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IN T HI S
I S S U E

T he illustrations on the cover and  
page 16 are works of art pertain ing 
to the M ennonite  settlem ent on the 
D nieper R iver produced by D aniel 

W ohlgem uth  during  his visit in Russia in 1938. T his is a 
m em orial to his life w ork (1876-1867) featured  in previous 
issues of M ennonite  L ife  (Jan u ary , 1954, April, 1957). T he 
artist was well qualified to portray  the ruggedness of the 
early years of M ennonite settlem ent on the D nieper R iver 
presented in the article by D avid G. Rem pel. A rnold
Dyck, one of the best know n and  m ost beloved M ennonite 
au thors in bo th  H igh and  Low G erm an languages, com 
m em orated  his 80th  b irthday  in all quietness on January  
19. E lisabeth Peters, w ho has recently w ritten  a M .A. 
thesis devoted to the work of Dyck presents a brief article
in his honor. E lm er F. S’uderm an  translated  one of the 
un ique  stories of Dyck from  the Low G erm an into the 
English. A  m ore detailed account of D yck’s work was 
presented 10 years ago in the A pril issue of M ennonite  L ife  
(1 9 5 9 ). *1 D avid G. R em pel w ho w rote his Ph.D .
dissertation on “T h e  M ennonite  Colonies in New Russia” , 
S tanford  U niversity, has continued his research in the 
Archives in A m erica as well as in Russia and  presents here
w ith  a detailed account on the beginning of M ennonite 
settlem ents in Russia. G erhard  Lohrenz relates how  the 
m onum ent dedicated to Jo h an n  Bartsch, one of the two 
delegates to Russia, was erected in Russia and  transp lan ted  
a year ago from  the U SSR  to M an itoba  by the M anitoba 
M ennonite H istorical Society. A dditional articles on the 
M ennonites in Russia will be presented in the next issue. 
<1 Jo h n  W altner has m ade a study on G erald  B. 

W in rod ’s influence on the K ansas M ennonites in the days 
w hen the Fundam entalist-M odern ist controversy had  
reached a high point. His article is a  brief sum m ary of 
his findings. K u rt K auenhoven , a  scholar and
genealogist presents some types of fam ily trees of G erm an- 
R ussian M ennonite background. *1 H ug h  S. H os
tetler presents a challenging and  stim ulating  review of the 
book by H arvey  Cox, T h e  Secular C ity, by m aking use of 
his w ork as counsellor in New York and  the R eport of the 
N ational A dvisory C om m ittee on C ivil Disorders.

The Dutch Mennonites sent a 
“Missive” dated July 31, 1788, to 
the Mennonites who were leaving 
Danzig for settlement in the Uk
raine. They urged the Flemish and 
the Frisian Mennonites to unite so 
they would face the pioneer hard
ships as one group. The Johann 
Bartsch monument near Chortitza 
before it was moved to Manitoba 
(see p. 29). (Bottom) A part of 
the village Rosenthal seen from 
the hill next to the village school.
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A Tribute 
to Arnold Dyck

By Elisabeth Peters

T h e  dead lea ves rustle under their footsteps as they 
enter the street, the old man with his white hair 
flying in the wind, and Bella, our spaniel. They are 
great friends, these two, the writer and the little 
black dog. I watch them strolling down the path, 
thickly carpeted with the red and gold of autum n 
leaves, until they reach the corner. “So, Bella, jetzt 
musst du nach Hause gehn,” I can see the old gentle
man say as he nods his head in the direction of home. 
Bella looks up at him mournfully with her liquid eyes, 
and reluctantly obedient, trots sadly back.

“Is the gentleman living at your house a poet?” 
asks our gregarious neighbor who loves life and people, 
and always “happens” along when anything of interest 
is going on. “He is a w riter,” I answer, “but how 
could you guess?” “Not hard to guess th a t!” laughs 
the neighbor. “Look at the profile, the white hair re
ceding from the temples, the dignity of his bearing 
as he walks, in spite of his slight limp, briskly down 
the street, flourishing his cane. He looks like a poet 
under those tall old trees, and fits into the scenery as 
though he belonged to it.”

I explain to her that the wanderer under the elms 
is Arnold Dyck, the best-known writer among the 
M ennonites in Canada. As we watch the vanishing 
figure, I too agree that he belongs in this rich autum nal 
setting.

T h a t was in Winnipeg. This fall, a year later, my 
husband and I see him in Germany, and again I can
not help but feel that somehow he belongs in this 
setting, too. I t  is a bleak Sunday afternoon in late 
November as we hurry on our way to visit Arnold

Dyck in his daughter’s home on the moors south of 
Bremen. T he road winds through avenues of tall trees, 
their bare branches silhouetted against a sky of mottled 
brown and grey and amber, rich as the colors of old 
D utch masters. Occasionally we pass a rambling, some
what heavy, Niedersachsenhaus, or a windmill drooping 
its useless wings, while a hunting dog points out his 
quarry to the Sonntagsjäger crossing the ploughed 
fields or walking through distant purpling moors and 
peatfields.

At last we reach the secluded homestead where a 
fine large home completely hidden from the road by 
tall pines, opens its friendly doors to us. From the 
rustic windows opposite the fireplace in the big living- 
room we have a fine view of a bit of heath, framed 
by tall firs and shading a small cottage, Arnold Dyck’s 
Yeatsian cabin. Perhaps the most outstanding impres
sion one has, besides the hospitality of our charming 
hostess, is the atmosphere of sincerity which pervades 
the room. There are books lining a whole wall, green
ery in a planter constructed of raw birch logs, a huge 
open fireplace, a white piano and a large heavy dining 
table and chairs of solid oak. Everything here is genu
ine, free from pretence and ostentation, just as the 
willowy mistress of the house, who displays a warm 
naturalness in her smile and in her Low German, 
which comes readily to her, although she has had 
little occasion to use it for a score of years.

Yet as one thinks of Dyck’s works, one has a vague- 
feeling that he is not truly at home either on the tree- 
lined streets of W innipeg or in the Heide of Lower 
Saxony. His world revolved around life in the M enno-
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The scene in South Russia described in Arnold 
Dyck’s “Verloren in der Steppe.” (Drawing by 
Arnold Dyck.)

nite villages of the Russian steppes, up to their agon
izing dissolution, and although he took root again 
on the C anadian prairies, the good years of his life 
were his young years, to which he turns almost tenderly 
in his narative Verloren in der Steppe. In  this story 
of his childhood he has recaptured the M ennonite 
world for future generations with warm  affection and 
artistic skill. I t  is only appropriate th a t on the occa
sion of his eightieth birthday we touch in gratitude, 
even though briefly, on this most engaging account 
of life in a M ennonite village.

Verloren in der Steppe  is a reflective narrative, and 
may well be assigned to the genre of the Bildungsroman 
in German literature, since it concerns itself entirely 
with the physical, m ental and emotional development 
of Hänschen Toews, the little Bauernbub from H och
feld. One m ight rename the story Die M enschwerdung  
von Hänschen Toews, for in it Dyck depicts the joys 
and the agonies tha t accompany the process of devel
opm ent from childhood to manhood. W ith great skill 
the author weaves the fabric of his narrative into a 
series of vivid pictures which provide the background 
for the story, blending into it all the brightness of 
loving childhood memories. Yet the reliable, inform a
tive, exact description of the ways and customs of 
the M ennonites in Russia makes Verloren in der 
Steppe  a documentary source for the student of M en
nonite history and M ennonite ways.

Since Verloren in der Steppe  is Dyck’s only m ajor

High German work, mention must be m ade of the 
simple yet singularly effective language. H e has created 
his own “M ennonite High G erm an” , enriched by the 
additional Russian loan words, and colored by trans
lations from his Low German. At times Dyck’s prose 
has rich lyrical qualities, as in the passage describing 
Abenddämmerung  on the steppes. Through the use 
of two and three syllable words which slow down the 
movement and create an atmosphere of rest, Dyck 
effects the quiet tonal nuances befitting the gray hours 
hovering between day and evening:

Die Erde w ar warm. Im  Grase zirpten die Grillen, 
Schwalben strichen über den G raben hin, und vom 
nahen Ackerfeld brachte ein leiser W ind den D uft 
reifender Saaten.

Als H ans aufwachte, w ar die Sonne bereits ver
schwunden, und die A benddäm m erung hatte die ein- 
schlummemde Steppe leise zugedeckt.

Verloren in der Steppe  ends at the point where Hans 
Toews has reached the threshold of his dreams and 
is about to leave the village.

W hen the M ennonite world in Russia collapsed 
Dyck found a home in C anada, and the M ennonite 
settlements of M anitoba provided the setting for 
Dyck’s further themes. Because these were his later 
years, the events have not receded and the nostalgia of 
Verloren in der Steppe  is replaced by a refreshing
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hum or which makes his Koop enn Bua series perhaps 
generally the most popular reading .3 Dyck’s humor 
is never dull or stilted because he uses a variety of 
devices in producing it, either by direct description, 
comic situations, satire, wanton gavety or delightfully 
frolicsome nonsense. Since most of the Low German 
works have a M ennonite ethnic background, there is 
a certain abandon of expression which achieves a sense 
of reality and colorful variety as Dvck in turn displays 
a mild earthiness, pathos, depth of feeling and inno
cent piety in kaleidoscopic sequence. Almost anv pas
sage illustrates this, as for instance, the scene from 
Koop enn Bua faore no Toronto, in which the bush- 
farmers attend the annual M ennonite conference in 
O ntario. The topic under discussion is nonresistance, 
and the garrulous Bua is moved to voice his opinion 
on the subject. He begins with “Ladies and Jentelm en” , 
then, realizing that this secular form of address is not 
suitable at a church conference, he changes to “Liebe 
Brieder/ ” :

Weils mich daus so Vorkommen tut, dauss hier mit 
der Wehrlosigkeit waus los Lt . . . dauss es nicht wieder 
so jeht wie im letzten Tjrieih. dauss unsre Junges erst 
lange im Busch im Verborjenen sitzen müssen, wo die 
Polis s;e nicht finden kann, und wenn der T iriih  dann 
ieber ist dann kraufen sie hervor an die Offenbarlicht- 
jeit und werden dann in den Jails jest jet it, meist bis 
ein neier W elttjriejh aunfangen tut.

A tribute to Arnold Dyck would, however, be in
complete without reference to some of his Bühnen
stücke. His play Dee Fria, and a small collection of 
miscellania under the title Onsi Lied, is a boon for 
the M ennonite am ateur theatre. Perhaps the most 
significant is a short Intermezzo, De Schwoatbroak enn 
de Nachtigaul. In the dialogue between the sensitive, 
aesthetic M arie and the down-to-earth practical young 
farmer, Hein, to whom she is engaged, Dyck has 
portrayed in microcosm the loneliness of the artist, 
the idealist, the dreamer, in the practical, honest, 
realistic society of the M ennonite world. During her 
conversation with Hein, M arie suddenly knows that 
she must leave him, that she will become emotionally 
stunted if she stays with him, that she, in order to live 
fully and abundantly, must remain in her world of 
moonlight and nightingales and the rippling Dnieper.

Dyck’s destiny is identical with tha t of the sensitive 
Marie. Because his people, whom he loves and whose 
way of life he endorses, do not understand the calling 
of the artist, he too has to renounce the m aterial security 
of the mediocre; like M arie, he pays the high price 
for artistic fulfillment with his loneliness. I t  is significant 
that this last Intermezzo is placed at the very end of 
the sequence in the simple unassuming Onse Lied.

F O O T N O T E S

1. By request D r. V ic to r P eters is again w eaving re a d !ngs from  K oo'i 
enn Bua  in to  his weekly broadcasts over the tw o M anitoba radio  s ta
tions C FA M  (A ltona) and  CFISM  (S te inbach ).

Arnold Dyck Explains the 
Origin of Low German

By Elmer F. Suderman

I f  t h e r e  w e r e  ev er  any question about it. Arnold 
Dyck dispelled any doubt we might have had about 
Low German as a language admirably suited for 
humor. We knew it all the time, of course— those 
of us who had grown up with it— for we had u n 
consciously made use of its colloquial richness for 
hum or many times. But it took Arnold Dyck to show 
us just how effective it could be not only to amuse 
us in ordinary situations but to convince us that it 
would do artistically as well. T h a t the artistry seems 
so effortless should not blind us to its greatness. After 
the publication of Dyck’s stories, sketches and plays 
— Onse Lied, Wellkaom op’e Forstei!, De Opnoam, 
Dee Millionäa von Kosefeld, Dee Fria, and the Koop

enn Bua series—we became m uch more conscious of 
the excellence and richness of Low German humor.

W hat is intriguing about Dyck’s sketches is that 
the hum or depends upon the language, not on the plot. 
We laugh not primarily at w hat the characters arc 
doing, though we laugh at that, too, but at what they 
are saying. I t  is not w hat happens, not w hat the char
acters do, that delights us but the way in which they 
m anipulate and take delight in the language. We laugh 
with the characters more than at them.

Convinced that w hat Arnold Dyck has to say is 
im portant enough that those who cannot understand 
the Low German need to have an English translation 
even at considerable loss of the the original impact.
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Arnold Dyck

I have tried to translate a section of his play De 
Opnaom  in which he has one of the characters explain 
the origin of Low German. I t is not easy to translate 
this section into English because the effect depends 
upon connotation rather than denotation. The im por
tance of Dyck’s words are not primarily that they 
point to a specific object or idea for which they stand. 
T he primary effect is in the feelings and tone which 
can not be translated, certainly not literally. Take a 
sentence like the narrator’s in which he describes the 
ground on which the Tower of Babel is being built: 
Hia haude se namlijh kort verhäa de Sin tflu t jehaut 
enn aules wea noch naut enn schmautzig. T h a t sen
tence in the Low German conveys a feeling, a certain 
quiet hum or which is based upon the sound of the 
words, the pattern of the rhythm, and the word order. 
I t is reasonably accurate, I think, to translate it: “It 
wasn’t long after N oah’s flood, and the ground was 
still pretty wet and sloppy.” In  translation much of 
the original hum or is lost. Even a word like Sintflut, 
where the denotation is very clear and the translation 
almost has to be N oah’s flood, does not carry the 
feeling or have the same tone as the Low German 
word. And “wet and sloppy” simply does not have 
the same emotional tone as “naut enn schmautzig.” 
And I find such aesthetically satisfying words as 
‘Nopjetost, Toakel, jerackad, truhoatig, ruckst with 
all of their many acquired implications and suggestions

of meaning and feeling, with all the responses they 
elicit in those who have heard them, without equiva
lents in English. And, of course, the difficulty is com
pounded when we face words that are unique to the 
Low German M ennonite culture like Schnettje enn 
Orhusezirop, words which defy translation.

Arnold Dyck should be heard not only because he 
is a skilled craftsman and stylist, a master of collo
quial language, but also because of his ability to invent 
legends and to tell them with grace and imagination. 
The plot of De Opnaom  concerns the successful effort 
of a group of Russian M ennonite boys in the forest 
service (the Russian equivalent to our alternative 
service) to convince K rahn, a proud, haughty, pre
sumptuous recruit whose father owns a factory and has 
failed to teach him Low German, that he ought to 
accept his service with good grace and do his part 
of the work even though he is not accustomed to hard 
work, and to learn to speak Low German which he 
calls a rude uncouth, boorish peasant speech (plum pe, 
ungehobelte Bauernsprache) . He finally accepts their 
change of name from Waszilij (no good Low German 
ever had such a name, the boys insist) to William 
( Wellm  in Low German) and their advice to speak 
Low German even though it is unnatural and difficult 
for him. At one point in the play, Winta, a quiet, 
deliberate, soft spoken individual, takes it upon himself 
to explain to K rahn the origin of the Low German 
language and, incidentally, the importance of m ain
taining it as a significant part of their tradition. The 
translation of this delightful (at least in the original) 
legend follows.

The Origin of Low German
I want to tell you a story, and you K rahn, to you 

especially. After I ’d been in the forest service so long 
that I knew I would never finish, no m atter how long 
I lived, I said to myself: Enough is enough; I ’m going 
to get out of here. And the next night I took off. 
I really wanted to run off to America— I had some 
sort of a cousin on my m other’s side there. But America 
hadn’t been discovered yet. They said Columbus was 
hung up in Spain. So I said to myself: Okay, then 
go to India. Stick to the dry route, and let’s see who 
gets there first, me or Columbus. So I went.

When I got to Mesopotamia, I noticed they were 
building something. I got curious, and went closer. 
Just as I thought, they were building the Tower of 
Babel. Well, Dick, I said to myself, you ought to 
check this out a little more closely. So there I stood 
and looked it over from close up. W hen they saw me 
standing there, a guy with a black beard comes up to 
me, wipes the sweat off his nose, and says in Baby
lonian: “Here, W inta,” he says, “these stones are 
heavier than hell, and it’s a long way to heaven.” And 
he pointed with his hand, and it did look to me like 
they had quite a ways to go. “How about giving me
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a hand?” he says, and I told him— in Babylonian, 
naturally “No, tha t’s exactly what I don’t want to do; 
I ’ve not taken a fancy to work for a long time.” 

“Really,” he said.
“No,” I said, “th a t’s the reason I resigned from 

the forest service.”
“So th a t’s why,” he said. “Okay, then don’t.”
And he scraped some of the muck off his bare feet, 

and jammed himself behind the stone again. I t wasn’t 
long after N oah’s flood, and the ground was still 
pretty slick and sloppy. So I just kept standing there 
watching, and all at once— what was that? Everything 
froze; nobody budged. Well, I thought, w hat’s the 
story? And I just about broke my neck straining to see. 
But I couldn’t see much, because I was standing behind 
an outhouse. Anyways, it was only quiet for a minute, 
then pandemonium broke loose.

Everybody started talking at once. And, you know, 
nobody could understand anybody else. The contractor 
yelled at the foreman, the foreman yelled at the 
workers, and the workers yelled at each other. But 
nobody could tell one yell from another. Well, Dick, 
I said to myself, you’re in a great fix now. You know 
why? I couldn’t even understand myself.

But then, a second later—you’re not going to be
lieve this— somebody behind me was saying, “So— 
now I ’m going to go home.” I looked around and 
guess who it was? Old Janzen with his boots from 
Pordenau, the one who lives up at the corner by the 
highway intersection. There he was, just like always: 
in his shirtsleeves, sandals on his bare feet, a watch- 
chain over his belly, and a fur cap on his head.

“W hat in the world?” I said to old Janzen, “what 
brings you here? And w hat’s the story?”

“Boy,” he says to me peevishly, “where were you 
when you were in school? This is the confusion of 
tongues. The Tower of Babel, see? Now let’s get along 
home.”

“But the tower—it’s not even close to heaven yet.” 
“H ang the tower; it’s been erased from the program. 

Stupid notion anyway. W e’ve had it on account of 
that contraption. Now nobody can understand any
body. Let me tell you, boy, it’s enough to give a man 
a belly ache, to hear the crazy talk of all these people. 
T h a t one,” he says, “the one with the dark hair, he’s 
a Frenchm an—talks through his nose. T h a t one, the 
highhanded one is Polish— talks through his teeth 
so he sounds like somebody pouring dishwater on dry 
leaves. The one with the black eyes over there is 
Spanish. He doesn’t even talk, just rattles his teeth 
with his tongue so he sounds like a castenet factory. 
And the others sound even crazier.

“I ’m the only one who’s got a decent language out

of this whole boondoggle. I got the best: Low German. 
But then, I was the one that dragged up the heaviest 
rocks to the top of that darned hill. Everytime there 
was a boulder to be moved, everybody said, ‘Leave 
that one for old Janzen.’ And I hustled. If I were 
going to do anything, I m ight as well do it up right. 
If all these clod-hoppers would’ve hum ped like I did, 
who knows, we might have finished that hill. Not 
that it makes any difference now; at least I ’ve got 
the most elegant language, the only one in which 
a good idea ever felt at home in. Now let’s get along 
home.”

“How come you got such a good language so 
quickly?” I asked him.

“How come? I ’ll tell you. W hen the man came with 
his sack of languages and dum ped them out in the 
m ud where we could see them, everybody ran over 
and started grabbing. ‘No, you don’t,’ the man said, 
‘you just hold your horses. W hen you guys came to 
a big rock, you just said, “Let Janzen do it,” and old 
Janzen was kind hearted enough to do it w ithout 
griping. So he ought to have first pick of the lan
guages. Which one do you want, Janzen?’ ”

“So I said: ‘T ha t one, the Low German, if I may.’ ” 
“I t ’s yours,’ he said, ‘take it.’ I took it and the 

man grinned a little.”
Old Janzen grinned a little too while he was telling 

me. “W hat about the guy?” I said, and I pointed to 
a tall, dry-looking fellow with high-water pants and 
a scarf around his neck and a pipe in his mouth. 
“W hat kind of man is he?”

“I couldn’t say,” old Janzen said. “He never says 
anything, never gets his hands dirty or takes them 
out of his pocket long enough to lift a pebble and he 
came to the language-heap too late. But he acts as if 
he couldn’t care less. He scraped together all the 
leftover shreds of language and put them in his pocket. 
How he expects to talk with that mess, I ’ll never know. 
But let’s get along- home, now.”

So we went home. W hat in the world did I want 
to go to India for anyhow? Who knows how they’d 
talk there? O n the way home, we plopped down next 
door to M t. A rarat and had a snack of watermellon 
pickles and crullers. While we were there, old Janzen 
gave me a good talking-to. “Dick,” he said, “now you 
know where Low German came from and how odious 
it was to learn it, and you know that it’s the best 
language in a sackful, and tha t we’ve got to hang 
on to it. Anybody who forgets it or lets it go needs 
to be spanked. Memorize that, and tell it to your play
mates in the forest service. He shook the sand out of 
his sandals and we went home.” T h a t’s the story I 
wanted to tell you, and especially you, K rahn.
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From Danzig to Russia 
The First Mennonite Migration

By David G. Rempel

I. The Russian Invitation to the Mennonites
T h e  c o n c l u s io n  of peace with Turkey, the seizure 
in 1775 of the huge land holdings of the Zaporog Cos
sacks on both banks of the D neiper (Dnepr) River, 
roughly from the later city of Ekaterinoslav in the 
north, to about Nikopol and Berislav in the south, 
the exile of these restless and forever plundering 
freebooters to other regions of the empire, and the 
annexation in 1783 of the Crimea, added enormous 
expanses of land between Bessarabia and the K uban 
region in the Caucasus. Vast stretches of this territory 
along the northern littorol of the Black and Azov Seas 
were organized in 1774 into a new administrative divi
sion, called New Russia, under the Viceregency of 
Potemkin.

New Russia at this time possessed a sparse and mot- 
leyed population of Cossacks, run-away serfs, some mili
tary colonies, and a considerable num ber of nomadic 
tribes of Nogais.

U nder the extremely imaginative and energetic 
leadership of Potemkin the government launched at 
once an extensive policy of enlisting foreign colonists, 
an enterprise based, in the main, on a new invitation 
issued by Catherine on July 14, 1785. In  addition, 
scores of thousands of Russian settlers of varied social 
composition and economic level, including a goodly 
number of serfs, were almost at once transplanted by 
a wide assortment of recipients of huge grants of land.

Added to the above there came various sectarians, 
notably the Dukhobors, substantial numbers of “free” 
peasants, many “religious” persons (these were dis
guised escapees of one sort or an o th er), and run
away serfs who had managed to escape from northern 
gubernias, often under the direct encouragement, 
or at least the connivance, of the viceroy or his sub
ordinates. A widely-prevalent custom at the time was 
for these serfs and other “unfree” people to escape 
to Poland, where a residence of about two years 
made them “free,” whereupon they could legally move 
to New Russia. Serf-owners did accuse Potemkin of 
complicity in this kind of “under-ground railway” .1

T he 1785 Manifesto furnished Potemkin with the 
legal basis to send numerous procurem ent agents to 
various European countries to recruit colonists. Beside

the promotion of agriculture, it must be remembered, 
that the viceroy was also engaged in the general 
economic development of New Russia through the 
founding of new cities and ports, the promotion of 
various businesses and trades, and the defense of the 
region through the contruction of the Black Sea fleet 
and of naval facilities, especially a t the newly founded 
port city of Kherson. All these projects necessitated 
the invitation of large numbers of foreigners of diversi
fied specialties and skills.

Most of these efforts, as well as the areas of re
cruitment, are outside the scope of this discussion. 
We shall therefore touch only upon one of Potemkin’s 
chief procurem ent agents, Georg Trappe, and the 
field of his prim ary activity among the Mennonites, 
the Free City of Danzig and its surrounding country 
areas, and the adjacent West Prussia which under the 
First Polish Partition in 1772 had fallen to Prussia.

The work of T rappe in the areas in question, the 
fate and fortunes of the M ennonites in them, are in 
their broadest outlines sufficiently well known to many 
readers through the books of several authors, especially 
those of David H. E pp2, Peter H ildebrandt3, and 
H. G. M annhardt4.

The three books mentioned, though valuable for 
their use of local source materials, and in the case of 
H ildebrandt’s booklet for its recollections of events 
personally witnessed and experienced, are rather in
adequate in their treatm ent of many of the aspects 
of the story, in part because of the narrow point of 
view, but mainly for their failure to consult the rich 
archival resources in Russia or those of the M ennonite 
churches in Danzig or Königsberg. These inadequacies, 
as far as the Russian archives are concerned, were rem 
edied to a considerable extent by the excellent work 
of G. G. Pisarevskii5. Paul Karge did make extensive 
use of the Königsberg records.6

The account that follows is based in part upon 
these two sources, but in the main upon rather exten
sive researches by the writer in the archives of Lenin
grad, and to lesser extent in Moscow, during the sum
mer of 1962.7

Limitations of space will perm it only a very brief 
account of a few of the more im portant aspects of
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this story, notably as concerns M r. T rappe himself, 
and some political factors which at times adversely 
affected his recruiting efforts and impeded a more 
expeditious M ennonite exodus to New Russia.

