true of the
socio-reformistic groups, but with more frequent violations of the
ideal. The Fourierist colonies, for example, cooperated in produc-
tion only. In agreement with his point of view, they were not much
more than a joint stock company. They had community kitchens,
but in all other matters except production, they followed the
principle of private property. Each member received dividends in
proportion to the number of shares he owned.

As we have seen, the majority of the communities failed. It is
generally agreed, however, that the causes of failure were rarely
economic. Although poor land and inadequate capital were severe
handicaps, such difficulties were often overcome by migration and
extreme frugality. Authorities convince us that we shall have to
look further than their economic status to account for the lack of
success among cooperative groups. According to Ralph Albertson,
who surveyed numerous mutualistic communities, “Few, if any,
colonies failed because they could not make a living . . . as com-
munities of self-support through mutual support their accomplish-
ment was very considerable.” ?

And Charles Gide testifies thus to the solvency of the Shakers:
“The wealth of these communities was estimated at 10 or 12 million
dollars (£2,000,000 or £2,400,000) or 1,000 per head, which is a very
high figure, for if you divide the total wealth of France, 12,000,000,
before the war by the population, 40,000,000, you will get an

9 Ralph Albertson, “A Survey of Mutualistic Communities in America,” Iowa
Journal of History and Politics, Vol. 3¢ (October, 1936), p. 440.
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average of only 300, which is a very much smaller figure than that
representing the wealth of the Shakers.” 10

The North American PMalanx, a Fourierist group, paid dividends
of 5 or 6 per cent, and even the Icarian colonies, despite extra-
ordinary hardships, “did not die of poverty. They carried on some-
how or other, and some of them even finished up in comparative
comfort. This is proved by the fact that when they dissolved there
was a pretty good share for each of the members.” 11

The causes of failure are to be found, of course, in poor location,
i.e., unfavorable soil and climate, lack of transportation facilities.
But dissolution came about more often because of (1) the quarrels
among the settlers, as well as between them and the management;
(2) the members’ lack of experience in agriculture.

It 1s not useful for us to investigate further these experiments
which have receded into the past. With less difficult research we
can derive knowledge more helpful to postwar resettlement from
recent communities and those active today. They have adopted
much the same pattern of living as that of the older colonies and at
the same time have modified it to accord with modern conditions.
Thus they will serve as a link between the past and the present.
Outstanding among colonies of contemporary interest are the
Hutterites, religious in character; New Llano, a socio-reformistic
community; and Sunrise Colony, a Jewish group, similar in type
to New Llano. With all three, abundant data are available. For
the Hutterites we have the extensive research of the Rural Settle-
ment Institute, whose staff has obtained material through direct
observation of their communal activities. For the others we have
many source records, including printed reports of individual set-
tlers, te supplement the oral evidence of participating members.

In later chapters we shall emphasize the modern cooperative
farms established by the Farm Security Administration (1937-1943).
And finally we shall consider three active modern types in foreign
lands: The Mexican Ejido; the Kolkhoz, within the frame of the
Soviet Union; and the Palestinian Kvutza, within the Zionist
Organization.

10 Gide, op. cit., p. 101. 11 I bid.



CHAPTER 11
Pl

PHE HUTTERITES

In 1525 the Anabaptist church of the Brethren was founded in
Zurich among the followers of the Swiss, Zwingli, who preceded
the German, Luther, by a year in preaching Reformation doctrines.
To the Anabaptists the Hutterites of the present day trace their
origin as a religious community. The basic tenets of the Anabaptist
creed, including nonresistance, proclaimed at the time of [ounding,
are still maintained by the Hutterite colonies.

The year 1525, in which the new church was founded, saw also
the start of the Peasant War. Because of their pacifist doctrines,
faithful Anabaptists were hunted, deprived of their possessions,
often martyred. Zwingli himself was killed in the battle of Kappel,
October 11, 1531.

