GUY MIRON

BETWEEN “CENTER” AND “EAST” - THE SPECIAL WAY
OF JEWISH EMANCIPATION IN HUNGARY

The division between “East” and “West” in Jewish historiography has tradi-
tionally been linked to other terms and concepts. “West” has been identi-
fied with progress, cconomic development, and deep integration of the
Jews into their respective European homelands. Western Jews (Westjuden)
were gencrally presented as important contributors to the economic and
cultural development of their homelands, a model of success to be emulated
by Eastern Jews (Ostjuden). A more critical view of Western Jews, general-
ly associated with Orthodox and Zionist historiography, described them as
“assimilating” Jews who blindly sacrificed their roots and identity for the
material benefits of integration. On the other hand, Eastern Europe was
identified with political, economic and social backwardness, and its Jews,
it was often said, remained in the Ghetto. Some scholars, primarily of east-
ern Buropean origin, identified the “East” with pristine Jewish authenticity
undamaged by modernity and retaining a collective loyalty to traditional or
national values.

Jewish historiography of the last decades has dissociated itself from the
EastWest dichotomy and opted for a more complicated, contextualized and
comparative approach.! Some scholars - like Todd Endelman and David
Sorkin - have used comparisons to emphasize the differences and the unique-
ness of each modernization process.? While Endelman attempts to differenti-
ate English Jewry from the GermanJewish model, Sorkin actually denies the
applicability of a GermanJewish model as the basic route of Jewish modern-
ization, using a comparative perspective in order to understand the unique-
ness of German Jewry. Sorkin therefore presents the modernization of the
Jews in the German speaking countries within the framework of a "Central
Europcan” model, which is based on a different reality and dynamics from
those of the “West” (England and France) as well as the “East” (mainly Russia).
Sorkin's and Endelman’s discussions make it clear that the “East”-"West"-
“Centet” typology can still be very useful in a comparative examination of the
modernization process and crisis in various communities, helping to highlight
the special paths and distinguish them from one another 4

1 J. Frankel, ‘Introduction, in Assimifation and Commugify, The fews in Nineteent-
Ceatury Europe, ed. J. Frankel and 5. J. Zipperstein (Cambridge, 1992), pp. 1-37.

2 T. M. Endelman, “The Englishness of Jewish Modernity In England,' in Toward Modernity,
The European Jewish Model, ed. J. Katz (New Drunswick and Oxdford, 1987), pp. 225-46.

3 D. Sorkin, The Transformation of German jewry 1780-1840 (New York and Oxford,
1987), pp. 176-7.

4 Cf. Comparing Jewish Societies, ed. T. Endelmann (Michlgao, 1997).
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This article will discuss the major processes of modernization in
Hungarian Jewish history uatil 1920. The discussion will consider current
historiography in a comparative perspective, with an emphasis on the par-
allel processes in German Jewtry. I have borrowed the term “special way”
(Sonderweg) from German historiography, where it is in order to compare
the development of Germany to those of the “East” and the “West” (England
and France) 5

With regard to Hungarian Jewry, German Jewry serves a fruitful object of
comparison for three reasons. First, the German and German-Jewish worlds
contributed to the general European discourse on Jewish emancipation and
assimilation, establishing the major paradigms that were applied to other
Jewish communities.® Second, as an integral part of the Habsburg Empire,
Hungary was connected to the German world. As Michacl Silber has shown,
models of modernization that took shape in the German and German-Jewish
world reached Hungary mainly through Vienna and Prague, with the
GermanJewish press playing a key role in Hungarian-Jewish polemics, and
German remaining the primary language of many Hungarian Jews up to sec-
ond half of the 19th century” For modern Hungarian Jews, German Jewry
served as a “reference group”, especially since the absence of a modern
Hungarian bourgeoisic meant that there was no local reference group close
at hand, For conservative Hungarian Jews, from whose midst modern
Orthodoxy and ultra-Orthodoxy would later emerge, German Jewry served
as a negative model - the source of all evil.

German Jewry can serve as a suitable object for comparison for a third
reason, namely the sheer amount of scholarly attention devoted to problems
of Jewish integration in German society, the inner GermanJewish world, anti-
semitism and various other problems. This research on German Jewry has
contributed to the elucidation of basic concepts in Jewish historiography

like “assimilation”, “dissimijlation” and “cultural code” and has yielded plenty
of empirical studies in social history and GentileJewish relations.?