The availability in Danzig and in West Prussia of 
a rich source of potential colonists of various qualifica
tions, and information about their currently hard- 
pressed economic condition, came to Potemkin, in a 
larger sense, to the Russian government, through 
several sources in 1786. The first of these was the Rus
sian Resident (minister) in Danzig. M r. Peterson. 
In several of his communications to Chancellor Oster- 
mann, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, he informed 
his superior of the situation of the middle and the 
working classes in the Free City and of the eagerness 
with which many of their members besieged him with 
requests to help them to emigrate to Russia. This 
development, of course, was a direct result of the 
recently published texts of the Manifestos of July 14, 
1785. and of the earlier one of July 22, 1763.

Osterm ann at once relayed Peterson’s information 
to Potemkin. It is not clear whether this information 
contained any reference to the M ennonites as a possible 
source of immigrants.

The excellent reputation of the M ennonites as 
farmers, businessmen, and high skills in various trades 
and crafts was known to many prom inent Russian 
officials, m ilitary and civilian, since the Seven Years’ 
W ar when Russian troops occupied for varying periods 
of time the areas in Danzig and the Vistula Valley. 
Among the military might be mentioned Prince R u
miantsev, one time commander-in-chief of the Russian 
forces in the areas concerned, and a Baron Stahl. 
T he latter at this time occupied an im portant military 
and administrative post on one of Potemkin’s famous 
estates, Dubrovna, in the Mogilev gubernia, which 
for a num ber of years was to become the main staging 
place of foreign colonists en route from Riga to 
New Russia. Stahl, as we know from the accounts 
of our early immigrants, was particularly well-disposed 
to the Mennonites. Moreover, ever since the days of 
Peter the Great, Dutch Mennonites had held prom inent 
posts of one sort or another in the Russian service.

However, the main source of information about 
the Mennonites, and the chief prom oter and organizer 
of the M ennonite emigration to New Russia, was a 
certain Georg Trappe, recommended to Potemkin 
by the Grand Duchess, M aria Feodorovna, wife of 
the heir to the throne, Paul, in early M ay of 1786. 
T he Grand Duchess, a former W uerttem berg princess, 
despite the intense dislike for Potemkin at Paul’s court 
in Gatchina, had already succeeded in placing a 
brother of hers on Potemkin’s staff in Southern Rus
sia. Apparently she knew T rappe from her former home 
and recommended him now to the viceroy as a man 
well qualified to assist him in the recruitm ent of 
foreign colonists.8

The available sources furnish little information about 
this potential “Caller of Colonists,” who from June 
1786 to 1791 enjoyed the confidence and the seemingly 
unlimited support of Potemkin, which enabled him 
to defy the Danzig Council of Magistrates, the Prussian 
Resident in Danzig, Lindenovskii, and other Prussian 
officials, to engage in prolonged battles with the Rus
sian consul and later the Resident, S. Sokolovskii, over 
his recruiting activities, and who finally from February 
1788 to 1792 was able to defy the determined efforts 
of the Russian Foreign Ministry to pu t a  stop to his 
journeys all over Europe, all ostensibly on behalf of 
the viceroy, and to compel his return home.

It is not known when he came to Russia, how he 
came to know a number of prominently placed people, 
and how and on what grounds he was granted an 
estate near St. Petersburg, in the vicinity of Gatchina, 
the residence of Paul. In his letters to Potemkin he 
claimed to have spent some 23 years in or near the 
Danzig area, knew the Mennonites well, could speak 
their language, Plattdeutsch, knew all about their fame 
in farming and various other enterprises and of the 
current threats to their continued well-being because 
of the issuance in Danzig of a num ber of new restric
tions against the acquisition of even the smallest 
pieces of property, and in Prussia of new limitations 
upon the extension of existing farm holdings, or the 
purchase of new lands except with severe limitations, 
imposition of new obligations to support religious 
institutions of the Lutheran and Catholic churches, 
etc. Later, after his departure from Danzig, in letters 
from 1788 to 1792 to various Russian officials, he 
claimed acquaintanceship with prom inent M ennonites 
in Holland and influential persons in other countries, 
including England.

His extensive correspondence, in German with 
Count Osterm ann and in French to Potemkin, reveals 
him as a well-educated and widely-travelled gentleman. 
The success of his recruitm ent work stamps him as 
an extraordinarily resourceful salesman, prom oter and 
organizer. His activity also shows him to have possessed 
many of the attributes of the street-corner haranguer 
of the populace, the uninhibited pitch of the circus 
barker, and the fervor of the tent missionary who, when 
found expedient or deemed necessary, could quote 
persuasively from the Scriptures and very successfully 
settle serious conflicts among his Danzig (Lutheran) 
emigrants in Riga in 1786.9

After some preliminary correspondence with Potem
kin, T rappe went to Southern Russia where a two-part 
conti act was negotiated between the two. Potemkin’s 
offers, obligations and certain promises, if the mission 
at hand turned out successfully, were dated June 5, 
1786, while T rappe’s part of the agreement was dated 
June 7. Space does not perm it to discuss them, except 
to call attention to a few provisions and certain dis
crepancies in them, factors which apparently became
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Trappe Invites Mennonites. Georg von 
Trappe distributed this leaflet in Danzig 
(1787) inviting the Mennonites to settle 
in Russia.

the basis of T rappe’s subsequent broad interpretations 
of his commission, and a source of m uch trouble for 
the Foreign Ministry from 1788 to 1792.

Succinctly stated, Potemkin directed T rappe to re
cruit “farm  families in the environs of Danzig” to 
whom various privileges and certain kinds of financial 
assistance were to be granted, and promised, in case 
of a successful mission, to obtain from the empress 
the grant to T rappe of the title of Court Councillor, 
a financial reward in keeping with the dignity of the 
Court, and the appointm ent to a government post 
commensurate with the importance of his services 
rendered to the empire. In  addition, Potemkin promised 
to immediately make appropriate financial arrange
ments with the court banker, Sutherland, and through 
him with institutions affiliated with him in Riga to 
advance all the requisite sums of moneys for this 
undertaking.

The chief and most im portant difference in T rappe’s 
part of the contract is the provision which stated that 
T rappe was to “undertake journeys” (without any 
specification as to area or countries), and to “invite 
people, be they farmers or others” .

An understanding was also reached that, while Po
temkin was to supply T rappe with special letters of 
introduction to Resident Sokolovskii and the new 
Russian consul, Carl Fredstander, T rappe’s mission 
was to be stated in very general terms, and that not 
a word was to be mentioned about it to Chancellor 
Ostermann and the Foreign Office. Consequently, in 
his letter to Sokolovskii Potemkin wrote about T rappe’s 
assignment merely as a “certain secret mission” .

Trappe, having obtained his passport in St. Peters
burg on June 9, 1786, proceeded at once to Danzig. 
His activity there was so successful that by August 5 
he had signed up 247 families, including 35 M ennonite 
families. The endless quarrels of his with the Danzig 
authorities, Prussian officials, and with Sokolovskii 
cannot be discussed here. Suffice it to point out that 
on November 1, 1786, he succeeded at last in shipping 
to Riga 141 persons, including among them the two 
M ennonite deputies, Jakob H öppner and Johann 
Bartsch.

Altogether during 1786 a total of 910 emigrants, 
510 males and 400 females were dispatched to Riga. 
O f these 9 died en route, 73 deserted, and 73, including 
dependents, entered the military service. The rem ain
der were settled in New Russia, and are officially known 
as the “Danzig colonists” . Aside from the two M en
nonite deputies, who from Riga were sent by separate 
courier to Kherson, the available records do not 
indicate the presence of any other M ennonites in 
this group.

T rappe’s wooing of the Mennonites in and around 
Danzig is generally known. We shall, therefore, again 
touch only briefly upon several significant but less 
known incidents of his activity.

T he historian cannot severely enough deplore the 
paucity of materials bearing on so many aspects 
of this undertaking, especially the u tter failure of the 
lay and the church leadership of our forebears in 
either the making and keeping of adequate records, 
or even in the preservation of the materials once in 
existence, and their utilization by qualified lay his
torians. One surely would like to know, for example, 
how T rappe made the acquaintanceship of Höppner, 
whom he himself suggested to the Mennonites in 
Danzig as candidate for the prospective despatch 
of a delegation to spy out the land in New Russia 
(Ukraine) as well as to act as negotiator with the 
Russian government about the terms of an actual 
emigration.

While other would-be emigrants in Danzig (mostly 
Lutherans) were satisfied with the information con
cerning Catherine’s invitation to foreign colonists and
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T rappe’s persuasive oratory about them, the Menno- 
nites, as is their usual practice, were not content to 
accept the generous promises of the Russian invitation 
at their face value, nor to trust implicitly the honeyed 
words of a glib “Caller of Colonists” . The decision 
of a num ber of Mennonites was to send a delegation 
to the domains under the absolute control of the 
famous Potemkin, to spy out the land carefully, to 
choose with deliberation a site for settlement to ac
commodate a potentially very considerable number 
of their brethren, and then to negotiate the detailed 
terms with the viceroy in New Russia and with the 
highest authorities in St. Petersburg.

T he actual selection of the three depubes, one of 
whom was either unable or for some reasons not per
mitted to make the journey, need not be commented 
on here. I t  might, however, be interesting to point 
out that there are references in the Russian archives 
to the fact that T rappe had made his appeal to the 
Mennonites personally and “through his agents”. 
Was H öppner one of these “agents” ? Did “agents” also 
refer to at least one or several M ennonite preachers? 
I t may be recalled that T rappe made some rather 
bitter charges against one M ennonite preacher, de
m anding public retraction of that minister’s denial, 
upon pressure from Danzig authorities, of having had 
any dealings with the recruiting agent. Were gifts 
tendered and received? Unfortunately, the tragic 
conflict, which shook the colonies at Chortitza to their 
very foundations during the first two decades of their 
existence, gave rise to all sorts of absolutely irrational 
and unfounded charges by the malcontents “of having 
been sold to Potemkin” .

The official agreement concluded by Jakob H öppner 
and Johann Bartsch with Trappe, dated September 
22, 1786, and notarized, covers briefly the following: 
first, all expenses, including free lodging, en route 
to New Russia and back to Danzig, and of all trips 
of inspection incident to their mission, were to be 
defrayed by the Russian government; second, authori
ties were to be instructed to give the deputies, wherever 
their travels might take them on their inspection 
trips, every possible form of assistance to facilitate 
the achievement of their objectives; and third, if the 
efforts of the deputies should lead to the emigration 
of some 200 families in the spring of 1787 to New 
Russia, Potemkin would obtain for the two men a 
“generous reward” from the empress in recognition 
for their labors and efforts.

As pointed out above, the deputies left Danzig for 
Riga on November 1, 1786. Fifteen days later they 
arrived at Dubrovna where they received a very cordial 
reception from General Stahl. After a brief rest they 
were sent by courier to Potemkin’s headquarters in 
Kherson. The viceroy placed at their disposal one of 
his officers, intimately familiar with the region, a M ajor 
Meier. U nder his guidance they inspected during the

winter months of 1786-1787 a large num ber of recom
mended sites on the left bank of the D nieper and 
through a large part of the Crimea. They finally de
cided upon a choice tract near Berislav, not very far 
from Kherson. T heir decision on site selection and 
the conditions upon which they offered to lead a 
large emigration to New Russia were submitted to 
Potemkin on April 22, 1787, at Kremenchug.

II. The Höppner - Bartsch Negotiations, 
i y 8 6 - i j 8 8

In  all their dealings with the chief Russian repre
sentatives, whether in Danzig, Kremenchug, or St. 
Petersburg, between August 1786 and early 1788, H öpp
ner and Bartsch showed themselves not only as skilled 
negotiators, but also as men of broad vision and of 
deep commitment to the successful accomplishment 
of the task entrusted to them by a large num ber of 
families living in Danzig or the city’s territory. They 
proved themselves in every sense as real statesmen.

Unfortunately, the meager historical literature has 
failed to properly evaluate their work and to give 
them the recognition of outstanding m erit they so richly 
deserve. T he few books written by M ennonites prior 
to 1914 were almost invariably authored by preachers, 
likely as not, of limited formal education and little 
or no historical training, and their works are character
ized mainly for their pronouncedly monarchist views 
and strongest protestations of the most abject kind of 
subservience to the Tsarist regime. Their treatm ent 
of the work of the two deputies, including the discus
sion of the tragic experiences and bitter conflicts of 
the formative years in the Chortitza colonies during 
which both men, but especially H öppner, were sub
jected to incredible personal calumny and loss of 
property, is unfortunately overlaid with exorbitant 
praises for the real or imagined solicitous concern 
of T rappe, Potemkin, Catherine, or Paul for the wel
fare of the Mennonites, their alleged love for them, 
and their “unm atched” benevolence toward the M en
nonite brotherhood.

And like the restorer of a nice piece of furniture 
often has to remove endless coats of varnish or paint 
before uncovering the beauty and warm th of its 
wood, so the M ennonite historian has to labor diligently 
in what has hitherto passed for historical fact. We must 
test it on the basis of scholarly study of old and new 
documentary materials and then, where w arranted, 
to point out that So ist es {nicht) gewesenl He must 
also stress that in regard to cause, motivation, and 
effect there may have been different “possibles” than 
those given. W here incontrovertible evidence is avail
able, the historian must replace erroneous views and 
assumptions and worn-out cliches with new inter-
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pretations of events and evaluations of the contribu
tions of some of the great laymen of our past.

I should like to cite but a few examples nertinent 
to the events under consideration here. David H. Epp10 
states that Trappe, out of his solicitous concern for 
the safety of the deputies and his wishes to assist with 
the expeditious achievement of their mission, handed 
them a Begleitschreiben on September 22, 1786. He 
w rites:
Auch Trappe hatte in fürsorgender Liebe dabei das 
Seinige gethan. Um die Reisenden für alle Fälle sicher 
zu stellen und ihnen nach M öglichkeit die Unbequem
lichkeiten der Reise aus dem Wege zu helfen, händigte 
er ihnen ein Begleischreiben folgenden Inhalts bei. 
(Follows text of said docum ent).

Now the fact of course is th a t this letter was a 
contract with Trappe, concluded upon the insistence 
of H öppner and Bartsch (one may assume that this 
was possibly done at the request of the Mennonites 
who deputized them ), and at their request officially 
notarized as a legally-binding instrument. It was not 
at all a T rappe manifestation of his love for the wel
fare of the delegates.

Epp and Hildebrandt and other M ennonite writei’s 
after them ascribe so much significance to the use. 
or alleged frequent use, by T rappe, Sokolovskii, and 
other highly-placed Russian officials in reference to the 
Mennonites of the expression “My children” or “My 
dear children” . And these authors vex almost lyrical 
in their appreciation of such manifestations of implied 
love and concern for their kin by the officials in ques
tion. The simple fact is that this kind of expression, 
or expressions, were the standard form of condescend
ing address toward their exploited and oppressed 
subjects used by all enlightened (or unenlightened) 
autocrats of that age.

Let us now examine the Höppner-Bartsch list of 
requests and proposals, form ulated in twenty points, 
in which they expressed their willingness and readiness 
to lead a large M ennonite immigration to Russia. 
These points, generally referred to as the “M ennonite 
Petition” , were submitted to Potemkin on April 22, 
1787, in Kremenchug.

T he text of the petition, with the marginal notes 
of Potemkin’s approval, acceptance with limitation, or 
his rejection, can be found in German in David H. 
E pp11, Pisarevskii12, or in S. D. Bondar13.

A number of the points, specifically those listed 
as 3, 6, 9-14 and 19, dealing with subsistence allow
ances, years of tax exemptions, furnishing of seed grains 
for planting of the first crops, and extension of long
term  loans, were generally based upon the privileges 
and grants offered in Catherine’s M anifesto of July 22, 
1763. They represented essentially the same things 
which had been offered to any foreign colonists. I  shall 
therefore omit them from any discussion, except where 
the deputies’ proposals differed markedly in some

detail as, for example, in Point 6. This will be brought 
out below.

First, H öppner and Bartsch demanded the guarantee 
of complete freedom of religious belief and practice, 
the rendering of the act of allegiance through the 
usual M ennonite practice of simple affirmation, and 
the perm anent exemption of themselves and their 
descendants from military service (Ponits 1, 7 and 8). 
These were granted.

Second, they requested the approval of a huge tract 
of unoccupied land near Berislav, on the left bank 
of the Lower Dnieper (D nepr), in close proximity 
to the port and city of Kherson, then under construc
tion. and near several of the m ajor roads leading to 
the Crimea and eastward to the Don River and the 
Caucasus Mountains.

In addition to its size sufficient to accommodate 
possibly as many as ca. 1.000 families, at about 175 
acres of arable land per family, its nearness to K her
son and other ports and towns, built or projected, 
the tract would offer the colonists convenient markets 
for the disposal of their grains and other agricultural 
and industrial products. Fisheries in the Dnieper and 
in the many arms of its delta would give lucrative 
occupations for many M ennonites who were highly 
skilled in this and related enterprises in their present 
homes along the Vistula River and its tributaries.

Since the Berislav tract had little or no wooded 
areas, the deputies asked that several islands in the 
Dnieper, heavily covered with shrubs and trees, be 
set aside for the exclusive use of the Mennonites. 
They also requested the entire Tavan Island because 
of its extensive and rich meadow and grazing lands 
(Point 2).

Generally speaking, the whole tract was almost an 
exact copy of the lowlands they presently inhabited 
in the vicinity of Danzig and its environs. Its location, 
topography, climate, etc., were ideally suited for the 
transplanting of their systems of crop-farming and 
stock-raising and continuation of their customary pur
suits in various types of businesses, trades and industry. 
Except for a few im portant exceptions of specific 
areas in the tract and on certain islands, which Potem
kin pointed out were already marked out for other 
purposes, the requests in this m atter were approved.

T he next petition, contained in Point 4, specified 
that after the expiration of the ten-year period of tax 
exemption, the M ennonite lands should never pay 
a land tax higher than 10 kopeks per dessiatin (2.7 
acres). Further, it specified tha t the M ennonites be 
exempt from transport and quartering of troops and 
from the performance of government road works.

Potemkin agreed to these, except tha t the M enno
nites would be fully responsible for the m aintenance 
of roads and bridges within their areas, and tha t troops 
would be quartered in their villages only in case of 
their passage through them.

12 M E N N O N I T E  L I FE



In expectation that not all M ennonites would be 
engaged in farming, it was requested (Point 5) that 
the Mennonites be given the right to establish factories 
and shops throughout New Russia and the C rm ea, 
to engage in commerce, to be members of trade asso
ciations and craft-guilds, and the right to freely dis
pose of their m anufactures and other articles in towns 
and villages without the payment of duties of any 
kind whatsoever. The requests were approved, except 
for the provision that these undertakings were allowed 
but subject to existing city regulations.

Next, to facilitate their speedy establishment at 
the place of settlement, the government, as soon as the 
colonists arrived in Riga, would obligate itself to 
deliver at Berislav a sufficient am ount of oak timbers 
to perm it each colonist to build lrm self a house “in 
the German m anner” . Furtherm ore, a quantity of 
oak timber for the construction of two flour mills 
and six millstones would also be on hand, so that 
the colonists, with the help of “some crown labor”, 
could proceed forthwith with their construction (Point 
9). The approval read: “One hundred and twenty 
planks, each 12 feet in length, will be supplied for each 
colonist. So will be the timber and the millstones 
for the two mills.”

W ith reference to the extension of long-term loans— 
up to 500 rubles to needy families according to the 
July 22, 1763, Manifesto— the deputies insisted that 
the paym ent of such to those in need of them were 
to be specifically spelled out, namely: the first 100 
rubles would be advanced upon the arrival of the 
colonists in Riga. T he rem ainder was to be advanced 
in amounts of 100 rubles per m onth during the suc
ceeding four months. T h a t repayment, again in accord 
with the 1763 Manifesto, of the entire loan was to be 
without interest charges over a period of three years 
after the expiration of the exemption period (Point 6 ). 
This was approved.

Because Russia would eventually profit greatly from 
the M ennonite colonization in New Russia (U kraine), 
the colonists should be exempted from repayment of 
the sums expended by the government on transporting 
and provisioning of the colonists en route to the place 
of settlement (Point 12). Potemkin’s reply to this was 
that the exemption would have to be made by the em
press herself. (This was eventually done by C atherine’s 
grandson, A lexander.)

If the government approved the Berislav tract for 
their settlement, orders should immediately be issued 
prohibiting all wood-cutting, hay-making and stock
grazing on the lands in question (Point 15). This was 
approved.

In  view of the fact that in the years to come many 
more M ennonites might decide to emigrate to Russia, 
they should be assured of permission to settle in the 
Crimea, on unoccupied lands near Feodosia, Bakhchi- 
Sarai, and other places, and on the same conditions

as herewith presented and approved. Further, they 
should not be required to furnish a m utual guarantee 
of repayment of any government expenditures incident 
to their establishment, but they would arrange such 
a pledge amongst themselves (Point 16). Parenthet
ically, here is a good example of w hat subsequently 
became standard procedure or practice of what has 
generally become known as part of “On M ennonite 
terms” . Potemkin’s approval read: “U pon the arrival 
of deputies from them, similar arrangements can be 
made with them.”

The close and intim ate relationship which had been 
established between Trappe and the deputies in Danzig, 
the arrangements he had made with Potemkin for 
their reception at various places, and the viceroy’s 
most generous provision of every kind of assistance 
to facilitate the achievement of their mission had 
created between the three men a feeling of trust and 
confidence in each other and had established bonds 
of strong friendship.

T rappe and deputies were, therefore, exceedingly 
desirous to continue this relationship for the future. 
Thus, H öppner and Bartsch requested of Potemkin 
that this recruiting agent be directed to accompany 
them to Danzig, not only because he had persuaded 
the Mennonites to send the deputies to Russia and 
that he possessed an intimate knowledge of their situa
tion in Danzig and vicinity, but also because he was 
in the best position to overcome any obstacles that 
might conceivably be raised against a projected large 
M ennonite emigration to Russia.

Finally, the Mennonites had so great a trust in 
T rappe that he be appointed as Director and Curator 
of the M ennonite Colonies in T aurida, where he 
could advise them in their various undertakings and 
look after their peace and safety (Point 17). Potemkin’s 
answer was that this could be done.

To' assist the M ennonites in locating the exact posi
tion of the intended place of settlement, to determine 
its precise boundaries, to help with the surveying 
of the total landed area and the assignment to each 
colonist of his 65 dessiatins in a separate allotment, 
the request was m ade for the appointm ent to them 
of a qualified surveyor speaking the German language 
(Point 18). Agreed.

Finally, upon the arrival of the colonists at Berislav, 
the strictest orders should be issued and adequate 
measures be taken for the assurance of the safety of 
their persons and property against injury, theft and 
robbery (Point 20). This was promised.

In so far then as it was humanly possible, the deputies 
had provided for every possible contingency and for 
the immediate and future interests of what was ex
pected eventually to become a large M ennonite exodus 
to New Russia (U k ra in e).

I t  was not a “Petition” of desperate supplicants 
for a haven of refuge and short-range assistance or
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selfish favors, but the carefully prepared offer of a 
proposal of the representatives of a people, or brother
hood, who were fully conscious of the achievements 
of those whom they represented, be tha t in farming, 
stock-breeding, in different types of businesses or in 
various trades, and fully cognizant of w hat a valuable 
asset these people would eventually be for a country 
which offered them a new home.

At the same time, it is hardly necessary to point 
out that the deputies were not only keenly aware of the 
extremely difficult situation in which many of their 
coreligionists, especially the poorer segment among 
them, found themselves in Danzig and its territory 
and in West Prussia, but also fully cognizant of the 
evidences all around them of the consequences of 
recently passed and pending restrictions upon their 
economic life and on the free exercise of their religious 
beliefs and practices.

H öppner and Bartsch had to wait a long time for 
a reply from Potemkin. The viceroy was currently com
pletely preoccupied with preparations for the receotion 
of Catherine on her celebrated iournev to New Russia 
and the Crimea. U pon the arrival of the empress in 
Kremenchug, Potemkin, on M ay 13, 1787, presented 
the deputies to her in the presence of the entire 
diplomatic corps accompanying her on the trip. And 
after a most gracious reception, she invited the deputies 
to accompany her on the journey southward. Although 
they were most anxious to get on with their mission, 
the request being interpreted as an order, they did 
make the journey to the Crimea and stayed with it 
until its return to Krem enchug some seven weeks later. 
While in the Crimea, they availed themselves of the 
opportunity to investigate a num ber of new sites for 
possible future M ennonite settlements.

U pon their return to Kremenchug, H öppner and 
Bartsch implored ( “tearfully” it says) Potemkin for 
a reaction to their comprehensive “Petition” of April 
22, 1787. The approval finally came on July 5 in the 
form discussed above.

The deputies now requested Potemkin’s permission 
to allow them to proceed to St. Petersburg to obtain 
the official approval of the highest authorities to the 
agreement concluded with him, including the peti
tioning of the empress for the issuance by her of a 
C harter of Privileges formally sanctioning the provi
sions of the agreement made with Potemkin. The 
viceroy, not used to the questioning of his authority or 
the validity of his word, was at first not only much 
adverse to such a journey, but also to a display of his 
annoyance and displeasure. However, after further 
pleading by the deputies, stressing in particular the 
fact that, while they trusted his word, he was a mortal 
person, and that the government was a perm anent in
stitution capable of assuring the perm anence of rights 
and privileges granted, the request was approved. 
W hat was more, Potemkin now did render every form

of assistance to expedite the trip to the capital.
Here further delays ensued, though under T rappe’s 

guidance and through his intercession they were intro
duced to a number of influential personages, including 
Paul and his wife at their court in Gatchina. At last, 
on September 7, 1787, Catherine issued a special decree 
sanctioning the agreement of July 5. thus making it an 
official policy of state. The action of the empress was 
followed by instructions from the Foreign Ministry to 
Sokolovskii, in a letter of rather peremptory tone, 
directing the Resident to render every possible assist
ance to T rappe, and to remind the Danzig authorities 
in no uncertain m anner that the M ennonite emigration 
to Russia was an official policy of the government, and 
that it was not to place any obstacles against its expe
ditious realization. In anticipation tha t a large number 
of M °nnonite farmers would move to Russia. T ran p p. 
through a special order of the Cabinet, was directed 
to travel to Mecklenburg in order to recruit farm 
and other types of labor for the M ennonite colonies.