Of those who escaped persecution, a number, variously estimated
at from six to twelve thousand, assembled in 1526 in the city of
Nikolsburg near Bruenn, capital of Moravia. There they tried to
establish a settlement, but dissension soon divided the Brethren
into two camps, conservative and radical. The latter insisted on
extreme pacifism and unlimited sharing of property. Two hundred
of these radicals moved to Austerlitz, where they settled on the
estates of the Prince of Kaunitz,

According to Hutterite legend, the rule against private property
originated during this Jjourney. While camping in Bogenitz, the
Brethren elected four of their group to assist their leader. The
chosen four spread out a mantle and directed each member to
place thereon all his worldly possessions. This 16th-century road-
side drama established a precedent for the Hutterite branch of the
Anabaptists: all their property is held in common to the present
day.

20
’



THE HUTTERITES 21

The colonies take their name from Jacob Hutter, leader of a
Tyrolian group of Anabaptists, whose adherents formed a new set-
tlement. The social struduare which Hutter set up in that distant
day is still upheld by the modern Hutterites. Its ground plan spe-
cified the abolition of private property and made the basis for
unlimited comprehensive cooperation. In time Hutter’s radicalism
became too extreme for some of the members, and the dissenters
left the colony to form communities of their own, less radical in
character. It is worth a second thought that the settlements with
a limited form of cooperation were soon destroyed by further
dissension, while the extreme type of social system established by
Hutter still survives.

Hutterite communities spread throughout Moravia. They were
subjected to murderous persecution, and Hutter died a martyr in
1536. Nevertheless, the ranks of his followers steadily increased.
In a short time there were 86 Bruderhofs in Moravia, each of which
housed from 300 to 600 persons.

The interval from 1565 to 1592 is said to have been the golden
era of the Hutterites. Though attacked by church and Emperor,
the colonists were protected by the nobles, whose most trusted and
industrious tenants they had become. Their cooperative system
gave them a decided economic advantage. The apostolic simplicity
they strove to emulate exacted an identification of work with
religious duty; these men and women worked as ardently as they
prayed. In pooling their income, then buying and processing their
goods cooperatively, they produced more efficiently than other
groups of workers. Cooperative living afforded each member a
chance to develop his special abilities and thus provided the com-
munity with gifted leadership.

Always willing to learn, the Hutterites frequently sent members
abroad to study industrial innovations, and they readily adopted
improved techniques. Soon they dominated the market for various
products. Their economic system, which resembled that of a mod-
ern community more than that of the guilds then current, has been
described as “an almost even blending of large-scale industry and
large-scale agriculture.” They were and are an anomaly — conserva-
tive in their basic principles and progressive in their industrial
practices.

Because of their superior knowledge, skill, and diligence, they
were in great demand as tenants of the nobles. Even the Emperor
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Rudolph II, King of Bohemia, used the services of a Hutterite
physician. But as these colonists grew more and more prosperous,
they also excited a corresponding envydund animosity. “Such suc-
cesses did not come without arousing great enmity on the part of
the craftsmen and others native to the country, who saw themselves
outdone by a race alien in blood and heretical in religion; and
every means was resorted to to break the prosperity of the com-
munities.” 12 In this respect their story resembles that of the Jews.
The Hutterites were subjected to oppressive taxation, to arbitrary
fines, and to violence, including murder.

In 1620 the nobles who had protected these communities were
defeated in the battle of White Mountain; deprived of their pos-
sessions, the Hutterites were driven out of Moravia. For 250 years
or more, they wandered from place to place, first to Transylvania
and Hungary; then to Rumania and Wallachia; finally, to Russia,
where they settled near Kiev (in the Ukraine) and, later, in the
Crimea. In 1874 they migrated to America and established a com-
munity in South Dakota, beyond the frontiers of existing settle-
ments.

There they lived in peace up to the First World War, when they
were again subjected to persecution. They were attacked by their
neighbors for precisely the same reasons as in Moravia centuries
before. Their pacifist creed was subversive to the times. They
spoke German, the language of the enemy. Last but not least, the
Hutterites were envied for their alleged wealth. Most of them
fled to Canada, which was hospitable to sectarian minorities. Dur-
ing the past two decades, some of them have returned to their
previous settlements in America. According to Deets, in January,
1939, there were 49 colonies in existence, of which 44 were in
Canada, and 5 in the United States (4 in South Dakota, 1 in Mon-
tana) . The membership totalled about 5,000 individuals.

