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M. Tyldesley: No Heavenly Delusion?

The book of Michael Tyldesley on the twentieth cen-
tury communal movements of Bruderhof, Integrierte
Gemeinde and Kibbutz appeared in the Liverpool studies
on regional cultures without any apparent connection to
the topic of this series. Yet this is the least problematic is-
sue with this work. The problems begin with the bookâs
subtitle that defines it as a comparative study. The selec-
tion ofmovements for the study labeled as âcomparativeâ
is justified with the claim of the common historical root
of all three movements which, according to Tyldesley,
lays in the German Youth Movement of the early twenti-
eth century. As one proceeds through introduction it be-
comes obvious that Tyldesley falls into a common trap of
many an attempt at comparative studies - the confound-
ing of research objectives. In fact, theoretical and con-
ceptual interests are mixed up with substantive and em-
pirical objectives with the result that the final product is
ambiguous and non-cumulative. Instead of delineating a
hypothesis or a gap in knowledge that this study intends
to fill using comparative method, the introduction only
sets two basic questions of inquiry â the impact of the
movements on their host societies and their success in
constructing an âalternative societyâ.

Tyldesley should be commended for dedicating the
whole chapter to the German Youth Movement and its
place in the development of the communalism, which
was previously noted but never properly evaluated. Do-
ing so, the author suggests that the movements advo-
cating communal living with roots in the Youth Move-
ment are far from being its fringe aspect, but rather the
continuation of one of its central preoccupations linked
to its distinctly unfavorable view of contemporary so-
ciety, social fragmentation and the isolation of the in-
dividual. Yet asserting the root of Bruderhof, Integri-
erte Gemeinde and Kibbutz in the German Youth Move-
ment, Tyldesley overlooks much wider historical and in-
tellectual context of the emergence of modern commu-
nal movements, especially the number of religious move-
ments in the German speaking lands, which were con-
templating and practicing the communal way of living.
Thus, only in passim we read about Bruderhof references
to other Christian communal movements and their con-
nection to Hutterians, whom they joined and remained
in community for almost three decades. Insisting on the
link with the Youth Movement Bruderhof is taken out of
the long tradition of Christian sects in Germany, whose
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seclusion from the society and big churches often begun
with the making of âecclesiolae in ecclesiaâ, that is dis-
tinct communities of faith and deed. Similarly, the de-
velopments in the Catholic theology, socialism and Zion-
ism in the twentieth century, the primary forces behind
the other two movements considered, are only glanced
over. Furthermore, anti-Semitism, the raising of children,
homosexuality or relationship to nature, all issues that
were plaguing the Youth Movement throughout its exis-
tence, are not consequently traced and causally inferred
in the otherwise detailed description of the movements
which, as the author aspires to demonstrate, represent
some of its derivatives. Even when some issues are com-
pared such as the notion of private life or the attitude
towards education, the comparison hardly goes beyond
noting similarities and dissimilarities.

Although announcing that the study was based on
the qualitative research, including observation, inter-
viewing and documentary research, Tyldesley relies
overwhelmingly on the literature produced by the move-
ments themselves or their prominent members. The au-
thor rarely questions its bias or critically examines the
practical reality of certain beliefs or rules of a movement
under scrutiny. Moreover, heavy reliance on English lan-
guage literature deprives us of apprehending the real im-
pact of the Germany Youth Movement in ideas, lives and
everyday practices of movementsâ members. All we are
left to contemplate with are references to books or ideas
of somemembers of German YouthMovement and traces
of some personal connection, correspondence and rem-
iniscences. Only at the very end of his book Tyldes-
ley mentioned his interviews with Bruderhof veterans,
which stressed the importance of the ideas of the Ger-
man Youth Movement. Yet there is no similar testimony
from the other two movements. The author also points
at the newly established, but in the case of Bruderhof
already broken, relationship among these movements.
The connection to some people in Kibbutz for Integrierte
Gemeinde is evidently important yet given the magni-
tude and diversity of Kibbutzim these contacts are, as the
author admits, marginal.

Chronologically describing the development of each
of the movements Tyldesley concentrates on changes in
their views on communalism and attitudes to host soci-

ety. There is an attempt, although in passim, to explain
the conditions or particular historical context of change.
Each of these objectives is appropriate and, if compar-
isons were carried out properly, could have brought sig-
nificant and innovative conclusion. Yet not separating
descriptive work from rudimentary typological analysis
and mixing of interpretative modes produced results that
did not lead to the revision of accepted historical explana-
tions. Eventually, the same basic features are presented
in the introduction and conclusion of the book in addition
to being developed three times over in the core chapters.
Endless repetitions make one wonder whether there was
a reader or editor of the volume at all. Only in the last
two albeit shortest chapters Tyldesley enters the debate
on communal movementsâ strategies of inclusion in the
host society. This is necessary for fostering social change,
which is at least theoretically and formally the desire of
all three movements. At the same time a degree of seclu-
sion is needed in order to build oneâs own communal
group and save it from pernicious influences, which in
turn seriously limits groupâs interaction with the society.
As the author shows, their influence is felt only in small if
not marginal circles such as pacifists and German urban
Catholics, or in the case of Kibbutz, where the impact is
the greatest, â Israeli society. As for the success in the es-
tablishment of an alternative society Tyldesley observes
a clear distinction between the two smaller movements,
which per definition need to set up their own âalterna-
tiveâ economies and the large Kibbutz movement, which
by its sheer size cannot exist outside the parameters of
Israeli economy.

In his conclusion the author modestly proposes that
all three movements bear the mark of âGermanâ ideol-
ogy, defined by Louis Dumont as community holism plus
self-cultivating individualism. As a sort of a post scrip-
tum, Tyldesley also brings in French sociologist Michel
Maffesoli, who challenges the notion of the fragmen-
tation and individualization of the contemporary soci-
ety. Instead Maffesoli stresses the recent growth of ac-
tive collectivities, groups, or âtribesâ, as he calls them,
and their power of integration, inclusion and solidarity
in face of contemporary challenges. Viewed from this
perspective the communal movements of Tyldesleyâs in-
terest are âbackwardâ looking and he rightly doubts in
their being the precursors of âmodern tribesâ.
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