In  the meantime. Potemkin had taken a series of 
actions on behalf of the projected exodus of the 
Mennonites from Danzig and their arrival in Riga. 
A long letter of July 14 to the court banker, Suther
land, concerned the making available of the requisite 
moneys to cover all authorized expenditures of T rappe 
on behalf the colonists and to meet the initial loan 
sums promised them upon their arrival in Riga. In 
addition, the letter contained detailed instructions 
of how Sutherland and his representatives were to assist 
T rappe in other ways.

M ention might also be made of an interesting letter 
of Potemkin to T rappe directing him to “hire a pastor 
for the colonies in T aurida” , at an annual salary of 
400 rubles and a grant of 500 dessiatins of land, the 
latter to be the personal and hereditary property of 
the pastor. Since the Mennonites did not have “pas
tors” , but Kirchen-Diener or Lehrer, the intent of 
this latter appears somewhat ambiguous. I may add 
that the position in question was eventually filled 
by Trappe by a Lutheran pastor whom he engaged 
in Amsterdam.

The question, which in recent years has caused 
considerable discussion and criticism in some M enno
nite quarters in C anada (namely, w hether the deputies 
or some other M ennonite leaders a t the time of these 
negotiations gave a promise to the Russian authorities 
never to engage in any proselytizing activity among 
members of the Russian O rthodox C hurch), never ap
pears to have been raised by either side throughout 
this or any other period.

There are several reasons for this. For centuries it 
had been the established doctrine and practice of the 
Russian O rthodox Church, enforced by the full powers 
of the state, that while any subject could embrace 
the O rthodox faith, no member could ever leave this 
church. Furtherm ore, any attem pt at evangelizing
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among members of this church by any other faith 
was an offense against both state and church, and 
therefore punishable by both. Nor could any mission
ary activity by any “foreign faith” be ever undertaken 
among the non-Christian subjects of the empire, since 
such activity was the monopoly of the Orthodox 
Church, except upon express permission of the state.

The Manifesto of July 22, 1763, the Colonization 
Law of M arch 19, 1764, and other acts, including 
the lengthy negotiations between 1763 and 1765 with 
the M oravian Brethren on this issue, reinforced these 
prerogatives of the state church. This was a closed 
m atter and remained so, with very few m inor modifi
cations, until 1905.

O n the other hand, the M ennonites in Danzig and 
surrounding areas, or anywhere else for tha t m atter, 
were not impelled by any missionary purposes w hat
soever. Their search for a new home was therefore not 
motivated or influenced by any desire to seek converts. 
At the risk of restating the obvious, the incontrovert
ible fact was and is that our forefathers were motivated 
by a search for a homeland where they could secure 
for themselves and their posterity the opportunity 
of a decent livelihood in agriculture and other pursuits, 
and a place where they could enjoy complete freedom 
of religion for themselves w ithout the slightest intent 
of interfering with the beliefs of others. T rappe’s 
assertion in one of his letters to Count Ostermann 
that “the Mennonites love nothing as much as to 
baptize” , was simply the invention of an enterprising 
recruiter of colonists.

Shortly after Catherine’s approval of the Potemkin 
agreement, T rappe, Höppner, and Bartsch embarked 
upon their return journey to Danzig via Riga and 
Warsaw. T he detour to the Polish capital was designed 
to inform the Polish government, which still claimed 
a shadowy authority over the Free City, of the M enno- 
nite intentions to emigrate to Russia and to enlist 
tha t government’s support against any eventual oppo
sition in that city.

They arrived in Danzig near the end of 1787. 
The jubilation which their safe return evoked, the 
enthusiasm which the approved terms of the Russian 
agreement engendered, and the firm resolve which 
so large a num ber of Mennonites (over 1,000 within 
a few weeks) made to avail themselves of the oppor
tunity to emigrate are all parts of this chapter of our 
history which need not and cannot be retold here.

I would, however, like to call attention to two 
documents which T rappe presented to a huge assem
blage of Mennonites on January 19, 1788, when 
after a showy display of a notarized copy of the 
Russian agreement and its grand eloquent reading, he 
dwelt at great length upon the advantages th a t awaited 
them in Russia, their rights as free citizens to make 
their own choices and decisions about emigration, 
and the hollowness, unfoundedness and sheer lies

which the Danzig authorities and businessmen and 
Prussian officials were circulating in the city and adja
cent territories.

The documents in question, both dated January 19, 
1788, listed the special rights and privileges granted 
to each of the deputies, H öppner and Bartsch, in 
recognition for their services rendered in the m atter 
of the pending M ennonite move. For reasons inexplica
ble to this writer, M ennonite histories seldom, if ever, 
mention the fact that these grants, in identical lan
guage but as separate documents, were made to both 
deputies, not merely to Höppner.

I t is not clear whether the texts of these grants were 
prepared beforehand in Krem enchug or in St. Peters
burg. They bear the date of January 19, i.e., the day 
they were presented by Trappe to this meeting. Both 
bear the signatures of T rappe and Sokolovskii, give 
their respective official titles, and are in the German 
language. Copies of them in the Russian archives are 
labeled as official translations from the G erm an orig
inals. The special grants w ere:

1. One of the two flour mills promised under Point 
9 of the “Petition” was to be given to H öppner, and 
the other to Bartsch, with the condition that after 
the expiration of a 15-year exemption period the 
recipients were to reimburse the government for all 
expenditures involved in their construction, w ithout 
charge of interest. T hereafter the mills were to become 
the personal and hereditary properties of the two depu
ties respectively.

2. In  addition to the 65 dessiatin family allotments, 
H öppner and Bartsch were to receive in personal and 
hereditary possession 20 dessiatins of hayland on the 
Island of Tavan.

3. Each of them was to have the right to keep 
a store and a bakery, to bake “coarse and fine” breads, 
and to sell the same freely wherever they wished. F ur
thermore, since the M ennonite colonies would be 
located in closest proximity to main roads of travel, 
the availability of bread to travellers would be of 
great convenience and value to traveller and govern
ment alike. For these reasons they would advance to 
each of their proprietors a loan of 800 rubles, repayable 
in 15 years without interest.

4. Each of the deputies was to have the right to 
brew beer and vinegar and to sell these products w ith
out restrictions in towns and villages.

5. Finally, because both deputies had rendered 
valuable services to the country, neither was obligated 
to reimburse the government for its expenditures in 
travel and subsistence outlays for himself and members 
of his family.

W hat became of these special grants during the bit
ter disputes which raked the colonies during the 1790s, 
I shall point out below.

The concerted, extended and combined efforts of 
the Prussian government, which confidently expected
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its annexation of the Free City and territory in the 
immediate future, its agents in Danzig, and of the 
Danzig magistrates through resort to every conceivable 
form of coercion and means of chicanery to thw art 
T rappe’s and Sokolovskii’s procurem ent work and 
to halt the departure of colonists already supplied with 
Russian visas, cannot be taken up here. Similarly, 
space does not perm it a discussion of Russia’s efforts 
to counter them, nor to detail the reasons for Count 
Osterm ann’s decision in January-February of 1788 
to call off the entire recruiting program  in and around 
Danzig, and to order T rappe’s return to Russia.

It will suffice to point out that the renewal of hos
tilities with Turkey in 1788 and the broadening of the 
conflict into a war with Sweden apparently persuaded 
the Russian government not to risk either the chance 
of an embröglio with Prussia, or to commit large sums 
of money on recruitm ent of colonists whose actual 
departure from Danzig seemed quite dubious at 
that time.

As matters turned out, the emigration did get under
way in M arch of tha t year. T rappe and Sokolovskii 
persisted in their efforts to persuade the Foreign M in
istry to continue their project, especially with the 
despatch of a very considerable num ber of colonists 
who had already sold most of their belongings. Since 
with minor exceptions these would-be emigrants were 
not prosperous farmers, but mainly hard-pressed or 
unemployed trades- and craftsmen (Prussia’s tariff war 
of trade restrictions and boycotts against Danzig prod
ucts, and Danzig’s exclusion of these people from 
membership in guilds and other trade associations 
affected them most adversely), the Danzig officials 
at last agreed to issue passports to these disadvantaged 
people. T he “first M ennonite emigration” of 1788- 
1789, then, consisted of a poor and largely non-farming 
people.

How they fared en route to New Russia and their 
desperately hard first years in their new home we shall 
now take up.

Ferry and boats on Dnieper River near Chortitza 
settlement. Ink drawing by Daniel Wohlgemuth 
who visited here in 1908. (See also Cover).
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III. Establishment of the Chortitza Settlement
H ildebrandt14 and Epp 10 cover in their books in 
some detail the departure of the first groups from 
Danzig early in 1788, the gradual arrival in Riga of 
228 families, the trials and tribulations of their pro
longed stay in Dubrovna, the slow trek southward, and 
the bitter early years at Chortitza.

Space will not permit me to elaborate on their 
accounts of these trying years, and I shall, therefore, 
limit myself to a fill-in of several im portant aspects 
of the story based on archival research .16

The emigrants of 1788-1789 were, in the main, small 
tradesmen and craftsmen by occupation and, though 
possessed of varied skills, owned very limited amounts 
of worldly possessions. This factor alone was bound 
to have had an adverse effect upon the progress of 
the colonies during the founding years, even if condi
tions in their new home had been much more favorable 
than they turned out in practice.

There have been in our historical literature con
siderably varying estimates of the num ber of families 
involved in this first exodus (cf. the books by U nruh17, 
E h r t 's and Q uiring19) . I shall forego at this place 
any attem pt a t reconciling these estimates.

According to an official report of Sokolovskii to 
the Foreign Ministry the total num ber of colonists 
despatched by sea, or making their way by own trans
port overland, between M arch and November 1788 was 
1,333. The figure includes an unspecified number 
of Lutherans. H öppner is reported to have departed 
with a group of 47 people on M arch 23, and Bartsch 
with a company of 20 on November 12.

O ther Russian records list, by name, 228 M ennonite 
and 90 Lutheran families as having reached Riga by 
the end of 1788, or during the first days of January 
1789, thence sent via Dubrovna to the Ukraine, and 
been settled later that year in the “Ekaterinoslav 
Gubernia and the Territory of T avrida” . W ith few 
minor exceptions as to the num ber of “souls” (m ean
ing taxable males between the ages of 16-60) and fe
males among them, these records speak invariably of 
228 M ennonite families having been originally settled 
on the Khortitsa urochishche ( “Chortitza estate or 
homestead” ) or the Khortitsa dachi ( “dacha” means 
summer hom e), and the 90 Lutheran families in the 
colony of Josephstal. Several reports of 1797 and 
1798, which endeavored to find out about the condi
tions in the colonies and their indebtedness to the 
government, list the 228 families as having comprised 
1,070 or 1,073 persons.

T he journeys of these emigrants to Riga, whether 
by sea or on land, were beset by experiences common 
to any imm igrant group of those days. According to 
available information they were well cared for in Riga. 
T he promised first installment of 100 rubles on the 
500 ruble loan was promptly advanced by Sutherland’s

agents to 224 families. I have found no explanation 
why the other four families received their portions of 
this installment only on M arch 19, 1793.

After a brief rest in this city the emigrants, by own 
or government transport, were sent to Dubrovna, lo
cated in the Mogilev Gubernia. This place belonged 
to Potemkin. It was situated on the U pper Dnieper 
within about 50 miles distance from the Western 
Dvina River. This estate, really a small town, was 
used by Potemkin for a num ber of years as a staging 
area for colonists, laborers, craftsmen, tree and plant 
nursery, and entire industries preparatory to their 
shipment to various places in New Russia.

T he M ennonites spent approximately five months at 
Dubrovna. Generally well-housed, here is where their 
first im portant difficulties arose and their first dis
appointments with Russian promises took place. The 
religious conflicts among them were due primarily to 
the absence of preachers to serve their spiritual needs.

Unfortunately, our historians, although mentioning 
the fact tha t the government failed to meet its promises 
of various forms of assistance, usually do so in briefest 
words, and mostly in decidedly apologetic form toward 
the authorities. These failures are as a rule ascribed 
to the fact tha t Potemkin and subordinates were pre
occupied with matters arising out of the new conflict 
with Turkey. This may account for some of the delays 
or failures. However, it is my considered judgm ent 
that the causes for the government’s failure to have 
met every m ajor financial provision, of supplies, and 
in regard to the place of settlement cannot be attrib
uted to the war with Turkey.

I shall briefly touch upon each of these failure«. 
First is the m atter of the remaining installments of 
the loan. According to the 1787 agreement, these pay
ments were to be made in equal installments during 
the succeeding four months after their arrival in Riga. 
They should then have been made during the months 
of January-April 1789 at Dubrovna, totalling an 
am ount for the 228 families of 91.200 rubles.

Nothing of the sort materialized. The first advances 
took place in Chortitza during October-December 1 789. 
and then only in the amount of 5,654 rubles and 16 
kopeks. T he remaining portions were received as 
follows:

1790 9,522 rubles and 32 1/2 kopeks
1791 22,897 rubles and 42 1/2 kopeks
1792 11,400 rubles
1793 24,063 rubles and 82 1 /4 kopeks
1794 9,120 rubles
1795 2,352 rubles and 50 kopeks
1796 8,941 rubles and 76 1/2 kopeks

88,297 rubles and 83 1/4  kopeks

The totals from October 1789 to December 2, 1796, 
date of last payment, is slightly in excess of the 91,200
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rubles due, because it includes some payments on other 
accounts. I t will be noticed, then, w hat should have 
been received in 5 months took fully 8 years to m ate
rialize. The loans contributed little to the promotion 
of the economy of the colonies. In  view of the fact 
of the poor crops or total crop failures during these 
years, the moneys received had often to be used to 
supplement the government’s handouts of food rations.

T he promised travel and food allowances en route 
from Riga to New Russia, and the assistance grants 
until the first harvest, totalling the sum of some 
44,000 rubles, were also paid out in small portions, 
and usually much overdue. In  fact, by 1798 the sum 
of 11,566 rubles and 80 kopeks had still not been 
received.

Change of place of settlement must now be con
sidered. In  accordance with an agreement made by 
the emigrants prior to their departure from Danzig, 
H öppner and several other men were to leave Dubrov- 
na in advance of the other colonists and to proceed 
to Berislav to receive the promised building timbers 
and to make various preparations for the arrival of 
the rest. H öppner and others left Dubrovna in late 
M arch. U pon reaching Kremenchug, Potemkin, having 
heard of their arrival, summoned them to his head
quarters, told them of his changed plans in respect 
to place of settlement from Berislav to Chortitza, and 
ordered them to proceed immediately to the new site, 
inspect it and report their findings to him at K rem 
enchug as expeditiously as possible.

Chortitza was one of Potemkin’s numerous estates 
in New Prussia. Comprising a portion of the land 
from which the Zaporog Cossacks were exiled in 1775, 
the estate was located on the right bank of the Dnieper, 
just below the rapids, and across from the frontier 
post of Alexandrovsk on the left bank of this river 
(Alexandrovsk is the present city of Zaporozhe).

It is not clear how Potemkin came into its possession. 
M ore than likely it was simply appropriated by him 
in or about 1775, as happened with innumerable other 
huge estates which military and civilian officials carved 
out for themselves from former Cossack lands. The 
estate, variously estimated at that time as comprising 
from 20,000 to 24,000 dessiatins, at first glance ap
peared to be a barren, treeless steppe, bisected and 
criss-crossed by many quite deep balkas (broad ravines 
or small valleys). Its soils were considerably inferior 
to those at Berislav. So was its geographic location.

O n closer inspection, however— as those of us who 
lived there many years will recall— it was one of the 
most beautiful areas on the Dnieper’s southern reaches. 
T he deep balkas, especially the one called Khortits- 
kaia, through which a small river of the same name 
meandered to the Dnieper, and the Kantsirskaia close 
by were fairly heavily wooded with magnificent oak 
trees. The southern end of the large Chortitza Island, 
which formed part of this estate, was also extensively

covered with oak, poplar and other trees and various 
kinds of shrubs.

W hether Potemkin ever lived for any length of 
time on this holding of his or intended to make it one 
of his manv homes in New Russia is not clear. The 
ambitious outlays for a lame garden in the K rntshska'a  
valley, which later formed the nucleus for the beautiful 
Kolonies-Garten of the Chortitza colonies, the “Potem
kin Palace” on the heights of one of the valleys, which 
structure at the time of the arrival of the first colonists 
in 1789 was in the process of being dismantled, and 
the landing facilities on the Dnieoer. called Tsarskaia 
Pristanj (“T sar’s Landing” )— all these apparently were 
planned for temporary purposes. I t was here where 
Potemkin royally entertained Catherine and her en
tourage for several days when en route to the Crimea. 
H öppner and Bartsch spent those festive davs at 
Chortitza. U nfortunately, they have left us no record 
of either the famous event or their impressions of 
the area.

H öppner and his companions inspected Chortitza, 
as ordered. W hat were their impressions and reactions? 
According to Epp, they must have been greatly dis
appointed. The barren, treeless plains surrounding the 
estate, whose boundless monotony was broken only by 
a num ber of Kurgany  (burial mounds of ancient 
dwellers of the steppes). the steep ravines on the estate 
itself, which seemed to break it up into “islands” and 
of he’ghts that to the Mennonites from the flatlands 
of the V istula must have seemed like high plateaus, 
the high river banks, and the very sandy soils at the 
bottom of the ravines— all these features were in such 
stark contrast to the Berislav site. W hatever the 
inspection team ’s protest was. we know that Potemkin 
remained adam ant in his orders to settle at Chortitza.

W hat had prom pted the viceroy to order this change? 
The usual explanation found in our M ennonite ac
counts is that Potemkin believed the Berislav area was 
in too close proximity to the theater of military opera
tions and that he therefore feared for the safety of 
the projected settlements there. In a letter of February 
11, 1790, to a friend in Danzig, H öppner writes that 
the change had been made “upon the demand and 
the wise concern of Potemkin” .

It seems to me that these explanations deserve 
little, if any, credence. There was no military action 
at this time anywhere near Berislav. The feverish 
construction of the nearby port and city of Kherson 
proceeded apace, and hundreds of thousands of rubles 
were being spent at this very time on the construction 
of government buildings, “palaces” , amusement facili
ties, etc. T he work of the English landscape gardener, 
Moffett, whom Potemkin had brought to Kherson in 
1783 to assist with the beautification of the city, appears 
not to have been halted at any time in 1789.

Moreover, in view of the fact tha t Potemkin shared 
the deputies’ hopes and convictions tha t a  large Men-
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The banks of the Dnieper River where the 
Mennonites settled. Painting by Jacob 
Sudermann.

nonite migration to New Russia would take place, 
which the Chortitza site could not possibly accommo
date, but which Berislav could, the viceroy’s decision 
must have been dictated by other reasons than concern 
for the safety of the Mennonites.

During the last few years of his life, wastrel tha t he 
was, Potemkin’s finances were usually in dire straits. 
A t the moment (1789) he was spending inordinate 
sums of money on the construction of his palace ( “in 
the Venetian style” ) in Ekaterinoslav, shipping num er
ous barge loads of trees and shrubs from his various 
estates, including Dubrovna, for the planting of an 
“orangerie” on the palace grounds and a host of other 
exotic projects. Nor did Potemkin ever draw a fine 
line of distinction between government moneys and 
his own. There is an interesting comment made shortly 
after Potemkin’s death in 1791 by Prince Bezborodko

in a letter to Count Zavadovskii: “ . . . No one has any 
idea of the value of the deceased. He owes a great 
deal to the crown, but the government also owes 
him m uch.”

I believe, then, that Potemkin had ulterior motives 
for the shift of place of settlement of the Mennonites 
to Chortitza. He had spent large sums on it for the 
brief entertainm ent of Catherine and her guests in 
1787. The income from the land must have been 
minimal, for he had only one small village of poor 
peasants on it. The settlement of a large num ber 
of M ennonite families on it would therefore have 
greatly appreciated its value, as well as the lands of 
a num ber of the neighboring estates, all owned either 
by relatives of his (Countess Skavronskaia, his niece) 
or friends of his or Catherine’s (Count Razumovskki, 
Privy Councillors Titov and Miklashevskii, and o thers).
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The question might be raised tha t since the M enno- 
nites were to have been settled gratis on government 
lands (which the ones at Berislav w ere), would he 
have been able to obtain compensation for it from 
the government? It does seem highly improbable that 
Potemkin would have encountered m uch difficulty in 
collecting “his dues” . And there is also doubt whether 
he really possessed a “legal” title to the land. M any 
years later, when the government made a survey of all 
foreign colonies in New Russia in order to clarify 
the issue on what kinds of land they had been estab
lished, that is. w hether on existing state lands or on 
lands specifically purchased for them, the notation on 
the M ennonite Ghortitza settlement reads: “Settled
on lands which passed to the government” .

T he colonists, who had remained at Dubrovna after 
the departure of H öppner and his group in M arch, 
gradually set out for Krem enchug during the months 
of April and May. Those who did not have their own 
means of transport were moved by teamsters or on 
barges supplied by the government. The heavier be
longings of the colonists, as had been the case between 
Riga and Kremenchug, were also shipped from here 
by water transport. They arrived at Krem enchug prior 
to H öppner’s return from his inspection trip. Those 
who had arrived by water were, after a brief rest, 
sent on to Ekaterinoslav along with their baggage. The 
remainder stayed until the deputies’ return from 
Ghortitza. and then had to wait some more pending 
the outcome of H öppner’s new conference with the 
viceroy.

H öppner’s gloomy communication of Potemkin’s 
firm orders to proceed to Chortitza contributed nothing 
to bolster the spirits of the travel-weary immigrants. 
The resumed journey southward through limitless 
steppes, brown and desolate under the mid-summer 
sun, served only to enhance their disappointments. 
Toward the end of July they reached the designated 
place. Here they were awaited by their relatives and 
friends who had arrived by water a few days earlier.

T he disappointments of the settlers soon gave way 
to bitterness. Where were the fertile plains and rich 
meadows which the deputies and T rappe had so 
alluringly dangled before them? Curses and the fiercest 
accusations were soon heaped upon H öppner and 
Bartsch. They had deceived them! They had sold 
them to Potemkin! And where was the promised 
lumber for the construction of houses to give them 
shelter from the broiling sun or torrential rains?

The story of the lumber was to be a repetition of 
the experiences they had had with other promises 
already discussed above. In  accordance with the 
Potemkin agreement of July 1787, it will be recalled, 
the settlers were to find awaiting them at the chosen 
place of settlement 120 oaken boards per family, or 
a total of 27,360 boards for the 228 families. Here, 
in brief, is the story of the lumber deliveries:

1789 3,457 boards
1790 3,611 boards
1791 1.766 boards
1792 4.062 and 1/4 boards
1793 3,482 and 3 /4  boards
1795 8,426 boards
1796 2.277 boards

27,082 boards

There is a lengthy corespondence tha t lasted many 
years concerning the missing 278 boards and the 
promised lumber for the construction of the two mills. 
And in the end, the endlessly repetitious and involved 
bureaucratic language makes it impossible to arrive 
at a conclusion w hether this building material was 
ever supplied, though the alleged expenditure for it 
appears on cost-accounts for a num ber of years into 
the 19th century.

To add real injury to the many disappointments, 
inconveniences, and privations already endured, when 
the barges with the baggage arrived, the owners of 
the belongings found that many of the boxes had 
been looted of their contents and filled with stones and 
other ballast. And what was left was often badly 
damaged.

U nder the circumstances, is it any wonder that many 
settlers gave unrestrained expression to their distrust 
of the deputies and complete loss of confidence in 
the promises made by the government? W hat hope 
was there when the director who had been appointed 
over them, a certain von Essen, had tried at every 
opportunity to extract bribes from them, often withheld 
5% for himself from such government moneys as 
reached them, and was either unwilling or incapable 
of protecting them from thieving brigands who often 
descended upon them?

T rue to form, the writers of our histories, and not 
only H ildebrandt and Epp, in discussing these events 
among the settlers, do point out the rascality of some 
of the colonial officials. But in the opinion of this writer 
they ascribe a too disproportionate share of the blame 
to real or alleged “black sheep” and other kinds of 
ungrateful elements among the colonists. U nfortunate
ly, too, they overindulge in expressions of fulsome 
praise and sanctimonious gratitude to local and higher 
government officials for their efforts to alleviate the 
dire conditions in the colonies. T o  cite a typical exam
ple, Epp20 writes: Wie eine liebende M utter M itleid  
m it den Irrtüm ern ihres Kindes hat und es durch die 
Liebe und Sanftm ut auf den Weg der Besserung zu 
bringen sucht, so nahm sich schon damals Russlands 
Obrigkeit unserer Voreltern in dieser kritischen Lage 
an. . . .

I do not mean to suggest tha t there may not have 
been among these settlers elements who even under 
normal conditions would have been difficult to handle
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or would have been satisfied with any kind of hand
outs. Nor do I wish to deny that the government did 
not make efforts to relieve the plight of the colonists 
and to remove some of the injustices to which they 
had been subjected. W hat I do wish to emphasize 
is the need for us to look at the record and to assess 
the situation from the actual experiences of those who 
were on the scene, and therefore not to glibly accept 
the judgm ent of an author who wrote during the 
times of an Alexander I I I , when deference to a policy 
of Official Nationalism” too frequently influenced 
the views and guided the actions of many of our lay 
and church leaders.