The Hulterite Faith

Let us try to analyze the strength of this faith which, despite all
vicissitudes, inspired these Hutterites and still holds them together.

12 See Bertha W. Clark, “The Hutterian Communities,” Journal of Political
Economy, Vol. 32, No. 4 (June-August, 1924), pp. 357-374, 468-486. To this
study and to Deets’ The Hutterites: A Study of Social Cohesion (Gettysburg,
Pennsylvania, 1939) our presentation of the history of the Hutterites is most
indebted.
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The Articles of Incorporation, which they filed when they first
settled in the United States, define their purpose in no vague terms:

. . . promoting, engaging“in, and carrying on the Christian religion,
Christian worship and religious cducation and teachings according to
our religious belief that all members should act together as one being,
and have, hold, use, possess and enjoy all things in common, we all

being of one mind, heart and soul according to the word of God re-
vealed to us.

An even more literal statement of their ancient tenets is to be found
in the petition they presented to President Wilson in 1918:

The fundamental principles of our faith, as concerns practical life, are
community of goods and non-resistance. Our community life is founded
on the principle “What is mine is thine,” or in other words, on brotherly
love and humble Christian service according to Acts 11:44, 45, “And all
that believe were together, and had all things in common and sold

their possessions and goods, and parted them to all men, as every man
had need.”

When Hutter introduced this principle of comprehensive co-
operation, many of the Brethren, as already noted, disagreed with
him and quit. During the centuries of migration, there were num-
erous modifications of the system. Those who held strictly to his
leadership, however, had shared in so many trials and hardships
that, prior to their arrival in the United States, their communities
were closely knit, each in itself and each in relation to the entire
group. This was true both spiritually and biologically, and the
cohesion has continued to the present day.

The population grew almost entirely through natural increase
within the colonies. Hutterite families are related to one another
by blood. Today we find among the 5,000 Brethren only sixteen
family names. In the Jamesville, South Dakota, community, for
example, there are nineteen families, each of which, with one
exception, is related to four or five other families. A member who
gets married may leave the group and join that of the marriage
partner. But, as a rule, the size of each colony remains about the
same, the number of colonies increasing through partition. Their
racial composition, on the other hand, as Clark points out, is “one
of the most complex to be found among any of our immigrant
peoples.” 18

13 Clark, op. cit., p. 481.
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The founders came, as we have seen, from Switzerland, southern
Germany, and the Tyrol. They were joined by Bohemians, Mo-
ravians, and, later, by Slovaks and Italigns. In Russia they took in
some of the Mennonite families of Danish and Dutch origins. Clark
states that “at least two of the present Hutterian famxhes have
Jewish strains of blood.” * All colonists speak English, but the
traditional language is Tyrolese, a German dialect very similar to
the Swiss language. Their translation of the Bible is in Tyrolese.

The Cooperative Spirit

One might speculate here as to whether the dual nature of the
Hutterites — at once progressive and conservative — does not derive
from this multi-racial background and this concentrated breeding.
Whatever the cause, we cannot emphasize too much the age-old
spirit of enterprise, conjoined with steadfast cooperation, which
pervades their institutions. They cooperate both as producers and
consumers. Students brought up in our highly competitive society
find it hard to believe that here and now on the plains of Dakota
and in the valleys of Montana, there are people never motivated by
private gain, who literally receive no personal reward for their
work. Each, emulating the example of Christ and the disciples,
identifies his own welfare with that of the group. All things are
in common. Each does as much work as he can, and obtains what
he needs of the goods produced by all. And yet observers agree
that the Hutterites, though rejecting the profit incentive, must be
considered a highly industrious people who have achieved a suc-
cessful economy.

There can be no loafing, for no member 1s in good standing unless
he performs manual labor. Every man over fifteen and every
woman over seventeen are provided with work. Likewise, it is said,
there is no such thing as boredom. One’s work is not mere exertion
but, rather, an essential occupation, and the pace is adjusted to
one’s ability and the needs of the product. With production for
use instead of profit, a well-planned schedule of work usually makes
any “speed-up” system unnecessary. Accelerated work among the
Hutterites is needed only during the hardest season, and in picking
of fruit or corn. Work satisfaction is, therefore, at a high level
and constitutes an adequate psychological incentive.