5 See for example D. Blackbourn and G. Eley, The Peculigrities of German History (Oxford,
1984).

6 For the examinatton of the infleence of the German model of Emanciparion and Jewish
modernity in other European countries see Toward Modernity: The European Jewishr Model,
ed. . Katz (New Brunswick and Oxford, 1987).

7 M. Sllber, “The Historical Experience of German Jewry and Its Impact on Haskalah and
Reform In Hungary, in Towacd Modernity: The Enropean Jewish Model, ed. I Eatz (New
Brunswick and Oxford, 1987) pp. 107-47, see especially pp. 127-9, 143.

8 The literature in the field is very extensive, so I will give only a few examples. For the elu-
cidation of the rerms “Emancipation,” “Assimilation,” and “Dissimilation” see D. Sorkin,
‘Emancipailon and Assimilation: Two concepts and their application to GermanJewish histo-
ry’ Leo Baeck Institute Year Book [LBIYB], vol. 35 (1990), pp. 17-33; S, Volkov, “The Dynamlc
of Dissimilation: Ostjuden and German Jews,' In The Jewish Response to German Culture, ed.
Y. Reinharz and W. Schatzberg (Hanover and London, 1985), pp. 195-211. For the concept of
Cultural Code as an interpretation to modern German antisemitism see §. Volkov,
‘Antisemitism as a Cultural Code,” LBIYB, vol. 23 (1978}, pp. 25-46; For studies in social his-
tory on Jewish-Gentile relations see for example J. F, Harris, The People Speak! Anti-Semitism
and Emancipation in Nineteenth-Century Bavaria (Ann Achor, 1994).
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From the perspective of Jewish historiography the scholarly litcratu_re on
Hungarian Jewry has not been extensively integrated into the qvcral_l hlsFory
of Buropean Jewry, as it was first composed by German-Jewish h15t0r1aps
from Isaac Marcus Jost and Heinrich Graetz onward. Gra‘ctz, for example, ig-
nored Hungarian Jewish history because, as he put it f‘the_ role of the
Hungarian Jews in the over-all Jewish history is very marginal if they had a
cole at ali.”® The pioneers of Hungarian Jewish historiogra_ph_y, whose stud-
ies were mostly written in German, were themselves disciples (_)f these -
GermanJewish historians that tried to cultivate the very rcs.carch ficld that
had been ignored by their mentors. However, when Rabbi Samue.l lKoh.n,
sandor Biichler and other Hungarian Jewish historians began wntn_;g in
Hunpgarian, the fruit of their labors became inacccgsiblt? to t.he vast majority
of Jewish scholars, thereby leaving Hungarian Jewish historiography on the
margins of the European Jewish historical discourse up to the H.oloca}ust.
Like the pre-Holocaust German Jewish historians, Hungarian ]cw1§h histo-
rians wrote first and foremost for Jewish periodicals, read by Jewish read-
ers and their works were studied in Jewish institutions like the Budapest
rabbinical seminar.'? .

After the Holocaust Hungarian Jewish historiography became more in-
ternational and developed three centers - Israel, the United 5[2.1[65 ‘and
Hungary.!! However, the obstacle of the language still prevented hlsForlans
who tried to write a comprehensive Enropean Jewish history from includ-
ing the Hungarian Jewish case in their writings. Even Salo Baron, Fhe great
American Jewish historian, admitted in one of his articles that his lack (.)f
command in Hungarian limited him very much in integrating the events in
Hungary into his research on Jews in 1848.12 .

Recently, interest in Jewish history has grown among Hu.ngarmn nomn-
Jewish scholats, thereby contributing to the further integration of the re-
search of Hungarian Jewish history in the context of the overall mochn-
ization processes in the 19th and 20th centuries.”* However, thesc studics

9 1n a letter to the Hungarian Jewish historian Joseph Bergel. who clalmed thar this decla-
ration motivated him to deal with the Hupgarian Jewish history himself, see J. 'Bc.rge[,
Geschichte der Ungarischen Juden (Kaposvir, 1879), p- 34, cited in N. Katzburg, Jewish
Historiography in Hungary, (Hebrew) Sinai, vol. 40, 5717 (1957), p. 12_.3. o

10 Katzburg, Jewish Historiography in Hungary, pp. 314-5. An fmportant exception in
this context was Sdndor Biichler who was nominated in 1914 to lecture on Jewish history in
the Budapest University, see Katzburg, ‘Jewish Historiography in Hungar’y,” p. 308.