However this may be, it is a fact that the govern
m ent’s threats to the discontented and intractable 
souls among the colonists (namely, that no other 
land would be placed at their disposal, and that if 
they persisted in their recalcitrance, they would be sent 
to jail) had a desired effect. This was all the more 
the case because of the statements of a num ber of 
influential people who pointed out that further in
spections by them of the Ghortitza lands, especially 
those at some distance from the Dnieper River, had 
convinced them of the fact that the soils in many 
places would produce good crops of certain grains and 
the lowlands were well suited for livestock raising.

Both of these arguments had a desired effect. The 
threats of the government convinced the opponents 
that Chortitza was it, and that they had better make 
the best of it. Others seemed to be persuaded that 
there was leadership among them which deserved 
greater trust than it had received up until that time. 
And so they proceeded to build homes as best as was 
possible under the circumstances.

Space will not perm it me to detail the course of 
colony-building. I shall give only the dates and the 
names of the eighteen colonies which eventually made 
up this settlement, generally known as the “Old 
Colony” or Chortitza Settlement.

1790: Chortitza, Rosental, Einlage, Neuendorf, N eu
enburg, Schönhorst, Alt-Kronsweide, and K am p 
or Insel Chortitza from the name of the island 
on which it was located.

1797: Schön wiese and Kronsgarten, established on
new government lands and founded by 32 of 
the 118 families who arrived here during 1793- 
1796.

1803: Nieder-Chortitza and Burwalde founded, in
the main, by families of the 118 component, 
and settled on land purchased by the govern
m ent in 1802 from Privy Councillor Mik- 
lashevskii, and located adjacent to the Chor
titza land. Most of the purchase was formerly 
part of the estate Nizhniaia Khortitsa  of Po
temkin’s niece, the Countess Skavronskaia. 

1809: Kronstal and

1812: Neu Osterwick, both founded by recent arrivals
from West Prussia and settled on land of the 
1802 purchase.

1816: Schöneberg and
1824: Neuhorst, Rosengart and Blumengart. These

colonists represented in the main arrivals of 
1793-1796 who until this date had lived in 
several of the original colonies, and who were 
now settled on land of the 1802 purchase.

And so Chortitza, despite years of great difficulties 
and bitter conflicts and dire predictions about its 
chances of survival, did come through its trials and 
tribulations, did expand over a period of years, and 
eventually became one of the most prosperous settle
ments of all foreign colonies in Russia.

IV . A Decade of Hardships: Höppner and 
Bartsch

Aside from the post-revolutionary period of 1917, 
the first decade in Russia was in every respect the 
hardest one the M ennonites ever experienced in that 
country. Seldom has their mettle and ability to survive 
adversities been so severely pu t to a  test as during 
those years.

In  no other period, too, except for the years of the 
bitter disputes in the M olotschnaia colonies between 
the landowners and the landless during the 1860s, 
did the M ennonite propensity for inner-group quarrel
ing, for personal vendettas between church and lay 
leaderships, and of dirty-linen washing in public, ever 
reach the proportions of those of 1790 to about 1801.

The issues a t stake were enormous. I shall call a t
tention to only a few of the most significant ones. 
T he most immediate was the question of w hether the 
colonists, after the inevitably difficult years which 
beset any frontier people, would manage to survive 
and to develop a degree of economic independence 
to justify the host country’s heavy expenditures on 
their establishment. For the first 228 families during 
1788-1797 they amounted to 232,085 rubles, and for 
the 118 families they totalled 115,865 rubles for the 
years 1793-1797.

O f far greater consequence was the issue of whether 
these Mennonites would eventually develop an econo
my of such proportions as to measure up to the expec
tations of the Potemkin-Höppner-Bartsch agreement 
of 1787, and with that to justify a continuation by 
Russia of not only keeping her doors open to further 
and ever larger M ennonite emigrations, but to do so 
on the basis of the grants of rights and privileges never 
before preferred to them anywhere else in the world.

Finally, there was an issue of peculiar concern to 
the Mennonites themselves. W ould a people who had 
had no prior group experience, however successful
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they had been in many other endeavors, in the ad
ministration of their own religious, economic, social 
and civic affairs, learn the very difficult tasks of 
governing themselves on the local and district levels?

T hat the M ennonite colonists would meet the issue 
of physical survival under very adverse conditions, 
I believe, could have been taken for granted. Members 
of a denomination who in Danzig and the Vistula 
areas had for over two hundred years succeeded against 
all kinds of religious and economic restrictions in 
the preservation of their faith and in the gaining for 
themselves of an enviable record in farming and 
other diverse enterprises, were bound to make a pt> 
of it in New Russia. And the record is clear on this, 
however dismal the prospects must at times have 
seemed to those involved.

The answer to the second is also conclusive. The 
thousands of M ennonite families who were invited 
by Russia from 1804 on to build the M olotschnaia 
colonies, or who were allowed to come between 1819 
and 1850, when the gates to the influx of foreign 
colonists were all but tightly closed except to the Men- 
nonites, show what a valuable asset Russia had found 
these colonists to be.

The achievements in the third field of challenge— 
would a group of strong individualists and non
conformists with little or no experience in self-govern
ment, be capable of learning the tasks of administering 
the complex affairs of what was to become a M enno
nite commonwealth in an absolutists’ monarchy?— 
were not at all as easily predictable. But as anyone 
conversant with the history of the M ennonites in Russia 
knows, they did eventually learn the art of adminis
tering their temporal affairs to a superb degree. 
Unfortunately, the extant M ennonite accounts gen
erally extoll too much the end results achieved without 
giving proper consideration to the true nature of the 
church-state struggle encountered in this process. Nor 
do they disclose the vicious excesses which characterized 
this conflict during the early years in Chortitza.

T he following brief commentary, based mainly 
upon documentary materials in the Russian archives,21 
might help to place the church-state struggle in Chor- 
titza during the period under consideration in some
w hat different light from those given in H ildebrandt 
and Epp.

T he situation in Chortitza would undoubtedly have 
been more favorable from the very beginnings of the 
settlement had Trappe in 1789 assumed the office 
to which he had been appointed at the request of 
the deputies two years earlier, namely th a t of Director 
and C urator of the New Russian Colonies, and had 
Potemkin during the years 1789-1791 m aintained an 
active interest in and given adequate attention to these 
colonies.

Trappe, as mentioned above, refused to obey the 
orders of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1788 to

cease his recruiting activity and to return home. Why 
he did refuse and was able to get away with it cannot 
be taken up here.

Potemkin during these years was not only deeply 
involved in military activities, but was above all pre
occupied with attempts to m aintain his threatened 
position of power in certain national councils of gov
ernm ent and with fantastically costly entertainm ent 
endeavors in St. Petersburg to dislodge Catherine’s 
latest favorite, and thus to regain his former powerful 
influence with the empress.

The supervision of the M ennonite and other colonies 
and the administration of their local affairs was en
trusted, first by Potemkin and then by the government 
of New Russia, to a succession of directors, usually 
representing foreign adventurers or soldiers of fortune. 
Tean von Essen, the first one. and his successor, a 
Baron von Brackel, were both utterly incompetent 
and grasping rascals bent primarily upon fleecing 
the colonists to line their own pockets. In  conformity 
with general Russian governing practices, both of 
these adventurers were always ready to threaten to 
punish any infraction of rules or disobedience of their 
orders with corporal punishment. Brackel actually 
arrogated to himself the title “Commander-in-Chief 
of the Colonies” . To anyone familiar with certain 
M ennonite characteristics of independence, obstinacy, 
and resentment to being pushed around, the bullying 
tactics of the directors could hardly have been con
ducive to allay the smoldering embers of discontent 
and even less to facilitate the m aintenance of law and 
order.

The seat of government of these officials was usually 
located in the Lutheran colony of Josephstal, near 
Ekaterinoslav, a considerable distance from Chortitza. 
The directors therefore often found it convenient, and 
at times perhaps a bit safer, to thrust the execution 
of various administrative directives upon the two 
former deputies, H öppner and Bartsch. In  issues of 
settling disputes between colonists the directors often 
called upon the services of the church ministers. Both 
expedients were bound to have unfortunate results. 
For reasons which can only be conjectured at this time, 
the directors called much more frequently upon H öpp
ner for the execution of certain orders or instructions 
from higher headquarters. And H öppner’s decisive 
character and brusque manners apparently disdained 
to spend m uch time in patient reasoning with obstinacy 
or obduracy. The generally incom petent staff of re
ligious leaders served to complicate m atters because 
it could not or would not understand the need for the 
separation of church and secular affairs. Both Hilde
brandt and Epp testify to the weaknesses of the M en
nonite ministry at this time, and its contributing role 
to some of the serious disorders in the colonies.

Resistance of the colonists to instructions and orders 
of the deputies was possibly heightened by the lingering
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feelings of distrust which many bore against them for 
their continuing failures to receive the promised forms 
of assistance from the government. The deputies’ 
protestations that they were in no way responsible for 
these infernal delays made little impression upon the 
discontented elements. Perhaps not unlike tue common 
attitude of the Russian peasant that “God is in heaven, 
the tsar is far away, and the local official is a scoundrel, 
or does not give a hoot” , so these M ennonites blamed 
the deputies because they were visibly there.

The widely prevalent opposition to the deputies 
was also fanned by envy of the special privileges 
which the government had accorded H öppner and 
Bartsch, especially the loan of 800 rubles advanced 
to each one of them for the construction and opera
tion of a store and bakery. I should hasten to point 
out that neither of the deputies received the other 
considerations, for example, the special grant of twenty 
dessiatins of hayland promised them in the January 
1788 documents.

To the best of my knowledge, there appears to be 
no divergence in our historical accounts over the 
fact that the colonists centered their chief, if not gen
erally exclusive, dislike and hatred upon H öppner 
rather than Bartsch. This may possibly have been due 
to the differences in their characters. Bartsch appears 
to have been more peaceably inclined. The events 
surrounding the tragic decisions of 1797-1798, cul
m inating in the expulsion of both from church mem 
bership with its attendant fateful consequences, show 
that Bartsch was much more inclined than H öppner 
to submit to decisions of church and lay authorities of 
the brotherhood.

Perhaps a more im portant and persistent reason 
for the prevailing dislike, or hatred in many cases, 
of H öppner was the fact that government officials 
at various levels continued to consult with H öppner 
on a variety of issues pertaining to old or newly arrived 
colonists, or that the latter instinctively turned to 
him for advice and assistance. An im portant case in 
point is the M ennonite immigrants who arrived during 
the years 1793-1796. Brackel had planned to settle 
them on the Bug River, but was temporarily stymied 
in carrying out his plans because of the alleged diffi
culty in despatching the promised building lumber 
to them. H öppner meanwhile endeavored to secure 
permission to settle them on portions of the old Berislav 
site originally selected by himself and Bartsch. Despite 
some earlier gestures of Höppner, in deference to Po
temkin that the viceroy’s selection of Ghortitza in 1789 
had been a good decision, H öppner still hoped very 
much that that site was not lost for good to a large 
M ennonite settlement. W hen turned down again, it 
was his achievement in persuading authorities to 
settle 32 families of the new immigrants a t Schön wiese 
and Kronsgarten, and that the remaining 86 families 
were to be temporarily quartered in five of the original

colonies, pending the location of a  tract of land in 
closest proximity to Ghortitza. As we know, this did 
happen with the purchase in 1802 of the Miklashevskii 
estate Nizhniaia Khortitsa.

I t is impossible to detail here the charges and 
counter charges of the conflict which so bitterly divided 
the Chortitza colonists into two factions. On one 
side were the deputies supported by a small number 
of settlers. O n the other side were the clergy in intimate 
alliance with most of the lay officials in the several 
colonies. This faction claimed to represent the attitudes 
and the wishes of the majority of the settlers, or “the 
opinions of the best among them ”, as is claimed in 
some of the documents.

It is most unfortunate that H ildebrandt and Eop 
consciously and deliberately swept so much of the 
story of these conflicts under the rug— either because 
certain things might reflect adversely upon the memo
ry or reputation of once prom inent people, or because 
much of the controversy was embarrassing to the entire 
M ennonite brotherhood, or simply because the whole 
thing was too painful an episode in M ennonite history, 
and therefore was better left buried altogether.

And yet charges or allegations are left to stand 
which are not substantiated or borne out bv the official 
records in Russian archives. These materials are volu
minous. consisting of numerous reports by local officials 
in response to requests for information from higher 
agencies of government, or upon direct orders from 
them, letters of transmittal, a veritable avalanche of 
m em oranda from one official or agency to another, 
statistical tables, etc.

All this paper activity stemmed principally from a 
series of inquiries in 1797 from the Senate, finance, and 
accounting offices and numerous other agencies in St. 
Petersburg. T heir findings can be summarized in a 
few words: the whole governmental apparatus was 
a nightmarish mess. I t was partly for this reason that 
a special departm ent was created in the Senate in 1797 
which had such salutary effects upon reforming the 
whole structure of “colonial” government. The title 
of the departm ent was Ekspeditsia Gosudarstvennago 
Khoziaistva, Opekunstva Inostrannykh i Selskago 
Domovodstva. This rather formidable title is variously 
translated, of which the most appropriate would seem 
to be “Expedition of State Economy, Guardianship 
of Foreigners, and of Agricultural Economy”.22

As far as the foreign colonists are concerned the 
most im portant immediate accomplishments were the 
sending of several investigative commissions to the 
colonies on the Volga and in New Russia. For the 
M ennonite colonies this concerns mainly the investiga
tions on the spot of the famous Samuel Contenius, 
who during 1798-1800 made several inspections of 
their colonies, heard the M ennonite charges against 
H öppner and several other M ennonites, suggested 
various reforms for their settlements and the granting
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(Right) Le pp and Wallmann implement 
factory at Chortitza prior to World War I.

(Below, right) Sketches representing Men- 
nonite life in the villages of Russia prior to 
World War I. Sketches by Johan H. Janzen.

The typical Mennonite dwelling, barn and 
shed of early Rosenthal, Chortitza. Painting 
by Jacob Sudermann.
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of a number of relief measures, lent considerable assist
ance to the M ennonite petitions for the issuance of 
the promised C harter of Privileges (which they finally 
did receive in September of 1800), and who for 
several decades was the “Chief Judge” (chairm an) of 
the newly created “Guardianship Bureau of the Foreign 
Colonies in the South of Russia” . O f m uch significance 
are also the various reports of Ivan Brigontsy, who re
placed Brackel in 1796-1797 as D irector of the New 
Russian Colonies.

Both Contenius and Brigontsy, in their official 
reports to the Senate for the consideration of the 
Ekspeditsia, generally speak very favorably of the 
M ennonites and their economy as a whole. However, 
their numerous memoranda, notes, letters, etc., present 
a very “messy” picture of the wranglings in Chortitza.

I shall mention only three of the most im portant 
issues of these controversies. T he first has reference 
to the missing lumber in the colonies because this 
involves the M ennonite charges against Jacob H öppner 
and his brother Peter Höppner. These two men had 
been the two chief members of a committee to receive 
the building lumber a t Chortitza. As with everything 
else, the boards never arrived on time. T he government 
purchased them in northern gubernias and floated 
them down the Dnieper River to Chortitza. Some of 
the lumber was damaged in transit through the rapids. 
Goodly portions were unfit for use on construction 
of the houses. The contractors were either managers 
of the estates of large landowners, m ilitary officers, 
or just plain businessmen. N ot all were honest, and 
so lengthy litigations ensued.

The specific issue involving the two Höppners was 
the charge by a group of M ennonites that these two 
had wrongly appropriated 287 boards for the construc
tion of their own houses. T he Höppners denied the 
charges, but the government eventually found them 
guilty and imposed upon them a fine of 574 rubles.

T h a t there was considerable doubt about the veracity 
of the charges is evidenced by a report of Brigontsy. 
In  his report to the Senate, dated July 5, 1801, he 
recommended that the fine be written off, since the 
Höppners could not pay the sum anyway, and since 
they had merely been “guilty of neglect” in the m atter 
of the loss of the num ber of boards in question, and 
that to this day “it has been impossible to find out 
who has those boards” .

T he second charge against Jacob H öppner, pressed 
in particular by the clergy and the mayors of the colo
nies, was that during eight years in connection with 
various activities with which he had been connected 
he had continuously created trouble and disorders 
which had caused much harm  and great disturbances. 
Furtherm ore, at a recent house construction “he 
had caused quarrels and resorted to beatings” .

Another charge was that his years of service had 
been characterized by “cunning behaviour and naked

self-interest” . Moreover, his brother Peter had always 
supported him and been party to all of the misdeeds 
of the former deputy. In  this connection there were 
also accusations of allegations of misuse of government 
funds.

Unfortunately, in the welter of material I found in 
the Leningrad archival records on this area of the con
troversy I did not come across a single document which 
specifically spelled out H öppner’s misdeeds or alleged 
acts of misbehaviour. N or were the records of the 
actual trial of the Höppners discovered. The official 
letter of the clergy and the lay officials of Chortitza, 
dated July 3, 1798, addressed to A n Seinen Hochwohl- 
gebohrenen Insonders Hochzuerenden Herrn Ho. 
Rath Conthenius, which was sent in response to an 
inquiry by Contenius as to why certain actions had 
been taken against Jacob H öppner and his brother, 
confines itself to a summary listing of their misguided 
behaviour, and with w hat heavy heart they had been 
forced to resort against them with the church’s ultim ate 
weapons, namely expulsion and application of the ban.

The available m aterial does not perm it making a 
definitive evaluation of the thoroughness with which 
either Brigontsy or Contenius looked into the M enno
nite charges against the Höppners. W hat is very dis
turbing is that both officials during 1798-1799, i.e., 
two years before the actual trial of the Höppners, 
repeatedly use the expression “as already found com
pletely guilty.” Yet their recommendations to higher 
authorities concerning the punishm ent to be imposed 
upon them, and eventually accepted by the court in 
New Russia, and subsequently sanctioned by the Sen
ate, invariably— at least in the documents I did come 
across—fail to specifically list or to discuss their 
“misdeeds” .

However this may be, the eventual judgm ent of 
the court was that the Höppners were to be imprisoned 
and to be ordered to reimburse the government for 
the expenses incurred for them in travel and subsis
tence allowances and the loans advanced to them on 
the basis of the general agreement of July 1787 and 
the special loan granted to Jacob H öppner by the basis 
of the January 1788 document. For Jacob H öppner 
this amounted to 1,845 rubles and 35 3 /4  kopeks, 
representing the 500 ruble general loan, 800 rubles of 
special loan, and the travel and subsistence costs for 
the period of M arch 1788 to about July 1789.

To satisfy these claims, the government in December 
of 1788 sold at public auction the livestock of the 
two Höppners. The sale of the deputies’ livestock 
brought 1,758 rubles and 80 kopeks. T he remaining 
am ount of 86 rubles and 93 3 /4  kopeks was realized 
from the public sale in January of 1801 of some of 
his other property. Attempts at collection of Peter 
H öppner’s debts was more complicated because of 
smaller numbers of livestock, a house of poorer quality, 
and the sale of his windmill to a  Greek Orthodox priest.
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Jakob Höppner Monument on 
Insel Cliortitza.

The Höppners did not remain long in prison. A 
general amnesty proclaimed in April 1801 on the 
occasion of the accession of the new emperor, Alex
ander I, was applied to them. But they were not per
m itted to return to their former homes a t the specific 
request of the M ennonite authorities. Both refused to 
recant their “sins” or to adm it of having committed 
any “crimes” . Both also flatly refused to apologize 
and to beg for readmission to church membership.

Jacob H öppner and wife and small children found

a temporary home on the nearby estate of Privy Coun
cillor Miklashevskii where for several years H öppner 
operated a cheese factory. Eventually he asked and 
was given membership in the Frisian M ennonite 
Church in the colony of Insel Chortitza where he soon 
succeeded again in building up one of the finest farms 
in the entire settlement.

T he other deputy, Bartsch, did not share the fate 
of his former colleague. Although also expelled from 
church membership, he immediately begged forgiveness 
for “wrong actions” . This was accepted and he was 
restored to membership in the church. Later, however, 
he suffered the humiliation of being ordered to destroy 
several musical instruments possessed by his family. 
The guardians of the purity of the faith had found 
the possession and the playing of musical instruments 
as dangerous flirting with evil.

This whole tragic conflict of the 1790’s included 
many other aspects which it is impossible to- take 
up here.

The lay and church officials of the Flemish M enno
nite congregations to which belonged the overwhelm
ing majority of the Chortitza colonists a t this time 
had had their vendetta. For a few years they had been 
able to shape, or even to turn the course of significant 
events. But they had not succeeded in bringing immed
iate peace to the colonies. Nor had they succeeded 
in bringing H öppner to his knees or in breaking his 
spirit.

N either did their trium ph last long. As a result of 
the discovery of the messy state of affairs in most of 
the colonies, including others beside the Mennonites 
and the u tter chaos in the entire colonial system of 
government, the Ekspeditsia in 1801 revamped the 
whole machinery of government from top to bottom. 
The newly introduced systems of local government 
granted the colonists virtually complete autonomy 
in the administration of their local affairs. Though 
the new system endowed the village and volost officials 
with almost dictatorial powers and limited the right 
to vote and to hold office exclusively to landowning 
colonists, the possibilities were there to democratize 
the system, if they so desired. And this they did, though 
not w ithout suffering occasional setbacks.

The words of a prom inent member in Chortitza— 
“Thank God for the village Schnitze (mayor) and 
the village council! Otherwise we m ight have had 
a pope!”-—undoubtedly reflected the sentiments of 
most of the colonists.
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The first Mennonite church of Chortitza, 
Russia. Painting by Jacob Sudermann.
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The Johann Bartsch Monument 
From Russia to Canada

By Gerhard Lohrenz

T h e  age o f  m ir a c les  has not yet passed. In July 
of 1968 a monument, weighing 6.5 tons and set up 
seventy-eight years ago in Southern Russia arrived 
in the village of Steinbach, a M ennonite town in the 
province of M anitoba and 40 miles southeast of the 
city of Winnipeg. The monum ent was erected in honor 
of Johann Bartsch.

Johann Bartsch, who was born September 6, 1757, 
lived near the city of Danzig. H e owned some property 
and made a modest living from a small dairy farm. 
In  1786 he and Jacob H öppner were elected as dele
gates to go to Southern Russia to determine whether

that would be a suitable place for the Mennonites to 
move to, and if so, to select a place of settlement and 
make the necessary agreement with the Russian govern
ment.

O n October 19(31), 1787, the two men left on 
their arduous trip to return one year and eleven 
days later. H öppner was to be the speaker and Bartsch 
the secretary. This explains why practically all reports 
available are written by Bartsch. (For a more detailed 
account, see D. G. Rem pel’s article “From  Danzig to 
Russia” , particularly section IV, “H öppner and 
Bartsch” ) .

The Johann Bartsch Monument after the transfer 
from its original location (see p. 2) to the Mani
toba Mennonite Village Museum at Steinbach. 
(Monument shows scars of World War II) .



In fall of 1788 the first large group of settlers left 
for Russia. A very difficult journey lasting five weeks 
brought them to Dubrovna. In  spring 1789, they 
continued their journey and in July they arrived at 
the place where the Chortitza River flows into the 
Dnepr, opposite the city of Alexandrovsk, now 
Zaparozhe.

In 1890, a century after the first M ennonite settle
m ent was established, the M ennonites set a monument 
to each of the two delegates and publicly acknowledged 
that they had been treated unjustly by their contem
poraries.

T he m onum ent to Johann Bartsch, a beautiful obelisk 
of gray granite, has survived the revolution. Chortitza, 
once a prosperous and large M ennonite settlement, 
changed not only its appearance but also its population. 
T he Mennonites were removed and Russian people 
took their place. Tombs and monuments were used 
as building material. Somehow the Bartsch m onument 
had been spared so far. I t stood now near a large 
barn in a spot grown over with weeds. I t  had no 
significance for the new inhabitants of Chortitza and 
it was only a m atter of time before this m onument 
too would have disappeared and been used for a foun
dation of some public building.

I t was this factor which prom pted the M anitoba 
M ennonite Historical Society to try to bring the mon
um ent to C anada where thousands of Mennonites 
from Chortitza have made their homes. T he Soviet 
government perm itted the export of the obelisk, pro
vided the transportation expenses were m et by the 
society.

Thus this m onum ent now has found a new home. 
I t stands on the ground of the M anitoba M ennonite 
Historical Society near Steinbach. T he traveller on 
highway No. 12, when passing the grounds, sees the 
12 feet high m onum ent and on closer inspection can 
read the German and the Russian inscription on it, 
reminding him of the services rendered by Johann 
Bartsch to his brethren.

The bringing of this monum ent to Canada is a 
great accomplishment by the Society. Recognition is 
particularly due to J. J. Reimer, its chairman, without 
whose energetic help this would likely not have hap
pened; recognition is also due to all those who finan
cially contributed to meet the very high cost.

The monum ent will render a valuable service. It 
will remind us of our past, of our achievements and 
failures, and it is hoped that from these we will learn 
in order to become better men and women for today.

Gerald B. Winrod: 
Deluded Defender of the Faith

By John Waltner

A u n iq u e  K a n sa s  frontier climate across the years 
produced John Brown, the Populists in the 1890 s 
and the colorful Carry N ation at the turn of the cen
tury. T he K u Klux K lan openly flourished in Kansas 
during the 1920’s and the notorious goat gland, doctor 
demagogue, John R. Brinkley, spiced gubernatorial 
races in the 1930’s. Kansas, fertile ground for eccen
tric personalities since its beginning, was also the 
home of Gerald B. W inrod, a controversial figure who 
rose to prominence during the “fundam entalist contro
versy” in the 1920’s. W inrod’s synthesis of fundam ental 
Christianity and conservative politics won the hearts 
and pocketbooks of thousands of Kansans, including 
many Mennonites.