14 Efforts to ascertain the names of these two families have thus far been
unsuccessful.
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Hutterite Customs

Social control is actuatedby customs and mores developed over a
long period of time, rather than by formal rules of behavior. It is
through tradition dictated by a common faith that the colonies are
bound together. These customs, referred to as “the Hutterische
way,” constitute an uncodified set of controls. Violation is punish-
able by public censure, and in extreme cases by ban or excommuni-
cation. These are the only disciplinary measures.

The Hutterite method is sustained in a number of ways. The
church and the school transmit folklore to succeeding generations
and indoctrinate them with the principles of the faith. Members of
all ages attend church daily. The bringing up of children, however,
is perhaps the most important factor. Education begins at the age
of two and one-half years, when the child is sent to the Kleine
Schule (in existence over 300 years and thus one of the oldest
nursery institutions). At five the pupil is promoted to the German
School. At six he is admitted to the elementary school, run by state-
approved teachers and following an average public-school curricu-
lum. But each day, for a half hour before and after classes, he must
also attend the German School. Graduation from high school ends
his formal education; the colony has no activities on the collegiate
level.

For the rearing of children in the “Hutterische way” the com-
munity furnishes all necessary facilities, including additional rooms,
food, and clothing, as well as education. During the school years
the child is kept apart from adults until, at seventeen, he is accepted
as a full-fledged member of the settlement. The pupil has his meals
in the children’s house, not with adults. The German School
teaches only the traditions of the Hutterites. History, regarded as a
record of wars, is excluded. The teaching places emphasis on the
principal Hutterite ideas: peace is by far preferable to war; the
individual should strive not for his own profit but solely for the
welfare of the group; his worth to the community depends on his
doing a reasonable share of manual work.1® The fact that the young
man or woman of seventeen is, as a rule, not tempted by the teach-
ings of the elementary school, and emerges as a faithful member of
the community, testifies to the potency of this religious system.

Besides education, there are other factors that feed the flame of

15 Clark, op. cit., p. 373.
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cooperation. There are helpful contacts among the various settle-
ments. When any community is choosing its spiritual leader, dele-
gates from other communities of the gr€up have a significant voice
in the election. One community lends money to another. Members
exchange useful information and pay each other visits. The young
men sometimes find their brides in sister communities. Within the
settlement itself the framework of living is so thoughtfully planned
that few of the Brethren would dream of deserting it. Responsi-
bilities for public welfare — medical treatment, the support of the
aged, the care of invalids, widows, and orphans — are assumed as
natural obligations. A Hutterite community may be likened to a
mutual insurance company, or perhaps more fittingly to a loving
family. |

All economic affairs are handled by the colony as a whole. Each
family unit, therefore, serves only biological and emotional needs.
But marriage and procreation are considered religious duties; rare
1s the adult who prefers celibacy. The newly married are provided
with a standardized assortment of essentials: a bed, table, three
chairs, a heating stove, wardrobe, chest, curtains, paint and varnish,
blankets, quilts, linens, a clock, and forty pounds of pillow feathers.
An apartment is reserved for each couple. Divorce is forbidden.

In the United States, the Hutterites live in large houses of stone
or wood, subdivided to accommodate from ten to fifteen families.
Each family, depending on its size, uses from two to six rooms. The
walls are painted or papered. Since the cooking, baking, launder-
ing, and canning are done cooperatively, the members have no
kitchens or water pipes in their apartments. Means of “luxury” or
“worldliness,” such as radios, are not allowed in the home. But
the young members have been known to smuggle a crystal set into
their rooms and to “sin” by secretly listening.

The Hutterites make most of their own clothing, modeled on
traditional patterns. For men, the standard color is dark gray or
black. They wear sack coats, loose trousers, and wide-brimmed hats.
All married men are expected to grow beards. The women, too,
wear dark clothes, the dresses simple in style, w