11 For a rich bibliography, updated till 1992 see L. Gonda, A zsiddsdg Magyarorszigon

- Budapest, 1992). )
15212 ;.S'Aésalt(on, "I['i'le Revolation of 1848 and Jewish Scholarship’ (II), Proceedings of the
American Academy of Jewish Research, vol. 20 (1951), p. 8_4. My thanks to Dr. Howard
i rew my attention to this arcticle,

Lllﬂgv;;d;]:s"l::?)r?text on}:: should mention especially the works of Viktor Karddy whicl_‘l be dis-
cussed later. For the integration of Jews in the natlonal Huugari-.m‘ history,. see A History of
Hungary, ed. P. F. Sugar (Bloomington and Indianapolis, 1994); Igndc Romsics de:alt with the
Jews as a part of the Hungarian social history: L Romsicq_s, Ifml]gzuy in the TWCI.IHFIII Ccn‘tﬂrljlf
(Budapest, 1999). See also G. Gyini, ‘Gondolatok a honi zsidésig medern kori térténererd,

Tisicum, vol. 11 (1999), pp. 321-3,
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are generally not substantially linked to the wider discourse on modern
Jewish historiography (partly becanse of another language problem, in this
case Hebrew),

There are, of course, some exceptions to the rule, first and foremost,
Jacob Katz, who grew up in Hungary and studied in Germany before com-
ing to Israel. Katz was a pioneer in integrating the Hungarian Jewish expe-
rience into the overall picture of modern Western and Central European
Jewry. His contribution was unique especially in the area of orthodoxy ¥
Michal Silber, Katz's student, has also presented Hungarian Jewish history
as a part of the wider Jewish history.®® Nathanicl Katzburg has dealt with
varied aspects of antisemitism and Jewish society in Hungary.'® Viktor
Karidy, one of the most prolific scholars in this field outside of Israel, has
chicidated Hungarian Jewish history from a wider Hungarian social histor-
ical perspective, and also given a broader perspective on general processes
in modern European Jewish history.”

The difficulty in placing Hungarian Jewry on the “East”-“West” spectrum
begins with Hungarian history itself. Several aspects of the history of
Hungary, its political, social and economic structure, clearly correspond to
the “Eastern” model, especially up to the mid-19th century. On the eve of
the Revolution of 1848, Hungary was still cconomically backward, com-
pared to Western and central Europe. Its social structure retained charac-
teristics of the medieval feudal system, and its nobility made up five per-
cent of the population but had an almost total monopoly on social and po-
litical power. The vast majority of the population - Magyars, Romanians, and
the various Slavic peoples - were still enserfed. Hungarian towns, where

14 See ] Katz, Out of the Ghettor The Social Background of Jewish Emancipartion,
1770-1870 (Cambridge, MA, 1973); “The Uniqueness of Hungarian Jewry, Forum II, 27 (1977),
Pp. 45-53; A House Divided : Orthodoxy and Schism in Nincteenth-Centucy Central European

Jewry (Hanover, NH, 1998); “The Identity of Post Emancipatory Hungarian Jewry, in A Social
and Economic History of Central European fewry, ed. J. Don and V. Karady (New Brunswick
and Londoen, 1990), pp. 13-31.

15 Silber, “The Historical Ixperience’; see also, Roots of the Schism in Hungarian Jewry:
Cultural and Social Change from the Reign of Joseph If until the Eve of the 1848 Revolution,
Ph.D. diss. (Hebrew) (Jerusalem, 1985); ‘The Entrance of Jews into Huongarian Soclety in
Vormirz: The Case of the Casinos,’ in Assimilation and Community: The Jews in Nineteenth-
Century Etirope, ed. J. Frankel and 5. J. Zipperstein (Cambrigde, 1992), pp. 284-323,

16 N. Katzburg, Antisemitism in Hungary 1867-1944 (Hebrew) (Jetusalem, 1992); N.
Katzburg, Hungary and the Jews, Policy and Legislation 1920-1943 (Ramat Gan, 1981).