In  November, 1925, Gerald B. W inrod, a revivalist 
preacher of established reputation, called a meeting 
of leading Kansas and neighboring fundamentalists 
to consider methods “for arousing people to a sense 
of impending danger” over wicked doctrines abounding

in pulpit and classroom. Approximately fifty pastors 
and laymen m et in a Salina, Kansas, hotel “upper 
room” and unanimously voted to lauch the Defender 
of the Christian Faith. The delegation chose “Back 
T o T he Bible” as its motto, “Faith  O f O ur Fathers” 
as its official hymn, and decided tha t a monthly maga
zine, T he Defender (published ca. 1931-ca. 1944), 
be its official organ. W inrod was elected Executive 
Secretary and editor of The Defender in the battle 
to preserve Christianity.

Immediately following W orld W ar I, America found 
itself in a religious conflict between fundamentalism 
and modernism. Fundam entalism  has too often been 
oversimplified and merely equated with a belief in the 
famous “Five Points”— the infallibility of the Bible, 
Christ’s virgin birth, his substitutionary atonement, 
his Resurrection, and the Second Com ing .1 But Ernest 
R. Sandeen in a recent study has pointed out that 
fundamentalism, as exhibited by some in the 1920’s
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was a complex combination of dispensationalism and 
the Princeton Theology2 in answer to German higher 
biblical criticism and the Darwinian evolution theory. 
Dispensationalism primarily m eant the dividing of 
history into periods of time according to Bible events 
and prophecy. In  the last period, the millennium, only 
the true church would be saved to reign as the “bride 
of Christ” after the battle of Arm ageddon.3 Thus the 
dispensationalist balanced a pessimistic view of the 
material world’s future with a fervent hope for God’s 
intervention in his own life with the Second Coming.

The Princeton Theology, born with its Seminary 
in 1812, was a leading force in American religious 
thought. A Princeton professor commented in 1874: 
“As natural science was a chaos until the principle 
of induction was admitted and faithfully carried out, 
so theology is a jumble of hum an speculations, not 
worth a straw hat, when men refuse to apply the same 
principle to the study of the W ord of God” .4 If  the 
Bible was to be proven the inspired W ord of God, 
said the Princeton theologians, that proof must come 
from an evaluation of biblical prophecy, not inner 
convictions alone. Faced with the common enemy, 
modernism— the tendency to accept higher criticism 
and evolution and to question the literalness of the 
Bible— dispensationalism and the Princeton Theology 
loosely fused as the foundation of the fundam entalist 
movement.

T he movement never solidified completely and 
displayed an array of personalities who varied in 
make-up from ignorant nativists to dedicated scholars 
in an earnest search for truth. But faced with spread
ing modernism in churches, evolution in schools, and 
a loosening of traditional morality in the “flapper” 
era, fundamentalism gained a huge following. Finally 
in 1925, H. L. Mencken could quip with a certain 
am ount of tru th : “Fleave an egg out of a Pullman 
window, and you will hit a fundam entalist almost 
anywhere in the United States today” .5 Led by William 
J. Bryan, the fundamentalists began throwing back. 
Gerald B. W inrod, while less sophisticated than the 
Princeton theologians, embraced a fundamentalism 
which focused upon eschatology0 and proof of biblical 
prophecy. He led the Kansas reaction.

T he initial Defender masthead in June 1926 pro
claimed that its purpose was “to withstand the power
ful, destructive, anti-Christian forces which threaten 
to annihilate revealed religion, blast away the founda
tions of civilization, and introduce chaotic conditions” .7 
To accomplish this the main thrust of the organization 
would be in holding local conferences to arouse people 
to a sense of urgency over the evolution theory and 
modernism. The magazine urged its readers to action, 
to break out of their spiritual lethargy, and to take 
part in God’s work. The grass roots approach proved 
effective: by 1929 the Defenders operated nationally 
with Defender conventions in numerous states.

W inrod was particularly upset by the theory of 
evolution, which, he felt, was a godless, brutally savage, 
unproved guess. Despite the fact tha t this theory 
could not explain the mysteries concerning the origin 
of life, it “has been written in practically all textbooks 
as the foundation of modern science” .8 But Winrod 
opposed evolution not only in theory; it was a disease 
of the soul. H e saw it linked to psychology (a science 
of “animalism” ), modernism, war, crime, anarchy, 
companionate marriages, and mixed gym classes. Evo
lution also undermined certain basic religious beliefs. 
Christ endorsed Genesis as the W ord of God, and for 
Christ to have lied would be an admission that he was 
not devine. “Hence”, wrote W inrod, “evolution makes 
the Savior, in the minds of those who believe it, 
merely the illegitimate son of a fallen wom an” .9

To eradicate the teaching of evolution from Kansas 
public schools W inrod proposed that a five man com
mittee on legislation study the possibilities of pre
senting a suitable bill to the state legislature. “O ur 
only hope of correcting this evil in the schools is 
through legislation” , he wrote.10 W inrod also appointed 
a Textbook Committee to investigate and expose ta in t
ed school books, especially in grade schools and high 
schools.

W inrod also opposed modernism in the pulpit. 
By questioning fundam ental doctrines modernism aided 
atheism. In  a  1927 speech W inrod spelled out the 
conflict in clear terms: “A man is either a modernist 
or a fundam entalist; he cannot be both a t the same 
time. A preacher believes the Bible to be the infallible 
word of God, or he doesn’t; he believes Jesus was born 
of a Virgin, or he doesn’t; . . .  he believes Genesis 
to be an exact statement of creative powers, or he 
doesn’t. There is no middle ground” .11

W inrod’s fundamentalism was nourished by an an
ticipation of Christ’s second coming. T h a t the Lord 
would return was certain; biblical prophecy held the 
key to determining the hour. Some scholars had de
voted themselves to the task of unravelling the thread 
of interpretation of the complex prophecies in the 
books of Daniel and Revelation. First released in 1909, 
The Scofield Reference Bible was a product of such 
research.

Scofield traced prophetic references to future events. 
The prophet Daniel had foretold some of the events 
which would immediately precede the coming of the 
kingdom or Christ’s second coming. In  a dream Daniel 
had seen a beast, “dreadful and terrible” with “great 
iron teeth” . I t had ten horns, each representing a 
separate kingdom. Daniel looked at the horns, and 
“behold, there came upon them  another little horn, 
before whom were three of the first horns plucked up 
by the roots: and, behold, in this horn were eyes like 
the eyes of a m an and a m outh speaking great things” 
(Daniel 7 :8 ) .

The “little horn” Daniel saw was discovered to be
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the “beast” , the “man of sin” , the earth’s last and 
most horrible tyrant. The beast would accept the power 
which Satan had offered Jesus and establish himself 
within the boundaries of the old Rom an Empire. 
Meanwhile, the Jews would return to Palestine. The 
beast would bring Palestine under his power and 
rule the Jews for a brief “time of tribulation” during 
which he would demand to be worshipped as God.12 
A majority of apostate Jews would covenant with him 
(Daniel 9:29) and accept him as their supreme civil 
leader.

The Antichrist (the “beast of the earth” , Revelation 
13:11-17; and the “false prophet” , Revelation 16:13, 
19:20, 20:10) would then appear during the “time 
of tribulation.” He would cause all, “both small and 
great, rich and poor, bond and free, to receive a mark 
in their right hand or in their foreheads” , and assure 
that no one “buy or sell, save he had the mark, or the 
name of the beast, or the num ber of his nam e” (Reve
lation 13:16-17). As the last ecclesiastical head on 
earth, the Antichrist would stand with the beast of 
Daniel’s vision at the head of Satan’s forces in the 
Battle of Armageddon.

Armageddon, the hill and valley of Megiddo west 
of the Jordan, was the appointed place for the begin
ning of the great battle which would commence when 
Christ descended the second time to end the “time 
of tribulation” .13 The forces of Zion would trium ph 
at Megiddo. Revelation foretold the doom of the 
beast who would be “taken and with him the false 
prophet that wrought miracles before him, with whom 
he deceived them that had received the mark of the 
beast, and them that worshiped his image” (Revelation 
19:19). A “lake of fire burning with brimstone” 
awaited the two champions of evil. Following the 
battle, the M illennium would begin, to be later ended 
by a purging of the heavens and earth by fire.

Armed with this prophecy, “history written in ad
vance” ,11 W inrod faced a world in which momentous 
events were taking place. The Zionist movement, 
Mussolini’s dictatorship (within the boundaries of the 
old Rom an Em pire), and the financial chaos brought 
by the Depression made W inrod look for causes. 
“Powerful demon forces are at work behind the scenes 
in the present catastrophic period”, he concluded. 
“Back of the crash of world finances there is super
hum an intelligence. Strange, unseen forces are at 
work moving steadily toward the creation of a money 
system never before dreamed of in hum an history” .15 
W inrod saw standardization, concentration of political 
and financial power, and the Antichrist close at hand.

“Is Armageddon near” ? asked W inrod in M arch 
1932. W ar had broken in Asia, materialistic science 
had invented war tools capable of untold horror, 
millions were starving in the world, and total moral 
decay threatened constantly. W inrod saw dark days 
ahead but he refused to bow to pessimism. “We are

justly optimistic”, he wrote, “having chart and com
pass, knowing the prophetic seas on which we are sail
ing. The storm is approaching, the black clouds of war 
and tribulation are gathering, but beyond the Anti
christ, Armageddon, and Catastrophe, the harbor is 
in sight” .16 Before the final holocaust, the “rapture of 
the true church”17 would save devout Christendom.

Because of his reliance on prophecy and his intense 
desire for certainty in a period when traditional values 
were under attack, W inrod developed a conspiracy 
view of history. In January, 1933, he wrote:

There has been uncovered before my eyes, the inner 
workings of one of the most gigantic and diabolical 
plots ever perpetrated in any period of world history. 
For months I have been sifting reports, studying evi
dence, making observations, assembling facts, accum
ulating m aterial; and step by step, fact upon fact, 
I have traced these destructive forces back, back, back 
to their hidden sources and now I am prepared to say 
that I firmly believe all of these horrible outbursts 
which we are now witnessing are simply the results 
of intelligent causes. Behind the scenes there is what 
I choose to call, “A H idden H and” .18

It was a simple step from unseen, demon forces to 
hum an personalities. The next month, February, 1933, 
W inrod unmasked his “hidden hand” . He looked at 
a world in revolution: governments, religion, and
morals were threatened. W inrod believed it to be 
the work of a few men, some three hundred at most, 
determined to destroy the status quo. H e identified 
the conspirators as wealthy Jews “who claim to hold 
the financial destiny of the world in their hands” .10 
Jews, liberals, and Communists were merged in a plot 
to overthrow the Christian world.

Following his discovery of these “hellish agencies” , 
W inrod’s Defender focused solely upon the Jewish- 
Communist conspiracy. W inrod cautioned his readers 
to remember “that the present world movements can 
be understood only as the activities of Jewry can be 
traced among the nations” . “T he Jew is the gulf stream 
from which all of the world currents flow”, he wrote. 
“The way to unravel the present tangled affairs is to 
find the Jewish thread and follow it through” .20 T hat 
was the task W inrod set for himself in the ensuing 
years, and he felt that the ease with which he could fit 
new developments to his system reinforced its validity.

W inrod saw conspiracy in Franklin Roosevelt’s liber
alism and bitterly fought the President’s New Deal. 
He traced Roosevelt’s ancestry back three centuries 
and satisfied himself that the President heralded from 
an old D utch Jewish family— “Rosenvelt” . W inrod 
discovered Jewish members of the Brain Trust, who 
he felt, were bent on sovietizing the U nited States. He 
was convinced that the N ational Recovery Administra
tion symbol, the Blue Eagle, was actually the “mark 
of the beast” , and he even detected “red” a rt on the
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new three-cent stamp.
But W inrod became a prisoner of his system of 

thought. Earlier he had professed love for all Jews, 
patiently awaiting their conversion to Christianity. But 
the logic of his system forced him to change. If the 
Jews were going to covenant with the Antichrist to win 
back the Holy Land, then some of their ranks must 
be apostate. “Because of the strong delusion in which 
the Jew lives at the present time, it is dangerous for 
him to have too much power in his hands” . Winrod 
warned.21 W inrod had first denounced Hitler as a 
fascist dictator, but after watching him “purify” 
Germany W inrod stated, “The (American) newspapers 
are filled with reports of his (H itler’s) alleged Jewish 
persecutions” . “However, judging his deeds from strict
ly a hum an point of view, it is evident that he is 
justified in his attitude toward the powerful Jews in 
Germany” .22 In a little over a decade W inrod had 
moved from the mainstream of fundamentalism with his 
crusade against evolution and modernism to an isolated 
irrational tangent. He had become a bigot, anti-Semitic, 
and hopelessly blinded by a conspiracy view of history.

In the 1920’s and 30’s W inrod played on the sym
pathies of conservative Christians. His stand against 
modernism, evolution, and communism had widespread 
appeal among M ennonites.23 When fundamentalism 
and the Bible were under attack W inrod’s defense 
of tradition appealed to them. W inrod’s strong stand 
and fiery zeal impressed many M ennonites who heard 
him. “I think he did a lot of good; he was fighting 
sin” , one recalled.24 In return for M ennonite support, 
W inrod recommended Freeman Junior College and 
Tabor College to his readers as “safe” schools. He 
praised John Horsch’s Symposium on War, graduated 
a son from Hesston College, and held a large business 
account with the H erald Publishing Company. He 
also spoke in numerous M ennonite churches in the 
Newton-M oundridge-M cPherson area and drew solid 
financial support from those congregations. Today the 
Defender organization still fondly remembers its M en
nonite constituency during those hard years.25

W inrod was a controversial figure, a product of his 
turbulent times and his driving personality. As a funda
mentalist in the immediate post W orld W ar I years, 
Winrod was fearful that evolution and modernism 
would tumble his pyramid of Christian beliefs. Longing 
for security in the face of indeterminable change he 
found solace in a literalistic use of the Bible, and 
a second coming of Christ in the near future. His 
appeal to Mennonites was based on these issues. But

t h e  lo g ic  o f  W i n r o d ’s t h o u g h t  f o r c e d  h i m  in to  e x t r e m 
ism . S e e m in g ly ,  m o s t  o f  h is  M e n n o n i t e  s u p p o r t e r s  
w e r e  c o n t e n t  w i t h  t h e  r e l ig io u s  is su e s  h e  t o u c h e d  o n  
a n d  w e r e  l i t t l e  t r o u b le d  b y  h is  A n t i - S e m i t i s m .  T h e r e  
w e r e  g a p in g  in c o n s is te n c ie s  b e tw e e n  W i n r o d ’s p r o f e s s e d  
C h r i s t i a n  lo v e  f o r  a ll  m e n  a n d  h is  v e h e m e n t  d e n u n 
c i a t io n  o f  im a g i n e d  c o n s p i r a t o r s  ; h is  C h r i s t i a n i ty  l a c k e d  
t h e  e s s e n t ia l  f a c t o r  o f  “ b a l a n c e ” b e tw e e n  w o r d s  a n d  
d e e d s .20 I n  t h e  m id - 3 0 ’s M e n n o n i t e s  ju s t i f i e d  t h e i r  
a l l e g ia n c e  to  W in r o d  b y  s a y in g  t h a t  h e  w a s  “ f ig h tin g - 
s in ”  w h i le ,  in  f a c t ,  t h e  m a n  t h e y  s u p p o r t e d  t h e n  h a d  
l i t t l e  c o m m o n  w i t h  A n a b a p t i s t - M e n n o n i t e  C h r i s t i a n i ty .
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Family Trees of North German 
Mennonites 

(Roosen, Dirksen, Fieguth, Entz, Dueck)

By Kurt Kauenhoven

T h e r e  is  n o  doubt that in reconstructing family his
tory it is a great advantage to have at a glance the 
different ramifications stemming from the same an
cestor. But how should they be presented? Should the 
oldest known forbear be pu t at the head of the chart 
and the generations of his descendants under him, 
or should the first common ancestor be pu t at the 
bottom, e.g., at the roots of a tree, and his descendants 
in ascending lines above him? No doubt the first form 
is the more correct and is therefore used in genealogical 
publications in the form of a table of descent. The 
other is more pictorial and artistic as it makes use 
of the form of a tree, thus giving the eye of the 
spectator the illusion of an organic unity and a more 
pleasing effect. T he difficulty, however, is that the 
spreading of a family rarely follows the more or less 
regular lines of the growth of a tree (see Dueck, ill. 5) 
and that the often large num ber of descendants of one 
progenitor will obscure the clarity of the design. The 
latter disadvantage is chiefly overcome by restricting 
the number of descendants represented to those bearing 
the same family name as the first ancestor known, i.e., 
patrilineally. Thus most European family trees give 
the names of the male members of a family and of 
their wives only, adding the sisters of the male mem
bers, but leaving out the names of their husbands and 
children.

In America, on the other hand, it is common to 
unite in a family tree all the descendants (male and 
female) of the first known ancestor (i.e. bilineally), 
usually the one who emigrated from Europe to Amer
ica. This generally leads to an overcrowded presenta
tion, making it difficult to perceive the principal 
ramifications of a family at a glance. I t  is therefore 
im portant to distinguish carefully a family tree from 
a table of descendants and a table of ancestors.

T he form a family tree may have differs greatly 
depending on the am ount of genealogical data  to be 
presented and the graphic skill used in its execution. 
The following five examples of M ennonite family trees 
of northern Germany, dating from 1875 to 1962, 
demonstrate the different possibilities in designing a 
family tree. The first (Roosen) is typical of a well- 
known H am burg-Altona M ennonite family of m er

chants and ministers. The other four give a very good 
picture of M ennonite families which settled in the 
Vistula-Nogat D elta in form er northeastern Germany. 
These early family trees also show that intelligent 
am ateur genealogists are quite capable of producing 
family trees fulfilling all genealogical requirements 
(e.g., Fieguth, ill. 3 ). O f course an experienced litho
grapher, as in the case of the Roosen family (see ill. 1) 
or an experienced painter like Udo Dueck (ill. 5) and 
above all professional artists like Emil Doepler, Jr. 
(see Dirksen, ill. 2) and Hildegard Kohnert-M ichaelis 
(see Entz, ill. 4) will produce a more outstanding and 
artistically satisfying work. I t  is not the object of the 
present article to give genealogical details about the 
families listed here. As it was necessary to reduce 
the scale of the originals for publication in this journal, 
the legibility of the names and dates contained in the 
accompanying illustrations had to suffer; thus they 
can scarcely be used as a source of information. How
ever, complete family registers have been published on 
all these families and are listed in the bibliography 
at the end of this paper. I t  is in these works tha t the 
curious reader may find such m aterial as might interest 
him for his own research.

Roosen Family
T he oldest of the family trees presented here is 

tha t of the Hamburg-Altona M ennonite family Roosen 
which flourished in the 17th, 18th, and 19th centuries 
and distinguished itself by its successful merchants 
and ministers. According to G. A rthur Roosen (letter, 
April 13, 1955), this Roosen family tree was designed 
in 1840 by Berend Paulus Roosen (1792-18751, a 
H am burg merchant. In  1875 it was supplemented by 
his son O tto Roosen (1832-1912), a H am burg archi
tect. Both father and son were deacons of the H am 
burg-Altona M ennonite Church. O tto  Roosen had 
the family tree printed by the H am burg lithographic 
institute of Charles Fuchs in 1875 and privately dis
tributed among the members of the Roosen family. 
I t  was reproduced and published by the Hamburger 
Fremndenblatt (February 10, 1934). A copy of this 
was used for the illustration in the present article.

A special feature of this drawing is that it clearly
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1. The Roosen Family Tree of Ham- 
burg-Altona, Germany.

distinguishes the living members of the family from 
those who had already died at the date of publication 
(1875), by putting their name-tablets on leafless 
branches. Particularly well drawn are the two land
scapes at the foot of the tree. At the right we see 
the river Elbe with the city of H am burg in the back
ground as it appeared before the great fire of 1842, 
indicating the residence of the family and its chief 
occupation which was tha t of ship owner. At the 
left we notice the city of Lübeck where the Roosen 
family settled first after its flight from Korschenbroich 
(Jülich, west of Cologne) in 1532. After the publica
tion of the Roosen family tree, in 1893, Berend Carl 
Roosen (1820-1904), pastor of the M ennonite Church 
of H am burg and Altona, wrote a Roosen family his
tory Geschichte unseres Hauses (H am burg, 1905). 
In  1910 G. A rthur Roosen, another member of the 
family, published a complete Roosen family register 
in the series Deutsches Geschlechterhuch, vol. 18, 
(.Hamburger Geschlechterbuch, vol. 1). T he Roosen 
family continues today, but they are no longer mem 
bers of the M ennonite church.

Dirksen, Doerksen, Duerksen
The remaining four family trees take us to north

eastern Germany to the delta of the river Vistula where 
Mennonites settled and lived from ca. 1550 to 1945. 
Their chief settlements were the cities of Danzig and 
Elbing and the region between. The oldest of these

family trees is the one dedicated to the Dirksen family. 
The name Dirksen, also in its variants Derksen, 
Doerksen, Duerksen, is still very frequent among M en
nonites, not only in Europe, but also in Canada, U.S.A., 
Mexico, Paraguay, Brazil and Bolivia. O f course, they 
do not all stem from one common ancestor, as the 
name Dirksen (son of Dirk) is very frequent in the 
Netherlands and in Northern Germany, also among 
non-Mennonites. There are two noteworthy studies 
on these families: the one by Georg Conrad refers 
to the Danzig M ennonite family Dirksen (Görlitz, 
1905; see bibl. nr. 4) ; the other by Bernhard Doerksen 
describes the American branches of the Doerksens 
(Regina, 1960; see bibl. nr. 5 ). The Dirksen family 
tree reproduced here (ill. 2) is restricted to a Danzig 
family of that name. In  the 19th century one branch 
of the family acquired a large landed estate in Silesia 
and Brandenburg and was ennobled. I t  was then 
that the family had its chronicle written by a jurist 
and its family tree designed on commission by the 
well-known artist Emil Doepler, Jr. (ill. 2 ), showing 
the graphic and heraldic skill of the artist at its best. 
Unlike as in the Roosen family tree, the artist here has 
arranged the different generations of the family in 
vertical rows without forcing the form of the tree 
too much into a geometrical pattern. T he original 
homeland of the family is indicated by the windmills 
of Holland (right) and by a “H aff” landscape of 
Prussia. In addition the artist has adorned the frame 
of his work by coats of arms of the chief places where 
the family settled. In the bottom right-hand corner 
we notice the coat of arms of Berlin. I t was there 
that members of the family distinguished themselves 
in the juridical and diplomatic services of Prussia 
and Germany. In  the present century one of them, 
H erbert von Dirksen (1882-1955, see bibl. nr. 5 ),

2. The Dirksen Family Tree (Dan
zig) designed by Emil Doepler, Jr.
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became German ambassador in Moskau, Tokyo, and 
London. In  the introduction to his memoirs he says 
of his family, “The Dirksen of D utch extraction and 
M ennonite denomination, had joined the stream of 
emigrants to the east about the middle of the 17th 
century. Like thousands of their coreligionists they 
left their home country to escape the religious per
secutions in the Netherlands. They found a new 
home at Danzig and in the marshlands of the Vistula. 
My ancestors, too, lived for a hundred years in the 
Free City of Danzig where they were merchants. When 
Frederick William I of Prussia laid the foundations 
of a professional civil service, they began to enter 
the service of the state. They have devoted themselves 
to this service almost w ithout exception for five gen
erations, not allowing themselves to be diverted by 
the prosperous circumstances acquired through in
heritance of valuable landed estates in the province 
of Brandenburg and near Berlin, more than a century 
ago.” O ther Dirksens (Derksens, Doerksens, Duerksens) 
emigrated to Russia and from there to America. A 
Doerksen branch now living in Canada and the U.S.A. 
has been carefully recorded by Bernhard Doerksen 
(see bibl.nr. 6 ). However, it is not a family tree proper 
as suggested by its title, but a comprehensive survey of 
all the descendants of the couple mentioned in its title.

Fiegutli
Dated not much later than the Dirksen family tree 

is that of the Prussian M ennonite family Fiegutli, 
comprising the period from 1707 to 1909 and first 
published in blueprint in 1909. I t  is not the work of 
a professional artist, but of a skilled technician and 
an enthusiastic genealogist. Its author is Johannes 
Fieguth (b. 1866, perished together with his wife while 
fleeing from the east in 1945) who gave the genealogi
cal material collected by Abraham  Fieguth of M arien
burg a graphic form of great originality. His son 
H ans-O tto Fieguth (b. 1899) not only published a 
complete Fieguth family record (see bibl. nr. 8 ), but 
also wrote a detailed explanation of the Fieguth family 
tree, pointing out its peculiarities so well that I can 
do no better than quote the principal p a rt of his 
description( see bibl. nr. 9) : “O ur father (Johannes 
Fieguth, b. 1866) undertook the task of giving our 
family tree its definite form. For this purpose he 
developed a system of his own using annual circles 
consisting of concentrically arranged elipses, fourteen 
in number, each enclosing a decade from 1767 to 1907. 
Drawn over this system were the branches of the 
family tree. They represent the male Fieguths; the 
beginnings and ends of these branches are indicated 
by the annual circles giving the years of birth and 
death of the persons in question. The members of the 
family still alive in 1907 thus protrude beyond the

3. The Fieguth Family Tree prepared 
by Johannes Fieguth ( West Prussia).

outermost circle. The female members of the family 
have been drawn as twigs, the root of which also 
indicates the year of birth within the circles. Each 
life-span is indicated by the num ber of leaves, each 
leaf standing for ten years. Thus the whole family tree 
is a technical or technicized drawing of a tree. . .” .

T o  the left of the tree there is a drawing which 
shows the Ladekopp (West Prussia) farm  of Hans 
Fieguth (b. 1707), the oldest known ancestor of the 
family. To the right there is a block of stone bearing 
a facsimile inscription of the first sentences of the 
oldest hand-written family chronicle by Johann Fieguth 
(b. 1769). O f special interest are the notes given by 
the author of the family tree regarding the vocational 
status of the family members. U p to 1909 there were 
sixty-one farmers, eight businessmen, two engineers, 
one tax official, and one fireman. The merits of this 
family tree consist in its numerical and technical exact
ness; the drawbacks lie in the difficult legibility of the 
names, which are not given on tablets, as is generally 
the case, but on the branches of the tree. After the 
family tree had first been published in blueprint in 
1909, Hans-O tto Fieguth (b. 1899) had it reproduced 
in prin t in his Fieguth family record in 1963 (bibl. 
nr. 8 ).
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Entz
The Entz family tree shown in illustration 4 is 

dated fifty years later than the Fieguth family tree. 
At first sight a great difference between them is evi
dent. The Fieguth tree is the work of a technician and 
m athem atician who laid great stress on exactitude 
and wrote in the round-hand (Rundschrift) which was 
used in all technical drawings of this time. The Entz 
family tree is the work of Hildegard Kohnert-M ichaelis,

a professional graphic artist of Berlin. She has chosen 
a style which differs greatly from the traditional tree 
form. She does not aim at giving an illusionistic three 
dimensional picture, but absolutely restricts herself 
to a two dimensional drawing. Thus this family tree 
looks more like a tapestry and would therefore be an 
excellent wall decoration. It is a work of great graphic 
originality and of a convincing unity of style. This 
is also to be seen in the drawing of a house front 
at the left of the tree. No pretentions are made to

4. The Johann Entz Family Tree (Elbing) by 
the graphic artist Hildegard Kohnert-Michaelis 
on commission from Thomas Entz-von Zerssen.



create an architect’s model of a house, but rather 
a symbol of it. The house in question was the residence 
of the Elbing draper Johann Entz (1787-1881), was 
situated a t the m arket square of the city, and was one 
of its numerous fine old houses. Johann Entz was not 
the first known ancestor of this Entz family, although 
the family tree was named after him. T he eldest an
cestor known is Peter Entz (b. prior to 1700), farmer 
a t Schönsee near Schöneberg on the Vistula.

The family tree was designed on a commission of 
Thomas Entz (b. 1899), Swedish Consul at Rendsburg, 
who thus showed much generosity in procuring for 
the Entz family such a remarkable embodiment of 
its history. The original of the family tree is in his 
possession; its size is 1.49 meters in length. It is 
based on the material collected by K u rt Entz (b. 1882) 
of Berlin and published by him in the well-known series 
Deutsches Geschlechterhuch, vol. 133, Limburg, 1964 
(see bibl. nr. 10, no ill.). Members of this Entz family 
today live not only in Germany but also in Canada, 
U.S.A. and Uruguay. This family tree is published 
here for the first time.

Dueck, Dyck
The last two family trees to be discussed here were 

both designed after World W ar II, although they 
cannot be compared in style. The family tree Dueck 
was executed in color and painted in oil by Udo 
Dyck, a professional draftsm an and an experienced 
painter now residing in Frieburg (Baden). The

material used was collected by U lrich Dueck, a 
farm er and genealogist of high standing, formerly of 
Gunthen near Riesenburg (W est-Prussia), now living 
at Gross-Himstedt near Hildesheim. The Duecks of 
this family belong to the many M ennonite families 
bearing the name of Dyck or van Dyck who emigrated 
from the Netherlands to the m outh of the Vistula. 
T he places where they settled are indicated by their 
coats of arms, among them that of Danzig in the west 
and those of M arienburg and Elbing to the east. This 
district is also marked by the artist in the impressive 
silhouettes of the city of Danzig and the castle of 
M arienburg.

The generations are arranged in twelve rows, and 
the names are inscribed on shields placed on the 
branches of the tree. W ith the younger generations 
counting up to fifty-three individuals, the network 
of the branches becomes rather complicated and is 
not easy to follow. The genealogical material con
tained in this family tree was collected by Ulrich 
Dyck in two volumes of the Deutsches Geschlechter
buch (see bibl. nr. 11, 12). T he family tree comprises 
the time from about 1722 to 1960. Members of this 
Dyck/Dueck family are to be found not only in Europe 
but in many of the M ennonite settlements in North and 
South America.

I t has been my aim to give different examples of 
the forms in which family trees of M ennonite families 
have been produced. All of them have merits of 
their own and may therefore serve as models for those 
readers who would like to have a similar illustration 
of the spread and history of their own family.

5. The Dueck Family Tree (Danzig) 
by Udo Dyck.
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Mennonites and Urban Culture: 
An Opportunity in Non-Conformity

By Hugh S. Hostetler

F o r  a n y o n e  today  who wishes to be concerned seri
ously with urban culture, familiarity with two books is 
im portant: Harvey Cox’s The Secular City, and the 
Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders (the so-called “U .S . Riot Commission R e
port” ). The Cox book represents an orderly account 
of the growth of secular society today with, on the 
whole, good and at times brilliant characterizations of 
secular man and his institutions. T he “R iot R eport,” 
however, is in my judgm ent much needed to balance 
out Cox’s account. I t  accomplishes this not so much 
through philosophical debate but primarily through 
presentation of im portant facts about the secular city 
which, it seems to me, Cox either could not account

for and chooses to ignore or simply overlooked in the 
first place.

The Secular City
For those who have not read The Secular City, 

briefly the argum ent goes like this, Cox begins by char
acterizing the growth of hum an society as comprising 
sets of several transitional existences: from tribal to 
town to technopolitan. These sets can be correlated 
with religious types, called in turn  mythological, on
tological and secular.

Tribes lived in awe and wonder in a world inhabited 
by deities who functioned arbitrarily unless worshipped 
by the tribesman; even then there were no regular
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ways of guaranteeing the goodness of the gods to func
tion benignly with each other or with mankind.

In societies run by ontological outlooks, the gods re
tired behind the sun and stars; they existed away from 
the stress and strain of the immediacy of hum an con
flict and growth. Yet their presence was all im portant 
to humans. M an and nature ran by order, God’s order.

In  our secular age, man has pu t away gods and 
godly order; in the ensuing freedom from these con
trols he is now for the first time free to work out his 
own destiny.

W here has the church come in? Speaking theologic
ally, from the time of the great Constantinian resolu
tion until very recently it has by and large focused on 
providing an ontological framework both for itself and 
for the society in which it dwelled. Along the way, of 
course, it has carried in its theological baggage some 
myths such as the creation stories, and I gather some 
miracles of Jesus would be included also. “Ontolog- 
ically-derived m an” knew that his place in life was to 
discover God’s laws and God’s purposes, and to imple
m ent them. M an only seemed to hold the reins of his 
destiny, though such phantasm a took potent forms. 
Even non-deistic or anti-deistic systems and societies 
such as communism still basically function as ontologi
cal units, with historical inevitability in one form or 
another replacing a purposeful God as the energizing 
value.

According to Cox. what has happened in our times, 
the rumblings of w hat was to come being heard es
pecially in the past century, is that m an has finally 
created the kind of society in which it is possible for 
him to come of age, to be m ature in himself. This is 
the secular age, for m an has finally decided to cast off 
religious vestiges of his tribal and town life. He has 
shed tribal and town gods and systems with their ar
bitrariness and their control from a distance. Instead 
we have secular man, who looks to himself and to his 
fellow men for his own salvation. Destiny is in our 
hands. We never again need to worry about someone 
called God knocking us arbitrarily off the track. Nor 
do we need to spend time searching for a distant cre
ator’s faint or large tracings, pu t there because we 
knew God left such telltale signs of himself behind for 
our own good, to be ignored only at our own peril.

Today’s secular man is aptly characterized by the 
pragmatism of John F. Kennedy and by the profanity 
of Albert Camus. M an’s authentic choices are to ask: 
Will it work? Does it come from inside man alone? 
Secular man is liberated from both ancient oppres
sions and stultifying conventions. I t  is his job to re
main free in vision and energy. He must avoid now the 
great danger in converting secularization into a new 
world view—secularism—for this would simply reim
merse him into a new bondage.

W here is the church in this contemporary change? 
Briefly, it has been caught zigging when it should be

zagging. It still offers either a tribal god, or it speaks 
sonorously in purposive tones of ontological argum en
tation. It has been doing this at least up until the time 
of Harvey Cox and a num ber of other demytholo- 
gizers who have preceded him (to be followed by a 
thundering herd of “new theologians” like them, if I 
read correctly what is go:ng on in many seminaries 
these days).

Cox and others point out where they think the 
church has gone wrong. They look directly at the 
churches’ interpretation of the Biblical message: The 
churches have missed the point all along. The ration
alization for the rightness of the view that man and 
his culture should be secular has been in the Bible all 
the time. The Biblical view of history is an open-ended 
one; the closed systems have denied to Christians access 
to that interpretation. Furtherm ore, a close look at 
New Testam ent eschatology shows us that the term 
“Kingdom of God” is used referentially not to a hoped-

What About the “Relevant” Church?
for future, nor to a static past, but to a dynamic pres
ent. I t means a kind of “becoming.” Since our Secular 
City is a situation of “becoming” also, the Kingdom of 
God for us today is the secular city. (If you are uneasy 
about that— so am I. I do not believe I have misread 
Cox and others on this point; the logic and form of 
their arguments really are that confused).

Thus today’s church needs to recognize the follow
ing:

1) It commits sin in not recognizing the “coming of 
age of secular m an” as a fact and the presence of the 
secular city as an irreversible phenomenon. I t is sinful 
because the New Testam ent speaks over and over again 
of the need for man to be responsible for himself.

2) Catharsis will come through the acceptance and 
use of power, in the exercise of which we never allow 
past experiences to be normative for the present and 
future. The power spoken of is political power.

The church needs to become the following:

1) God’s Avant-Garde, with the following messages:
a) Kerygmatically, it is to believe that “man not 

only should but can have dominion over the earth.” 
We are invited to make the whole universe over into 
a “hum an place.”

b) H ealth and wholeness for the fractures of our 
urban society. This consists in knowing where the 
power lies in urban society, and rechanneling it along 
more just lines.

c) T he church needs to be a kind of demonstration 
unit for the secular city, containing within it all ele
ments of society.

2) T he second m ajor function of the church is that 
of cultural exorcist. After some talk about Biblical
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sources, Cox points to the demons today. Practically 
all the fire is directed at the institutional church.

H e ends with a variety of matters, but chiefly feels 
that we Christians ought to celebrate the coming of 
age of man and get on with the changes needed. One 
such change may apply to the word “God.” If this 
word is more of a handicap than a help today and in 
the future, let us abandon it and invent a better name 
for “God.”

There is so much that is good about this book, I 
trust that the criticism of it which follows will not 
blind us to its virtues.

Some Deficiencies
There are serious deficiencies in his account, how

ever. For one thing, he wavers between a positive val
uation of secular society and implications that he is 
trying to make the best of a bad situation. Again, 
having decided apparently to write in a “secular 
spirit” without an explicit metaphysical framework, 
his descriptive material is presumably m eant to be 
factual and his interpretations, therefore, m eant to be 
first and second order deductive propositions. I t  fol
lows that the questions of what is included for discus
sion becomes as vital as how it is discussed. It is here 
that I feel he is vulnerable indeed.

First Cox provides a grossly deficient reticulum for 
assessing badness and sin, especially the kinds detailed 
in the “Riot Report.” Cox would have us celebrate 
too much, weep too little. He offers profane benedic
tions, when in my judgm ent so much in our society 
deserves a divine curse. Why does he have this adm ir
ing fascination for what goes on around us?

it e m  : Studies of cultures and subcultures have
turned up at least three reliable indices heralding 
breakdowns in a culture: sharp rises in juvenile delin
quency, in divorces and homosexuality, and in the ad
dictions including alcoholism. These indices have risen 
tremendously all over the Western world in recent 
years.

it e m  : The largest industrial corporation in the
country recently destroyed a fine old New York City 
landmark in order to place its new headquarters build
ing in an aesthetically most favorable position (rather 
than locating in an area that needed to be upgraded 
socially and economically). I submit th a t our culture 
is in deep trouble when its wealthiest producer feels 
its corporate image is so shaky tha t it needs to para 
sitize itself in that fashion.

i t e m : The New York Times reported both severe
unrest in the ghettos in the afterm ath of the M artin 
Luther K ing assassination, and action by Congress 
depriving cities of relatively small bu t badly needed 
funds to continue H ead Start and youth employment 
programs.

i t e m : Few of us are the least charm ed by the

spectacle of a  consuming-oriented society producing, 
almost by whim, more junk than it literally knows 
what to do w ith; and by the knowledge that cars are 
deliberately designed to fall apart in several years; or 
by the deliberate destruction of countrysides through 
strip mining with few if any meaningful checks on the 
operators.

W hat I am pointing to, of course, are a few sam
ples of conduct all too representative in today’s secular 
society. I simply do not share the implied optimistic 
notions of Cox that irrationality is on the run, its de
feat to be guaranteed by judicious, insightful applica
tions of a secular spirit. The last thirty-year era began 
with an unparalleled bloodbath of World W ar II , with 
its crowning theme of Hitler, Eichmann and their 
colleagues carrying out one of the most ruthless, sadis
tic acts in Western history— the m urder of 6,700,000 
Jews whose crime was that they were who they were. 
W hat astounds one the most on reflection is that the 
Germans got away with it. This thirty-year era closes 
with assassinations and riots; with the spectacle of a 
most powerful nation of 200 million people using most 
of its conventional arsenal against a poverty-stricken 
peasant land of under fifteen million— and getting 
beaten for reasons many in our “secular society” can
not comprehend. W hat baselines does Cox choose for 
his assumption (a kind of hidden metaphysical dogma 
insinuated throughout) that there is enough sanity 
around to guarantee an inevitable “rise to m aturity” 
of our society and its people if only such things as gods 
and (other than his own kind of) metaphysical orien
tations were exercised? Show us, Dr. Cox, show us in 
ways that do not so blithely bypass the badness— the 
sin so grossly evident around us.

The “New Theology”
T he “new theologians,” with their breathless con

cern for contemporaneity, have lost or ignored m ean
ingful historical perspectives. History contains other 
experiments in non-deistic and non-deterministic cul
tures. O ne useful act would be taking a good, long, 
hard look at earlier Chinese history and the place of 
Confucianism in developing w hat has been one of the 
sanest humanistic societies our world has ever known. 
I would recommend also an examination in detail and 
depth why culture repeatedly and in prolonged fashion 
failed the masses and often the elite as well, after shin
ing brilliantly in such periods as the T ang dynasty.

Another new theologian, William Ham ilton, in an 
article citing his sources of optimism for a bright sec
ular world, went back all the way to the early 1950’s 
for his historical references! Emil Brunner wrote cor
rectly in The Divine Imperative: “The time-honored 
scandal of Protestantism is its desire to keep pace with 
the times”— “to be relevant to the culture,” “to be 
where the action is,” and so forth. Yet, somehow, some
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im portant questions seem almost deliberately bypassed 
in such discussions: Relevant to what? And for whom? 
For what purposes? T he phrases are offered as mis
sionary, evangelical slogans appropriate for the day. 
T heir use, however, seems to rationalize an adaptation 
to and to foment an identification with the culture in 
ways highly contradictory to their stated purposes (and 
one should add, contradictory to their own worthy per
sonal active participation in many good w orks).

Another characteristic of “New Theology” is the 
thinness of its picture of man. As described by Cox, 
man is monochromatic. We see him well as an organ
ism interacting with fellow humans. But what is inside 
of that organism? Contemporary theologians simply 
seem out of touch with certain basic biological and 
psychological aspects of hum an existence, let alone 
being aware of spiritual dimensions. M an is created a 
little lower than the angels. He is also the naked ape, 
according to the arresting theme of a recent book, and 
is unequaled among life on earth in his capacity to 
pillage and destroy. Nowhere, to my knowledge, is 
there adequate recognition of the immensity of the 
psychological task of growing up to the kind of m atur
ity so facilely described by Cox.

How unidimensional is his notion of maturity. Psy
chologically speaking, it is almost completely bound up 
in what he terms “I-You” relationships. He seems to 
assume that growth to “I-T hou” relationship dimen
sions are a natural possibility, for he certainly gives no 
indication of what necessary steps, what given elements 
in the situation, are needed. W hat clinical experience 
he has had I do not know. My own experience in 
living, working, worshiping in, analyzing, and relating 
to the secular city informs me that I-You relationships 
are often about the best most people can come up with 
(and one is grateful for at least th a t ) . But the capacity 
to move on to deeper relationships, which St. Bon- 
aventure and others have termed “alterocentric rela
tionships,” just is not there in any “natu ral” sense.

M odern urban man, the more educated one per
haps, does keep his cool—that is the style. Never get 
too involved— that, too, is the style. These styles tend 
to mask grave problems. Loneliness is probably the 
most common single, initial affective complaint in 
psychoanalysts’ offices today, and the quest for identity 
the most common purpose. People do not want to be 
who they are; yet most secular models whom we are 
given to identify with do not satisfy either. O ur secu
lar m an is adrift at sea, out of contact not only with 
God and the guiding stars, but with his innermost 
self. Indeed the problem of inner deadness and em pti
ness characterize so many people today. I would fill 
out the list with a host of difficulties, at the center of 
which are narcissistic claims on life.

T he revolts on campuses today are often triggered 
by starvation diets offered by secular humanists. The

humanities are taught as exercises in social engineering. 
Religion is often taught as an outmoded historical 
phenomenon which helps explain a past we have grown 
beyond. Churches have been subjected to their own 
revolts, too. But I submit that people who stay away 
do so not because the churches do not make sufficient 
relevant talk about social issues; people stay away 
when they are not fed internally.

Social action? Yes. W hat is needed is social action 
with a soul, with staying power. I t  is not accidental 
that Westerners wishing to protest the Vietnam  war 
have had to borrow from Buddhism the technique of 
self-immolation, and from G andhian Hinduism that of 
nonviolent resistance. For the Western Christian 
church has all but forgotten that its purpose in exist
ing is to- create saints, and that the goal in life for 
Christians is to select appropriate martyrdoms. We 
need to rediscover how to use up ourselves creatively, 
as Alfred N orth W hitehead puts it, how not merely to 
live and to live well, but to live better.

“N onconformity” Toclay
W ith these m atters in mind, what forms of rela

tionships are possible and desirable for the Menno- 
nite church confronting the secular culture? O ne thing 
seems clear: T he self-isolating technique used in the 
past of seeking out a rural life is gone. The physical 
capacity to shut out the world through establishing 
large, quite self-sufficient communities is gone, too, 
probably forever. Another thing seems clear: The
M ennonites’ relationship to the culture either will be 
self-consciously determined by Mennonites on Men- 
nonite terms, or the culture will do it for Mennonites 
on the culture’s terms. This I believe to be true for 
all churches now. T he basics of what I have to say to 
M ennonites I would say to a gathering of Presbyteri
ans, Methodists, Baptists or Episcopalians as well.

In every age, including our own, serious living is, 
in the apt phrase of W alter Nigg, more like running a 
gauntlet than celebrating a festival. This is easily point
ed to in the lives and work of the great saints of the 
several m ajor religions who were nonconformist in the 
best sense of the word.

I submit that those of us who are relatively whole 
persons, leading a mixed life in the secular world of 
today, will be nonconformist simply by virtue of inte
grating our actions with who we are.

— Try opting, for example, for being good rather 
than merely feeling good; that will cut you off from 
over half the culture right there.

— Become a practicing psychoanalyst. Then advance 
the notion formally or informally with other analysts 
that the meaningful question is not whether a person 
has a philosophy and a religion as well as a psychology 
and a biology, but the question is what kind of philos-
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ophy and religion he has— that is a conversation-stop
per, I have found.

— Advocate open housing in your town, and live it. 
T ha t will set you off from many of your neighbors in 
a hurry.

Today you need not seek out nonconformity. It will 
come to you. T he problem is how to deepen our lives 
sufficiently to enable us to withstand internally the 
external pressures that will m ount rather than 
diminish.

St. Bernard of Clairvaux once commented that too 
many Christians try to be like water pipes: W hat little 
comes in goes out immediately. Instead, he said, Chris
tians need to learn to become like reservoirs: W hat 
they give is given as overflow from fullness. I agree 
with this description completely. I see little, if any, 
hope that the directions generally advocated for the 
church today will help Christians become reservoirs of 
strength of character and of spiritual power. The call 
is to a life of a high aescetic ideal and of a high level 
of psychological m aturity and integration, but w ithout 
telling us how to achieve it. I t is implied that any such 
achievement is really an extrareligious activity anyway. 
The solutions pointed to are almost always out there, 
external to the individual. We are called to act re
sponsibly to others w ithout first learning how to- be
come responsible for ourselves; we are to teach without 
first becoming teachers; we are asked to heal without 
first becoming doctors.

There is, however, a long history within the church 
of the cure of souls. Known as the interior life, it forms 
a large corpus of materials including methodologies 
and exemplar lives. This is not the time nor place to 
go into many details about it, but let it suffice to say 
that it is not Sunday school talk. The interior life may 
not be for everyone— no more than a relatively small 
percentage of a church population may be ready and 
willing to carry it out. I refer specifically to the prac
tices of prayer, meditation and recollection. I refer to 
the practice of an interior life.

For those who would get on with their interior life 
systematically within this or any other denomination, it 
would be an act of nonconformity indeed. For Men- 
nonites and other Protestants, too, there has been a 
bias against anything Rom an Catholic for so long that 
it has seemed part of being a good Protestant to reject 
Catholicism out of hand. I t would seem to me that 
hating the Catholic church for four hundred years is 
about long enough; in the process we have lost contact 
with a rich inheritance to our own impoverishment. I 
refer to the development of a systematic approach to 
the interior life through the church’s esoteric tradition. 
I t  is a tradition that contributed above all to molding 
a picture of what Western m an can be at his finest.

At its finest this tradition urged each m an to purge 
himself of his evil, to enter the dark night of the soul, 
to climb Mt. Carmel, to taste of union with God. At 
their worst the monastic communities often still were 
the nonconformists; they continued within themselves 
the seeds of their own cleansing regeneration, ready 
again to stand as a nonconforming avant-garde for the 
church and its culture.

I believe that Protestantism, Mennonites included, 
has run its course as a religious movement along the 
lines that it has been going for several centuries. But 
the reasons for this have little to do with the reasons 
offered by most contemporary theologians. Far from 
being out of touch with today’s culture, the church has 
lost itself because it has been submerged in the culture 
in ways partly of its own deliberate making. The punch 
is gone because its capacity to speak to the internal 
condition of m an is gone.

W hat is needed is a new— rather, a renewed—image 
of man. I say renewed, because we already know what 
it is. There is first of all the picture of m an beset with 
his internal enemies: the flesh, the devil, and the
world. Then there are the specific manifestations in 
pride, envy, anger, covetousness, gluttony, lust and 
sloth. From this man is called into a life of good char
acter exhibiting justice, temperance, fortitude and 
prudence. We are called beyond this to grow in exer
cising ghostly gifts: Holy fear, Godliness, wisdom, un 
derstanding, knowledge, counsel, ghostly strength.

I have talked, communed if you will, with numbers 
of men and women who have “got going” in a variety 
of demanding disciplines. Somehow, in the nonreli
gious disciplines the guidelines seem relatively visible. 
For men or women who w ant to become excellent in
ternists or surgeons, or professors of chemistry, or heads 
of industrial plants, or most useful things that our 
culture values and demands, the mode and nature of 
achievement is relatively clear.

I believe that as Protestants we can find equivalent 
overt, specific guidelines for those who wish to drive 
for spiritual competence and wholeness. (I  am aware 
of Taize' and other groups and of their excellent starts 
in these directions.) In  the past, for solid historically 
valid reasons, Protestants obliterated the distinctions 
between exoteric and esoteric religion. I believe that 
our secular times call for an elite that will exhibit, 
teach, and encourage with vigor the growth in the 
cardinal virtues and the ghostly gifts; neither Chris
tianity nor our culture today can do without this. 
Such an elite will subscribe and live out the seldom- 
obeyed words of the writer of Exodus: “You shall not 
follow a m ultitude.” My final word— do not follow a 
multitude.
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Books in Review

H . J. G o e rtz , Innere und äussere Ordnung in der Theologie 
Thomas Müntzers, L e id e n : E . J .  B rill, 1967.

I t  is a  p le a su re  to  a n n o u n c e  a  m a jo r  w o rk  in  R e fo rm a 
tio n  sc h o la rsh ip  by  th e  y o u n g  M e n n o n ite  p a s to r  o f th e  
M e n n o n i te  C h u rc h  in  H a m b u rg -A lto n a . A  m a rk  of sc h o l
a rly  a p p ro b a t io n  is i ts  in c lu s io n  in  a  series e n ti t le d  Studies 
in Medieval and Reformation Thought, e d ite d  by  H e ik o  
O b e rm a n  fro m  th e  U n iv e rs i ty  of T iib in g e n .

I n  v iew  of th e  r a p id i ty  w ith  w h ic h  su p p o se d ly  c losed  
q u e s tio n s  a re  r e o p e n e d  n o w a d a y s  o n e  h a s  le a rn e d  to  be  
c a re fu l a b o u t m a k in g  fu lso m e  ju d g m e n ts .  N e v e rth e le ss , 
th is  is o n e  o f th o se  boo k s th a t  a p p e a r  to  ro u n d  off a  su b 
je c t .  I t  c a n n o t be  sa id  th a t  th e  q u e s tio n  o f T h o m a s  M ü n tz e r  
is c lo sed , b u t  i t  c a n  be sa id  th a t  D r. G o e r tz  h as  p ro d u c e d  
a s tu d y  w h ic h , in  a c c o m p lish e d  c r it ic a l  fa sh io n , p re sen ts  an 
in te rp r e ta t io n  o f th e  th o u g h t  o f T h o m a s  M ü n tz e r  w h ic h  
c a n n o t  b e  ig n o re d  b y  R e fo rm a tio n  sch o la rs . H e  h as, in  
th e  re v ie w e r’s e s t im a tio n , su c c e e d e d  in  sh o w in g  h o w  v a rio u s  
p a r ts  o f M ü n tz e r ’s th o u g h t,  su ch  as h is  m y stic ism  a n d  his 
re v o lu tio n ism , w h ic h  a p p e a rs  to be c o n tra d ic to ry , a c tu a lly  
fo rm  a  m e a n in g fu l  w h o le . A ll o f h is  fo rm u la tio n s , in c lu d in g  
h is  ju s t if ic a tio n  o f v io le n t re v o lu tio n , a re  sh o w n  to  b e  c o n 
s is te n t w ith  a n  essen tia l m e d ie v a l  m y s tic ism  w h ic h  a t  som e 
p o in ts  M ü n tz e r  h a s  to  r e c a s t  to  su it h is  n e e d s  a n d  h is  u n d e r 
s ta n d in g  of th e  n e e d s  o f his tim e .

I t  is a n  e x tre m e ly  c o m p a c t a n d  c losely  re a so n e d  w o rk  
w ith  g re a t  e co n o m y  of lan g u a g e . T h is  m ak e s  c a re fu l r e a d 
in g  n ecessa ry . In  fa c t, th is  a lso  c o n s titu te s  o n e  o f its  w eak  
p o in ts :  o n ly  th o se  w h o  h a v e  a d v a n c e d  th e o lo g ic a l t ra in in g  
w ill be a b le  to  r e a d  th is  book . A  s im p le r  s ty le  w o u ld  h a v e  
m a d e  it  m u c h  m o re  w id e ly  accessib le .

T h e  b o o k  is so lid ly  d o c u m e n te d  a n d  ta k e s  in to  c a re fu l 
a c c o u n t M e n n o n ite ,  L u th e ra n ,  a n d  M a rx is t  in te rp re ta t io n s  
o f M ü n tz e r .  I t  is w r i t te n  w ith o u t th e  d e fen siv en ess  an d  
sp e c ia l p le a d in g  w h ic h  h a s  o f te n  c h a ra c te r iz e d  M e n n o n ite  
w r it in g  on  M ü n tz e r  a n d  th e re fo re  m a rk s  a  m a tu r in g  in  
M e n n o n ite  sc h o la rsh ip . A t th e  sa m e  t im e , th e  a u th o r  re je c ts  
th e  u se  o f c a te g o rie s  su ch  as f a i th  a n d  w o rk s  a n d  
Schwärmerei to  d e te rm in e  th e  sh a p e  o f th e  s tu d y  in sis tin g  
th a t  th e y  d o  n o t  fit th e  p ro b le m  e n c o u n te re d  in  M ü n tz e r ’s 
th eo lo g y . I n  re p ly  tO‘ th e  M a rx is ts  h e  says t h a t  M ü n tz e r ’s 
th eo lo g ic a l s ta n c e  le d  h im  to  h is  re v o lu tio n a ry  a c tiv ity  
r a th e r  th a n  th e  e x te rn a l c o n d itio n s  sh a p e d  h is  co n v ic tio n s . 
M ü n tz e r  “ w as a  c u s to d ia n  o f th e  p a s t  r a th e r  th a n  a h e ra ld  
o f a  n e w  tim e .”

C onrad G rebel C ollege Walter Klaassen

R o b e r t  F r ie d m a n n , ed ., Glauhenszengnisse oberdeutscher 
Tauf gesinnter II, G ü te rs lo h e r  V e r la g sh a u s , G e rd  M o h n , 
1967, P p . X V I ,  318. $9.50.

T h ir ty  y e a rs  b e tw e e n  v o lu m e s  I a n d  I I  o f a  set is a 
lo n g  tim e . T h o se  o f us w h o  b e c a m e  a c q u a in te d  w ith  
Glauhenszengnisse I, ed . by  L y d ia  M ü l le r  h a v e  b een  w a itin g  
fo r  v o lu m e  I I  e v e r  since. W o r ld  W a r  I I  a n d  th e  d e a th  of 
L y d ia  M ü lle r  d is lo c a te d  th e  p la n  d ra w n  u p  in  1929 of 
p u b lish in g  A u s tr ia n  A n a b a p t is t  sources. A d d  to  th is  c h an g e  
in  e d ito rsh ip  a n d  p u b lish in g  d iff ic u ltie s  a n d  th e  lo n g  d e la y  
is a c c o u n te d  for. H o p e fu lly  w e w ill n o t h a v e  to  w a it ag a in  
as lo n g  fo r  v o lu m e  I I I .

T h e  p re se n t  v o lu m e  consists o f tw o  Glauhenszengnisse 
( te s tim o n ie s  o f f a i t h ) ;  th e  first is  th e  firs t Rechenschaft, 
( ju s t if ic a tio n )  by  P e te r  R id e m a n  w r i t te n  b e tw e e n  1529 
a n d  1532. I t  re p re se n ts  th e re fo re  a n  im p o r ta n t  w itn ess of 
e a rly  A n a b a p tism . I t  c o m p rise s  44  p a g es  a n d  consists o f a 
lo n g  in tro d u c t io n  in  w h ic h  he  d iscusses w h a t  it  m e a n s  to  
h a v e  fa ith .

T h e n  fo llo w s a  co n fess io n  b a se d  o n  th e  t r ip a r t i t e  d iv is io n  
o f th e  A p o s tle s ’ C re e d . U n d e r  th e  se c tio n  on  Je su s  C h ris t  
is a  le n g th y  d iscu ssio n  o f th e  n a tu re  o f th e  L o rd ’s S u p p e r  
in  w h ic h  th e  c e le b ra tio n  o f th e  u n ity  o f th e  Je su s  c o m 
m u n ity  is e m p h a s iz e d . I t  in c lu d e s  th e  use o f th e  p a ra b le  
f ro m  th e  Didache, 9, (p . 3 3 ) m u c h  lo v ed  by  A n a b a p tis ts , 
a n d  c o n c lu d e s  w ith  th e  c o n tra s t  b e tw e e n  C h r is t ’s in te n 
tio n  a b o u t th e  L o r d ’s S u p p e r  a n d  a n ti -C h r is t ’s a c tu a l  u sage .

T h e  a r t ic le  o n  th e  H o ly  S p ir i t  m a k e s  th e  u su a l A n a b a p 
tis t e m p h a s is  on  th e  p re se n t  w o rk in g  of th e  S p ir i t  in  th e  
life  o f th e  in d iv id u a l  a n d  th e  c h u rc h .

A  se c tio n  o n  th e  A n a b a p t is t  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f m a rr ia g e  
is l i t t le  m o re  th a n  a  c o lla tio n  o f re le v a n t S c r ip tu re  passages, 
a n d  d oes n o t  d ea l w ith  th e  p ro b le m s  e n c o u n te re d  w h e n  
o n e  m e m b e r  b e c a m e  a n  A n a b a p tis t .

T h e  w o rk  is c o n c lu d e d  by  a n  a lle g o ry  e n ti t le d  “ C o n 
c e rn in g  th e  S ev en  P il la rs  o f th is  H o u s e ,” re fe r r in g  to  th e  
b u ild in g  of th e  c h u rc h , a n d  b a se d  o n  P ro v e rb s  9 :1 .  T h e  
sev en  p illa rs  a re  th e  fe a r  o f G o d , th e  w isd o m  o f G o d , th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  of G o d , th e  co u n se l o f G o d , th e  m ig h t of 
G o d , th e  k n o w le d g e  o f G o d , a n d  th e  f r ie n d sh ip  o f G od . 
T h is  a lle g o ry  h a s  th e  m a rk s  o f m y stic ism  w h ic h  a re  fo u n d  
e sp e c ia lly  in  th a t  se g m en t o f A n a b a p tism  in f lu e n c e d  by 
H a n s  H u t.

T h e  se c o n d  w o rk  is P e te r  W a lp o t,  a  n o ta b le  H u t te r i te  
le a d e r ,  w r i t te n  a b o u t 1577. T h is  w o rk  is m u c h  lo n g e r  th a n  
th e  R id e m a n  d e fen se , a n d  re fle c ts  y e a rs  o f c o n tro v e rsy  b e 
tw e e n  A n a b a p tis ts  a n d  o th e r  C h ris tia n s . I t  cen te rs , as does
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th e  S c h le ith e im  C o n fess io n , o n  th o se  p o in ts  a t  w h ic h  c o n 
tro v e rsy  c am e . T h e s e  a re  n o t  th e  b asic  p o in ts  o f  C h r is t ia n  
f a i th  as e x p ressed  in  th e  A p o s tle s ’ C re e d  (w h ic h  A n a 
b a p tis ts  o f te n  c ite d  w h e n  a sk ed  a b o u t th e i r  f a i t h ) ,  b u t  on  
p o in ts  o f in te rp re ta tio n .  T h e  five a r tic le s  d e a l t  w i th  a re :  
b a p tism , L o r d ’s su p p e r , c o m m u n ity  o f g o o d s , th e  C h r is 
t ia n  a n d  th e  m a g is te r ia l  office, a n d  d iv o rc e  b e tw e e n  b e 
liev e rs  a n d  u n b e lie v e rs .

A s w as c u s to m a ry  w ith  A n a b a p tis ts  th e  a rg u m e n ta t io n  
in  th is  w o rk  is n o t  a n  ex erc ise  in  r a t io n a l  th o u g h t  in  th e  
sc h o la s tic  m a n n e r . I t  consists  ch ie fly  in  a n  a sse m b lin g  of 
S c r ip tu ra l  e v id e n c e  fo r  th e i r  p o s itio n  a n d  th e i r  u n d e r 
s ta n d in g  o f it. I t s  m a in  c o n c e rn  is n o t  to  c o n v in c e  th e  
o th e r  p a r ty  b y  fo rce  o f log ic  b u t  to  lay  u p o n  h im  C h r is t ’s 
c la im s  to  o b e d ie n c e  f ro m  th o se  w h o  b e a r  h is  n a m e .

I t  is  im p o r ta n t  to  n o tic e  h o w  th e  la s t a r t ic le  d e a lin g  w ith  
d iv o rce  a p p ro a c h e s  th a t  q u e s tio n  f ro m  th e  p o s itio n  of 
f re e d o m  in  fa ith . N o  o n e  c an  b e  c o e rc e d  in  th e  fa ith . I f  
th e re fo re  o n e  p a r tn e r  in  a  m a rr ia g e  is n o t  r e a d y  fo r  o b e d i
e n ce  to  C h ris t ,  he  sh o u ld  b e  g iv en  th e  f re e d o m  to  go  h is 
o w n  w ay . E v e n  h e re  n o  c o e rc io n  is to  b e  a p p lie d  by  e ith e r  
p a r tn e r .

E a c h  of th e  a r tic le s  is  d iv id e d  in to  n u m b e re d  sec tions, 
p re su m a b ly  fo r  easy  re fe re n c e . T h e  t r e a tm e n t  o f  th e  su b 
je c ts  is as th o ro u g h  as o n e  w ill f in d  i t  in  A n a b a p tism .

R o b e r t  F r ie d m a n n  m e rits  th e  g ra ti tu d e  o f a ll w h o  a re  
c o n c e rn e d  a b o u t  th e  A n a b a p tis t  h e r ita g e  a n d  i ts  p la c e  in  
th e  re lig io u s  scene  o f th e  16 th  c e n tu iy .

C onrad G rebel C ollege Walter Klaassen

J .  C . W e n g e r , They Met God. S c o ttd a le , P a .,  H e ra ld  
P ress , 1964. P p . 192. $3 .75 .

I n  th is  v o lu m e  th ir ty - th re e  M e n n o n ite s  re fle c t u p o n  a n d  
d e sc rib e  th e  b e g in n in g  of th e i r  sp ir i tu a l  p ilg r im a g e . T h e  
a c c o u n ts  a re  c h a ra c te r iz e d  b y  jo y  a n d  o p en n ess , w r i t te n  
s im p ly  a n d  d ire c tly  fo r  th e  g e n e ra l  re a d e r .  A  n u m b e r  of 
th e  w r ite rs  h a v e  b e e n  in  le a d e rs h ip  p o s itio n s  in  th e  ( O ld )  
M e n n o n i te  C h u rc h  fo r  m a n y  y ears; o th e r s  c a m e  to  th e  
c h u rc h  f ro m  se c u la rism , o n e  f ro m  B u d d h ism . I t  is  a  d e e p  
e x p e r ie n c e  to  b e  a llo w e d  th u s  to  sh a re  in  th e  in t im a te  e x 
p e r ie n c e  o f  f a ith , to  “ e n te r  th e  h e a r t  w i th o u t  k n o c k in g ” 
(G . K . C h e s te r to n ) ,  as i t  w e re , in  th e  sp a c e  o f  o n e  l i t t le  
book .

A s b io g ra p h y  o f th e  life  o f th e  s p ir i t  th ese  w r it in g s  c a n  
c la im  a  le g it im a te  p la c e  a m o n g  d e v o tio n a l  w ritin g s , p a r 
t ic u la r ly  in  th e  a b se n c e  o f m u c h  s ig n if ic a n t c o n te m p o ra ry  
M e n n o n i te  d e v o tio n a l  l i te r a tu r e  fo r  a d u l t  re a d e rs . W h y  
th is  p a u c i ty  p e rs is ts  is a  m a t te r  o f  c o n je c tu re . M e n n o n i te  
c o m m itm e n t  to  u s in g  th e  B ib le  i ts e lf  as d e v o tio n a l  re a d in g , 
a b se n ce  o f th e  k in d  of c h u rc h  life  w h ic h  e n c o u ra g e s  m e d i
ta t io n  a n d  re fle c tiv e  w r it in g , t r a d i t io n a l  p a t te rn s  o f u s in g  
n o n -M e n n o n ite  m a te r ia ls ,  o r  d e c lin e  o f  in te r e s t  in  th e  
p ra c t ic e  o f d e v o tio n a l  d isc ip lin e s  a m o n g  M e n n o n i te  p e o p le ?  
I t  m a y  b e  t h a t  b io g ra p h y  is fe lic ito u s  to  a  n o n -c re e d a l ,  
n o n -p ie t is t ic  F re e  C h u rc h  a p p ro a c h  to  th e  d e v o tio n a l  life .

F ro m  a  th e o lo g ic a l p e rsp e c tiv e  m a n y  o f  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s  
d e sc rib e d  re fle c t th e  u n re so lv e d  te n s io n  b e tw e e n  C h r is t ia n  
n u r tu r e  a n d  re v iv a lism  w h ic h  is p a r t  o f  th e  ag o n y  of

M e n n o n ite s  se ek in g  th e i r  id e n t i ty  as d isc ip le s  a n d  y e t 
fe e lin g  c lose  to  c o n te m p o ra ry  A m e r ic a n  e v an g e lic a lism . 
T h e  h e a v y  h a n d  o f  m o ra lis t ic  leg a lism  is v is ib le  in  th e  
b a c k g ro u n d  t r a d i t io n s  f ro m  w h ic h  m a n y  o f  th e  w r ite rs  
c am e. A  r a th e r  so lid  A u g u s tin ia n  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f s in  a n d  
g ra c e  p re v e n ts  m a n y  of th e  w r ite rs  f ro m  c h a ra c te riz in g  
th e ir  p i lg r im a g e  in  te rm s  of f re e d o m  a n d  in d iv id u a li ty  d is
c o v e re d ; one  a lm o s t  h a s  th e  im p re ss io n  th a t  th e y  w e re  
d e e p ly  co n sc io u s  o f th e  c h u rc h  lo o k in g  o v e r th e i r  sh o u ld e r  
as th e y  w ere  w r it in g — w h ic h  is tru e , o f co u rse , as th is  
re v ie w  a lso  d e m o n s tra te s .  I n  p a r t  th is  is th e  p ro b le m  of 
w r it in g  th in g s  fo r  p u b l ic a tio n  ( i.e . th e  d ia ry  o f th e  s o u l ) ,  
w h ic h  c a n  a c tu a l ly  n o t  e v en  b e  d e sc rib e d  in  w o rd s , m u c h  
less m a d e  p e rm a n e n t  in  p r in t  ( “ W ffiatever t r u th  y o u r  m in d  
a rr iv e s  a t, I  te l l  yo u  fla t, G o d  is n o t  t h a t ” ). M y  p e rso n a l 
a c q u a in ta n c e  w ith  m a n y  o f th e  w rite rs  h a s  h e lp e d  m e  to  
see a  q u a li ty  o f jo y  a n d  f re e d o m  in  th e i r  f a i th  w h ic h  th e  
p r in te d  p a g e  c a n n o t h o p e  to  c o m m u n ic a te . T h e  p u rp o se  of 
sp ir i tu a l  b io g ra p h y , in  an y  case, is n o t th e o lo g ic a l a n a ly sis  
b u t  m o tiv a tin g  a n d  in sp ir in g  o th e rs , sh o w in g  th e m  th a t  
th e  p o w e r  o f G o d  is s till a m o n g  h is  p e o p le  to d ay . T h is  
p u rp o se  h a s  b e e n  a c h ie v e d  in d e e d .

M en no nite  Biblical Seminary Cornelius J. Dyck

J .  C . W en g e r, The Mennonite Church in America, H e ra ld  
P ress , S c o ttd a le , P a ., 1966. P p . 384. $7 .95 .

In  1946 th e  la te  H a r o ld  S. B e n d e r  b e g a n  w o rk  o n  a 
h is to ry  o f th e  ( O ld )  M e n n o n ite  C h u rc h  in  N o r th  A m e r ic a  
as a  c o m p a n io n  v o lu m e  to  J o h n  H o rs c h ’s Mennonites in 
Europe, p u b lis h e d  in  1942, b u t  th e  p re ssu re s  o f m a n y  
o th e r  a c tiv itie s  k e p t  h im  fro m  c o m p le tin g  m o re  th a n  
fo u r  c h a p te rs  b e fo re  h is  d e a th  in  1962. A f te r  h is  p assin g  
th e  M e n n o n ite  P u b lic a tio n  O ffice  a n d  th e  H is to r ic a l  a n d  
R e se a rc h  C o m m it te e  o f  M e n n o n ite  C e n tr a l  C o m m it te e  
c o m m iss io n e d  th e  p re se n t  a u th o r  to  c o m p le te  th e  m a n u 
sc r ip t, u s in g  th e  w o rk  a lre a d y  d o n e  by  B e n d e r  as poss ib le . 
T h e  b o o k  w h ic h  g re w  o u t o f th is  a s s ig n m e n t is a  h is to ry , 
b u t  i t  is m o re ; i t  is th e  f ru i t  o f a  r e a l  la b o r  o f lo v e  o n  
th e  p a r t  o f J .  C . W e n g e r  in  m e m o ry  o f  h is  la te  m e n to r  
a n d  c o lle a g u e  w h o  h a d  b e g u n  i t  tw e n ty  y e a rs  e a r lie r .

T h e  sco p e  o f  th e  b o o k  is d e lib e ra te ly  l im ite d  to  th e  
( O ld )  M e n n o n i te  C h u rc h ,  w ith  th e  e x c e p tio n  o f  tw o  
b r ie f  in tro d u c to ry  c h a p te r s  o n  E u ro p e a n  b a c k g ro u n d s , 
b e ca u se  o f  th e  H o rs c h  v o lu m e  a lre a d y  a v a ila b le  a n d  p a r 
tic u la r ly  a lso  C . L len ry  S m ith ’s Story of the Mennonites 
w h ic h  h a s  g o n e  th ro u g h  n u m e ro u s  rev is io n s  a n d  e d itio n s  
s ince  i t  f irs t a p p e a re d  in  1941. A u th o r  W e n g e r  h a s  in c lu d e d  
th e  fo u r  c h a p te rs  o r ig in a lly  w r i t te n  by  H a r o ld  S. B e n d er, 
u n d e r  th e  t it le s  “ I n  S e a rc h  o f a  C i ty ”  (C h p . 1 ) ,  “ C au ses  
o f E m ig ra tio n  to  A m e r ic a ” (C h p . 4 ) ,  “ T h e  C h o ic e  o f 
P e n n sy lv a n ia ” (C h p . 5 ) ,  a n d  “ N e w  L ife  T h ro u g h  th e  
S u n d a y  S c h o o l” (C h p . 1 0 ) .  T e n  a d d it io n a l  c h a p te r s  w e re  
a d d e d . A f te r  ro u n d in g  o u t th e  h is to r ic a l  t r e a tm e n t  w ith  
c h a p te r s  o n  e m ig ra tio n , e ig h te e n th  c e n tu ry  M e n n o n ite  
life , c h u rc h  e x p an s io n , e d u c a tio n , a n d  o th e r  issues th e  
a u th o r  g ives sp a c e  to  d e lin ia t in g  th e  m a jo r  th e o lo g ic a l 
e m p h a se s  o f th e  A n a b a p tis t-M e n n o n ite s  a n d  v e n tu re s  a  
p ro je c tio n  in to  th e  fu tu re  in  a  c h a p te r  e n ti t le d  “ W h a t  of 
th e  F u tu r e ” ? F iv e  a p p e n d ic e s , in c lu d in g  H a r o ld  S. B e n d e r ’s
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“ T h e  A n a b a p t is t  V is io n ” , a g e n e ra l  b ib lio g ra p h y , a n d  a n  
in d e x  c o m p le te  th e  v o lu m e . I t  is a  c o m p re h e n s iv e  a n d  
e n cy c lo p e d ic , if  n o t  e x h au s tiv e , w o rk  w r i t te n  in  a n  iren ic  
a n d  easy  sty le , w ith  o p tim ism  a n d  a  sense o f h u m o r.

I n  its  o p e n  a n d  d e sc rip tiv e  a p p ro a c h  th e  b o o k  b eco m es 
a  s ig n if ic a n t to o l to w a rd s  in te r -M e n n o n ite  u n d e rs ta n d in g  
a n d  o ffers n o n -M e n n o n ite s  a  b ro a d  c an v a s  o n  w h ic h  to  see 
b o th  th e  o v e r-a ll a n d  p a r t ic u la r  u n iq u e n e ss  o f M e n n o n ite s  
as a  re lig io u s  a n d  e th n ic  g ro u p . F o r  e x a m p le , th e  a u th o r ’s 
d iscu ssio n  of th e  o r ig in  of th e  te rm  “ O ld ” M e n n o n ite s  is 
a  s im p le , b u t  n e ce ssa ry  c o n tr ib u t io n  to  in te r -M e n n o n ite  
re la tio n sh ip s . S im ila r ly  h is  d iscu ssio n  o f th e  im p o r ta n c e  of 
n in e te e n th  c e n tu ry  B ib le  c o n fe re n ce s  in  th e  ( O ld )  M e n n o -  
n ite  C h u rc h , to g e th e r  w ith  th e  ten s io n s  a n d  p ressu res 
b ro u g h t b y  th e  S u n d a y  schoo l m o v e m e n t o f th a t  p e r io d  
a d d s  s ig n if ic a n tly  to  o u r  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of “ h o w  M e n n o n ite s  
g o t to  be  th e  w ay  th e y  a re .”  F ro m  th ese  a cc o u n ts  w e 
g a th e r  th a t  th e  ( O ld )  M e n n o n ite  C h u rc h  m a y  n o t h a v e  
b e e n  as iso la te d  fro m  th e i r  c u ltu ra l  e n v iro n m e n t as H a ro ld  
S. B e n d e r  im p lie d  in  th e  in tro d u c t io n  h e  w ro te  fo r  th is  
b o o k  in  1946. I n  h is ow n  la te r  in t ro d u c t io n  th e  a u th o r , 
in  fa c t, lis ts  th e  in e v ita b le  a n d  n e ce ssa ry  c o n te m p o ra ry  
a p p e a l  o f th e  A m e r ic a n  c u ltu ra l  e n v iro n m e n t as th e  
b ig g est p o te n t ia l  th r e a t  to  M e n n o n i te  life  a n d  fa ith .

O n  re a d in g  th is  v o lu m e  fro m  a sc h o la r ly  p e rsp e c tiv e  th e  
sp e c ia lis t  m ig h t w ish  fo r  m o re  d o c u m e n ta t io n ,  less n a m e s  
a n d  o th e r  d e ta i l  in  fa v o r o f m o re  a tte n tio n  to  d e e p  in n e r  
a n d  c o n te x tu a l  m e a n in g  of e v en ts  d e sc rib e d . B u t th e  book  
w as n o t  w r i t te n  p r im a r i ly  fo r  sc h o la rs ; it  w as w r i t te n  fo r 
lay  re a d e rs  to  a id  in  a  re co v e ry  o f th e i r  C h r is t ia n  an d  
M e n n o n i te  id e n ti ty , a n d  to  e n c o u ra g e  th e m  to  g r e a te r  f a i th 
fu lness. I n  h is  p re fa c e  th e  a u th o r  w rite s , “ I f  th is  book  
( th e re fo re )  c a n  b e  u se d  of C h r is t  to  a w a k e n  M e n n o n ite s  
to  a  fresh  a p p re c ia t io n  o f th e  B ib lic a l c h a ra c te r  o f th e  
v e ry  essence  o f th e ir  h e r ita g e  . . .  I  w ill feel r ic h ly  re p a id  
in d e e d .” I t  c a n  a lso  b e c o m e  an  in s t ru m e n t  p ro m o tin g  
c h u rc h  a n d  in te r -M e n n o n ite  u n ity . M e n n o n ite s  ow e it  to  
e a c h  o th e r  to d a y  to  ta k e  s im p le  s tep s to  g e t to  k n o w  e ac h  
o th e r  b e t te r— step s lik e  re a d in g  a  b o o k  a b o u t  e a c h  o th e r . 
I t  m a y  b e  h o p e d  th a t  o th e r  M e n n o n ite  c o n fe re n c e s  w ill b e  
e n c o u ra g e d  to  w r ite  th e i r  h is to r ie s  a lso  to  p re se rv e  th e  
re c o rd  a n d  fu r th e r  b ro th e r ly  lo v e  a n d  u n d e rs ta n d in g .

E lkhart, I ndiana Cornelius J. Dyck

M e lv in  G in g e ric h . The Christian and Revolution. S c o tt-  
d a le :  H e ra ld  P ress , 1968. 229 p p . N o te s , a p p e n d ix , b ib li
o g ra p h y , in d e x . $4 .50 .

M e lv in  G in g e r ic h ’s la te s t  bo o k , in it ia l ly  p re se n te d  as th e  
1967 C o n ra d  G re b e l L e c tu re s , is a  th o u g h tfu l  a n d  m o d e r 
a te  v iew  o f o u r  re v o lu tio n a ry  w o r ld  a n d  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  
C h r is t ia n  re sp o n se  to  ra d ic a l  c h an g e . T h e  b o o k  is c a re fu lly  
re a so n e d , c o n c e rn e d , a n d  u n ru ffled  in  its  analysis.

M o s t o f th e  p o sitio n s  ta k e n  b y  G in g e r ic h  a re  in fo rm e d  
by  a  c a u tio u s  lib e ra lism  w h ic h  m a y  b e  a n e e d e d  a n tid o te  
w h e re  r ig h t-w in g  n a tio n a lism  a n d  fu n d a m e n ta l is t  fea rs  
h a v e  m a d e  in ro ad s . T h e  F re n c h , R u ss ia n , a n d  C h in ese  
re v o lu tio n s , h e  says, w e re  g e n u in e  re sp o n se s  to  in to le ra b le  
so c ia l a n d  p o lit ic a l  in ju s tic e s . T h e  A m e r ic a n  N e g ro es  h av e  
su ffe red  g riev o u s ly  a n d  d o  d ese rv e  a  m e a su re  o f b la c k

p o w er. In te rn a tio n a l  C o m m u n ism  is n o w  d e fen siv e  in  th e  
fa ce  o f c o m p e tin g  n a tio n a lism s  a n d  c re e p in g  c a p ita lism . 
T h e  th r e a t  o f r ig h t-w in g  e x tre m ism  is m o re  p o te n t  w ith in  
th e  U n i te d  S ta te s , a n d  h a s  h a d  m o re  in flu e n ce  a m o n g  
M e n n o n ite s , th a n  h as  le f t-w in g  e x tre m ism . T h e  social 
g o sp e l c o n ta in s  n o th in g  in h e re n tly  a n ti-e v a n g e lic a l.

A ll o f th ese  v ie w p o in ts  a re  c a re fu lly  d o c u m e n te d  an d  
p e rsu as iv e ly  p re se n te d . T h is  b o o k  sh o u ld  su re ly  be in  every  
M e n n o n ite  c h u rc h  l ib ra ry  b e ca u se  i t  sp eak s a n d  c o m m u n i
c a te s  to  a  p o s itio n  w h e re  m a n y  M e n n o n ite s  to d a y  find  
th em se lv es .

B y th e  sa m e  to k en , th is  b o o k  w ill p ro b a b ly , a n d  u n 
fo r tu n a te ly , fa ll v ic t im  to  th e  c o m m u n ic a tio n s  g a p  b e 
tw e e n  re v o lu tio n a ry  y o u n g  s tu d e n ts  a n d  w h a t th ey  ca ll 
“ th e  e s ta b lish m e n t.”  T h e  v e ry  m o o d  of c a u tio n , re s tra in t,  
a n d  c o n fid e n ce , w h ic h  w ill a p p e a l  to  a  g e n e ra tio n  c o n 
c e rn e d  a b o u t t r a d i t io n  a n d  s ta b ility , w ill re p e l som e yo u n g  
p e o p le  a n d  o th e rs  w h o  a re  in  th e  m id s t  o f th e  re v o lu 
tio n s  G in g e r ic h  a cc la im s . T h e  y o u th  w h o  le a d  th e  p e ac e  
c lu b s  a n d  s tu d e n t  b o d ie s  o n  M e n n o n ite  co llege  c am p u se s  
to d a y  h a v e  l i t t le  p a tie n c e  w ith  d iscussions w h e th e r  p ro te s t 
d e m o n s tra t io n s  a re  r e a lly  C h r is t ia n . T h o se  w h o  a re  r e a d in g  
S to k e ley  C a rm ic h a e l,  R eg is  D e b ra y , a n d  V in c e n t H a rd in g  
d o  n o t n e e d  to  b e  to ld  t h a t  re v o lu tio n s  o f te n  h a v e  m a n y  
p o sitiv e  re su lts . A n d  th e  a lie n a te d  y o u th  w h o  is h y p e r 
sen sitiv e  to  m id d le  c lass  d is in g en u o u sn ess  w ill be  p u t  off 
by  th e  re sp e c tfu l c a u tio n  w h ic h  o m its  th e  n a m e s  o f p ro m i
n e n t M e n n o n ite  le a d e rs , su ch  as J o h n  H o rs c h  a n d  P . H . 
R ic h e r t ,  w h o  w e re  d u p e d  in  th e i r  t im e  by  th e  r ig h t  w in g  
a n ti-c o m m u n is m  a n d  a n ti-se m itism  o f G e ra ld  W in ro d  (p p . 
1 3 3 -4 ).

T h is  b o o k ’s v ir tu e , th e n , is a lso  its  u n a v o id a b le  w e a k 
ness. G in g e r ic h  h as  a  re m a rk a b le  a b il i ty  to  sp e a k  o f re v o 
lu tio n  in  a  m a n n e r  w h ic h  g e ts  a sy m p a th e tic  h e a r in g  fro m  
th o se  w h o  m ig h t  fe a r  c h an g e . M o s t M e n n o n ite s  a n d  co n 
se rv a tiv e  C h r is t ia n s  c a n  f in d  h e re  re so u rce s  b e t te r  to  u n d e r 
s ta n d  th e ir  r e v o lu tio n a ry  w o r ld  in  th e  l ig h t  o f th e  gospel. 
W e  also  n e e d  a n  e q u a lly  c o m p e te n t  b o o k  to  sh o w  th e  
re le v a n c e  o f n o n re s is ta n c e  to  re v o lu tio n  in  a  s ty le  w h ic h  
c o m m u n ic a te s  to  th e  y o u n g  ra d ic a lism  w h ic h  c e n te rs  on  
o u r  co lleg e  c am p u se s  a n d  is h a v in g  a  b ro a d e r  im p a c t  on 
so c ie ty  to d ay .

Beth el  C ollege James C. Juhnke

J a m e s  T a n is ,  Dutch Calvinistic Pietism in the Middle 
Colonies. A Study in the Life and Theology of Theodorus 
Jacobus Freyinghuysen. T h e  H a g u e :  M a r t in u s  N ijh o ff ,
1967. ix  +  203 p p . I l lu s tra t io n s , n o tes , a p p e n d ix , b ib li
o g ra p h y , a n d  in d ex .

T h is  s tu d y  o f th e  life  a n d  th eo lo g y  o f a  le a d in g  c o lo n ia l 
p ie t is t  is w r i t te n  b y  J a m e s  T a n is ,  U n iv e rs i ty  L ib ra r ia n  of 
Y a le  U n iv e rs i ty  (P h .D .,  U n iv e rs i ty  o f U tr e c h t ,  1 9 6 7 ). T h e  
v o lu m e  is d iv id e d  e q u a lly  b e tw e e n  F re y lin g h u y se n ’s b io g 
ra p h y  a n d  h is  th eo lo g y .

T a n is  h a s  g re a t  a p p re c ia t io n  fo r  th e  p ie tis t  t ra d i t io n .  H e  
a rg u e s  t h a t  F re y lin g h u y se n ’s p ie tism  w as d e r iv e d  fro m  
C a lv in ism  r a th e r  th a n  f ro m  L u th e r a n  p ie tism , as is  g e n e r
a lly  su p p o sed . H e  show s h o w  F re y lin g h u y se n ’s ev an g e li-
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ca lism  p re p a re d  th e  g ro u n d  fo r  th e  G re a t  A w a k e n in g  a n d  
th u s  c o n tr ib u te d  to  th e  d is tin c tiv e  c h a r a c te r  o f A m e r ic a n  
re lig io u s  th o u g h t a n d  p ra c tic e .

T h e  b o o k  is c le a rly  w r i t te n  a n d  b a se d  u p o n  th o ro u g h  
sc h o la rly  re sea rc h .

Bethel C ollege James C. Juhnke

A rly n  J o h n  P a r ish , Kansas Mennonites During World War
I. H a y s: F o r t  H a v s  K a n sa s  S ta te  C o lle g e , 1968. v ii +  62 
p p . M a p s , n o tes , b ib lio g ra p h y . $2 .50 .

T h e  h is to ry  o f M e n n o n ite s  in  th e  F irs t  W o r ld  W a r  h as 
b e en  g e n e ra lly  n e g le c te d  by  s tu d e n ts  o f th e  M e n n o n ite  ex
p e r ie n c e  in  A m e ric a . P e rh a p s  b e ca u se  th e  W o r ld  W a r  I 
in v o lv e d  a n  e m b a rra s s in g  cris is o f c itiz e n sh ip , M e n n o n ite  
sc h o la rs  h a v e  d ire c te d  th e ir  re se a rc h  to  m o re  sa tis fa c to ry  
to p ic s  su ch  as M e n n o n ite  re lie f  e ffo rts, th e  C iv il ia n  P u b lic  
S e rv ice  p ro g ra m , a n d  official c o n fe re n c e  o r  re g io n a l h is
to rie s .

T h e  m o st re c e n t p u b lic a tio n  o n  M e n n o n ite s  in  th e  F irs t  
W o rld  W a r  is by a n o n -M e n n o n ite ,  A rly n  P a r ish , w hose  
m a s te r ’s th es is  h as b e en  p r in te d  in  th e  F o r t  H a y s  S tu d ie s  
H is to ry  S eries . T h e  h e a r t  o f th e  th es is  c o n sists  o f th re e  
c h a p te rs  w h ic h  successively  r e la te  th e  w a r t im e  e x p e r ie n c e  
fro m  th e  p o in t  o f v iew  o f th e  M e n n o n i te  le a d e rs , th e  
M e n n o n ite  d ra fte e s , a n d  th e  M e n n o n ite  c o m m u n itie s  in 
K a n sa s . I n  in tro d u c to ry  c h a p te rs  P a r ish  tra c e s  th e  o rig in s 
o f M e n n o n ite  n o n re s is ta n c e  a n d  d ise n ta n g le s  th e  e lev en  
s e p a ra te  M e n n o n ite  g ro u p s  (w h ic h  h e  c a lls  “ se c ts” ) in  
K a n sa s  in  1917. T h e  e m p h a s is  th ro u g h o u t  is o n  w h a t  
a c tu a lly  h a p p e n e d  r a th e r  th a n  o n  w h a t  it m e a n t  o r  h o w  
th e  ev en ts  a re  to  b e  in te rp re te d  in  a b ro a d e r  fra m e w o rk .

P a r ish ’s re se a rc h  w as th o ro u g h  b u t  n o t e x h au s tiv e . H e  
d re w  h e av ily  u p o n  th e  re so u rce s  o f th e  M e n n o n i te  L ib ra ry  
a n d  A rc h iv es  a t B e th e l C o lle g e  in c lu d in g  m a n u s c r ip t  c o l
lec tio n s , c h u rc h  c o n fe re n c e  re co rd s , p r iv a te  d ia r ie s , p r in te d  
m a te ria ls ,  a n d  m ic ro film  re c o rd s  o f th e  D e p a r tm e n t  of 
S ta te ,  B u re a u  o f Im m ig ra tio n ,  A t to rn e y  G e n e ra l ,  a n d  
P ro v o s t G e n e ra l. H e  a lso  t r a v e le d  to  v a r io u s  M e n n o n ite  
c o m m u n itie s  a n d  in te rv ie w e d  M e n n o n i te  d ra f te e s  a n d  
c h u rc h  lea d e rs . H e  d id  a lm o s t no  w o rk , h o w e v er, in  M e n 
n o n ite  G e rm a n  n e w sp a p e rs  o r  o th e r  G e rm a n  la n g u a g e  
sou rces. S e v e ra l so u rces h a v e  b e e n  d isc o v e re d  o r  d e v e lo p e d  
sin ce  P a r ish  c o m p le te d  h is re se a rc h , in c lu d in g  o n e  se t of 
th re e  h u n d re d  le t te rs  re c e iv e d  by  a  M e n n o n i te  d ra f te e  a n d  
th e  fifty  in te rv ie w s  w ith  d ra f te e s  c o m p le te d  th u s  f a r  in  the  
S c h o w a lte r  O ra l  H is to ry  p ro je c t.

P a r ish  em p h a size s  th a t  n o n e  of th e  a l te rn a t iv e s  o p e n  to  
M e n n o n ite s  d r a f te d  in to  th e  a rm y  a llo w e d  fo r  th e  n o n 
c o m p ro m is in g  p ra c t ic e  o f n o n re s is ta n c e . I n  s ta te m e n ts  p r io r  
to  th e  C o n sc r ip tio n  L aw , M e n n o n ite s  sa id  th e y  w o u ld  n o t 
e n g a g e  in  m il i ta ry  se rv ice . B u t so m e  a c c e p te d  c o m b a ta n t  
serv ice ; m o st to o k  n o n c o m b a ta n t  m il i ta ry  se iv ic e ; som e 
to o k  fa rm  fu rlo u g h s , d u r in g  w h ic h  th e y  w e re  “ te c h n ic a lly  
in  th e  a rm y .” E v e n  th o se  c o u r t-m a r t ia le d  a n d  se n t to  
L e a v e n w o r th  “ w o rk e d  as m il i ta ry  p e rso n n e l in  p r iso n .” M o s t 
M e n n o n ite s  a t  h o m e  c o n tr ib u te d  to  th e  w a r  e ffo rt th ro u g h  
th e  R e d  C ro ss o r L ib e r ty  B o n d s. P a r ish  la rg e ly  o v e rlo o k e d  
th e  n u m b e r  o f p o te n t ia l  M e n n o n i te  d ra f te e s  w h o  e sc ap e d  
to  C a n a d a  a n d  th u s  to o k  o n  th e  b u rd e n  o f  n o n re s is ta n t  
c o n sis ten c y  a n d  q u e s tio n a b le  c itize n sh ip .

T h e  in te n t io n  o f th e  W a r  D e p a r tm e n t  a t th e  o u tse t of 
th e  w a r , P a r ish  says, w as to  g e t th e  M e n n o n ite  d ra fte e s  in to  
m il i ta ry  c a m p  w h e re  th e y  w o u ld  b e  a w ay  fro m  th e  in flu e n ce  
of th e ir  m in is te rs  a n d  m ig h t be c o n v in c e d  to  ta k e  u p  m il i 
ta ry  se rv ice . T h is  p la n  w as p a r t ia l ly  successfu l. W h e n  th e  
W a r  D e p a r tm e n t  re la x e d  i ts  p o s itio n  so m e w h a t in  th e  
sp rin g  o f 1918, i t  w as d u e  to  th e  sh o r ta g e  o f fa rm  la b o r  in  
th e  c o u n try  a n d  to  th e  in f lu e n c e  o f F re d e r ic k  P . K e p p e l,  
th e  T h i r d  A ssis tan t S e c re ta ry  o f W a r  in  c h a rg e  o f c o n 
sc ien tio u s  o b je c to rs , r a th e r  th a n  d u e  to  th e  u n c o m p ro m is 
in g  a d h e re n c e  o f M e n n o n i te  d ra f te e s  to  th e i r  co n v ic tio n s .

P a r ish ’s s tu d y  is c o n fin e d  to  K a n sa s  a n d  h is  co n c lu sio n s 
n e e d  to  be  te s te d  a g a in s t r e se a rc h  o n  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s  of 
M e n n o n ite s  e lsew h ere . T h is  th es is  is th e  p ro d u c t  o f p a tie n t  
re se a rc h  a n d  c a re fu l w r it in g  a n d  c a n  serve  as a  g u id e  a n d  
m o d e l fo r  o th e r  sch o lars .

Bethel C ollege James C. Juhnke

Jo s e p h  C . H o u g h , J r .  Black Power and White Protestants. 
N e w  Y o rk : O x fo rd  U n iv e rs ity  P ress , 1968.

T h e  su b - title  of th is  b ook , A Christian Response to the 
New Negro Pluralism, suggests its  m a in  thesis . T h o u g h  
m a n y  C h r is t ia n s  h a v e  v ie w e d  in te g ra t io n  as th e  o n ly  C h r is 
t ia n  a n sw e r  to  th e  p re se n t  ra c ia l  cris is , H o u g h  e n d e a v o rs  
to  d e v e lo p  a  v a lid  C h r is t ia n  re sp o n se  to  th e  p o lit ic a l  a n d  
so c ia l re a lit ie s  c re a te d  b y  th is  n e w  N e g ro  p lu ra lism . A c 
c o rd in g  to  P lo u g h , B lack  P o w e r  re p re se n ts  a  n e w  e m p h a s is  
o n  p lu ra lism  as th e  a n sw e r w h ic h  th e  N e g ro  sees to  his 
im m e d ia te  p lig h t. H o u g h  says th a t  “ a  p lu ra lis t ic  m in o r i ty  
is o n e  th a t  seeks to le ra t io n  fo r  its  d is tin c tiv e  c h a ra c te r is tic s  
f ro m  th e  m a jo r i ty  . . . ” (p . 1 5 ).

T h e  a u th o r  goes b a c k  to  th e  e a r lie s t d isse n te rs  o f w h ite  
su p re m a c y — th e  T u rn e rs ,  th e  V eseys, a n d  th e  G a b rie ls . 
H e  d iscusses th e  p la c e  o f e a r ly  tw e n tie th  c e n tu ry  N eg ro es , 
B o o k er T . W a sh in g to n , W .E .G . D u  Bois, a n d  M a rc u s  
G a rv e y  in  th e  d e v e lo p m e n t o f B lac k  consc iousness. H e  
g ives a n  a c c o u n t o f th e  d iffe re n ce s  b e tw e e n  th e  B lack  
M u s lim s  a n d  M a lc o lm  X  w h o  b ro k e  w ith  E l i ja h  M u h a m -  
m e d , th e  M u s lim  le a d e r ,  in  1963. H e  p ro v id e s  sk e tch es  of 
c o n te m p o ra ry  B lack  P o w e r  le a d e rs— S to k e ly  C a rm ic h a e l,  
R o n  K a re n g a , H . R a p  B ro w n  a n d  F lo y d  M c K iss ic k . 
F in a lly , h e  c o m m e n ts  o n  th e  c o n tr ib u tio n s  o f th e  la te  
M a r t in  L u th e r  K in g , J r . ,  W h itn e y  Y o u n g , J r . ,  a n d  o th e rs .

H o u g h  uses c o n c e p ts  f ro m  R e in h o ld  N ie b u h r ,  P a u l 
L e h m a n n , K a r l  B a r th , a n d  E rn s t  T ro e l ts c h  to  d e v e lo p  his 
th eo lo g y  o f “ G o d ’s h u m a n iz in g  a c tio n  in  th e  w o r ld ” 
(p . 1 4 5 ). N o t  in te g ra tio n , b u t  m a k in g  life  m o re  h u m a n  
fo r th e  N e g ro  is th e  m e a su re  o f C h r is t ia n  e th ic a l  a c tio n . 
A t th is  ju n c tu r e  o f N e g ro  h is to ry  th is  c a n  p e rh a p s  be 
d o n e  m o s t e ffec tiv e ly  th ro u g h  th e  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f a 
p lu ra lis t ic  so c ie ty  in  w h ic h  th e  N e g ro  c a n  d isc o v e r a n d  
ex p ress h is  d is tin c tiv e  c u ltu re .

T h e  a u th o r  re lies  h e a v ily  on  T ro e l ts c h  to  d e v e lo p  th e  
im p lic a tio n s  o f th e  g o sp e l fo r p o lit ic a l  g u id e lin e s  (p . 1 5 3 ). 
T h e re  a re  fo u r  c h a ra c te r is tic s  o f th e  g o sp e l m essa g e  w h ic h  
h a v e  so c io -p o litic a l s ig n ifican ce— u n iv e rsa lism , in d iv id u a l
ism , e q u a lity , a n d  f re e d o m . N o n -C h r is t ia n s  m a y  su b scrib e  
to  th ese  n o rm s  b u t  th is  c a n  on ly  m e a n  th a t  “ G o d  is a c tiv e  
in  th e  w o rld  o u ts id e  th e  h o ly  c o m m u n io n  as w e ll as in s id e
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th e  h o ly  c o m m u n io n ” (p . 1 6 3 ). S in c e  so  m u c h  o f life  
is c o n d it io n e d  by  th e  p o lit ic a l  a n d  e c o n o m ic  c o n te x t  in  
w h ic h  w e  live , th e  o b lig a tio n  o f  th e  c h u rc h  n ecessa rily  
in v o lv es p o lit ic a l  q u estio n s . H o u g h  w a rn s , h o w e v er, th a t  
p o lit ic a l  d ec is io n s  c a n n o t b e  th e  to ta l  re sp o n se  o f th e  c h u rc h .

C e r ta in  th e o lo g ic a l a n d  so c io lo g ic a l c h a ra c te r is tic s  in 
w h ite  P ro te s ta n tism  p lac e  a  l im i ta t io n  o n  P ro te s ta n t  r e 
sponse . M o s t g la r in g  is th e  “ c o n tin u in g  p ro b le m  o f seg re 
g a tio n  o f th e  lo c a l c h u rc h e s” (p . 176, 1 7 7 ) . P r e ju d ic e  a n d  
d e p e n d e n c e  o n  th e  p re v a ilin g  c u ltu re , th e o lo g ic a l in 
d iv id u a lism , u n d u e  e m p h a s is  o n  lo c a l a u to n o m y  a n d  p e r 
so n a l p ie ty  cause  a n d  e x e m p lify  th e  g a p  b e tw e e n  d e 
n o m in a tio n a l  a n d  e c u m e n ic a l  p ro n o u n c e m e n ts ,  o n  th e  one  
h a n d , a n d  lo c a l c h u rc h  a c tio n , o n  th e  o th e r .  H o u g h  says 
th a t ,  ev en  th o u g h  in te r ra c ia l  c o n g re g a tio n s  m a y  b e  a  side  
issue a t th e  m o m e n t, “ th e  n e w  N e g ro  p lu ra lism  . . .  in  no  
w a y  re d u c e s  o u r  o b lig a tio n  to  c o u n te r  th e  in h e re n t  ex 
c lu s iv en ess th a t  is so m u c h  a  p a r t  o f o u r  c h u rc h e s” (p . 1 9 0 ). 
H e  sees th e  c h u rc h e s  as “ c o n se rv a tiv e  in s t itu t io n s  in  posses
sion  o f a  re v o lu tio n a ry  g o sp e l” (p . 1 9 1 ). W h ile  th e  a u th o r  
sees so m e signs o f h o p e , h e  d oes n o t  b e lie v e  th a t  m o st 
C h r is t ia n s  a n d  lo ca l c h u rc h e s  w ill do  an y  m o re  th a n  in  
th e  p as t.

T h e  m a in  ta rg e t  o f B lac k  P o w e r  w ill be  th e  g h e tto . 
P lo u g h  fo llo w s R o b e r t  S p ik e  in  se e in g  th e  c h u rc h  as a 
“ th ird  fo rc e ” p ro v id in g  c o m m u n ic a tio n  “ b e tw e e n  a n  a lie n 
a te d  g h e tto  a n d  a  ra p id ly  so lid ify in g  w h ite  p o w e r  s t ru c tu re ”

(p . 2 0 7 ) .  D ire c t  a c tio n  c a n  b e s t ta k e  p la c e  th ro u g h  “ p a ra -  
c h u rc h  a g e n c ie s” w h ic h  a re  re la tiv e ly  free  fro m  lo ca l 
c h u rc h  c ritic ism . A m o n g  o th e r  th in g s , d ir e c t  g ra n ts  c a n  b e  
g iv en  to  n o n -c h u rc h  N e g ro  d ire c t  a c tio n  o rg a n iz a tio n s .

T h o u g h  th e  a u th o r  d oes n o t  see  in te g ra t io n  as a  poss i
b ility  in  th e  n e a r  fu tu re , h e  d oes n o t  e n d  o n  a  n o te  o f 
p essim ism . “ . . . th e  C h r is i ta n ’s h o p e ” h e  says, “ h a s  n e v e r  
b e e n  h o p e  in  h im se lf  o r  a n y  o th e r  m a n  a lo n e . H is  h o p e  is 
in  G o d  . . .”  (p . 2 2 8 ) .

T h is  b o o k  p ro v id e s  a  c o n c ise  a n d  h o n e s t p ic tu re  o f p ast 
a n d  p re se n t  ra c e  re la tio n s  in  th e  U n i te d  S ta te s . I t  p o r tra y s  
th e  n e w  p h a se  o f ra c e  re la tio n s h ip s  a n d  tr ie s  to  suggest w ays 
o f re la tin g  to  th e  n e w  N e g ro  p lu ra lism . I t  seeks to  m a in ta in  
th eo lo g ic a l in te g r i ty , in s is tin g  o n  th e  p r im a c y  o f  love  
a n d  th e  u n iv e rsa lism  o f th e  C h r is t ia n  gospel.

T h e  a u th o r  d oes n o t  sp e c u la te  b e y o n d  p lu ra lism . I n te 
g ra tio n  c a n  o n ly  c o m e  a f te r  B lac k  P o w e r  h a s  d o n e  its  
w ork . W h a te v e r  th e  m e a n in g  o f  B lac k  P o w e r, th e  c h u rc h  
m u s t re sp o n d  to  N e g ro  p lu ra lism  p o sitiv e ly . W h a t  h a p p e n s  
a f te r  B lac k  P o w e r?  A  few  c o m m e n ts  f ro m  th e  a u th o r  
w o u ld  be  h e lp fu l  o n  th is  su b je c t ,  b u t, s in c e  B lac k  P o w e r  
is s till a n  u n k n o w n  q u a n ti ty , p e rh a p s  n o  o n e  c a n  see  th a t  
f a r  a h e a d .

T h e  a u th o r  is C h a irm a n  of th e  F a c u lty  o f R e lig io n  a n d  
p ro fesso r o f C h r is t ia n  E th ic s  a t  C la re m o n t  G ra d u a te  Schoo l.

Beth el  C ollege Ralph K. Weber
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