17 See, for example V. Karady, Zsidésdg, modernizicio, polgirosodds (Budapest, 1997), and
in English, ‘Religious Dlvisions, Socio-economic Scarification and the Modernization of
Hungarian Jewry after the Emancipation,’ in Jews in The Huagarian Economy 1760- 1945, ed.
M. Silber (Jerusalem, 1992), pp. 161-84; in German, fuden in Ungarn: Historische
Identititsmuster und Identititsstrategien (Leipzig, 1998).
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most of the inhabitants were of German origin, were dominatc_d by tradi-
tional guilds, thereby delaying the development of a modern middle .class
jike in Western and Central Europe.® Whereas the new German middle
class (Besitz- and Bildungsbiirgertum) was the dominant agent of modv:l:mty
in German society and the only social sector that German Jews could read-
ity join it had no rcal parallel in Hungary. _ _ ' "

The second half of the 18th century was char act_crlzcd, in scvcr-
German states, as well as Austria, by enlightened absc‘)lu tfsm.. The Habsburg
rulers Maria Theresa and Joseph I1 shaped theirltcrntoncs m.t(? a more. hlo~
mogeneous political, judicial, and cconorqic unit yndcr a um.ﬁcd adminis-
tration, a process that also had important implications regarding the sta.l!:u(s1
of the Jews, This tendency was clear especially ugd erIJosepl_l II, who trie
to integrate the Jews economically and culturally in his empire. .

According to Joseph II's vision, Hungary was not sppposcd to differ from
the other Habsburg lands and should have been sul.)]ccthl to the same .p.ol—
icy of centralist modernization. However, its hug.e. dlmv_:nslons and diversity,
and especially the power of the Hungarian nobl!ﬁy_ failed to abso.rb the ab-
solutist reforms in Hungary Hungarian nobles insisted tha_t _l:heu count_ry
remain an independent political entity with its own trad1t101_1, an entity
whose connection with Austria be based only on a personal union. Joseph
{I. who refused to be crowned in the traditional way as kmg of Hungary .and
w‘ishcd to merge his Hungarian territories into a unified Germanized
Austrian monarchy (Gesamtmonarchie), ended with the repeal of alm.ost all
his reforms in Hungary before he died."” The victory of the autonomist tra-
dition in Hangary meant that Hungarian Jews were th.e only Habsburg Jews
whose congregations were not subjected to intervention of the Austrian ad-
ministrators. Joseph II's educational reform, which was.mcant to fos.tcr
modernization and Germanization, collapsed very quickly in Hungary with-
out really touching the life of the Jews 2’

The failure of Josephinism in Hungary during the 1780s was a key fac.tor
in retarding Hungary’s social and economic progress, thereby _rclcgaﬂng
the country still largely to the “East.” While some of the other regions of the
Habsburg Empire as well as the Prussian kingdom and ot'hcr German sta_tcs
were governed in the late 18th century by cc_n_trallst burcaucracne.s,
Hungarian society was still loyal to medijeval traditions. F?rthcrplorc, in
spite of the reactionary atmosphere of the posl:—Napolcomc period, cen-
tralized German statcs, like Prussia, Baden, and Warttemberg, began to

ut the structure of Hongarcian society at the time see for examplt_: the second chap-
tex lusf ibg Jinos, The Politics of 1Bgackw:xrdnt:.s:s in Hungary 1825-1945 (Princeton, 1982).

19 C. A. Macartney claimed that Janmary 28th 1799, the day that Joseph II surrend_e:ed r.g
the demaods of the Hungarian nobility, was the beginning of the process of the decline an
fall of the Habsburg Empire, see C. A. Macartney, The Hztbsbfl{g Empire 1790-1218 @ew
York, 1969), pp. 1-2. See also L Hajdu, If. Jézsef igazgatasi reformjal Magyarorszigon
{Budapest, 1982). :

20 Silber, 'The Historical Experience,’ p. 112.
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shape constitutional regimes in a process that paved the way to the future
centralist German Nation state ! In Hungary, on the other hand, political
traditions were not challenged in the first quarter of the 19th century.

- In most cases, the post-Napoleonic constitutions of the German states
initiated a process of naturalization and emancipation. No doubt, it was a
long, twisted and sometimes also frustrating process, part of a wider
process in the rise of the bourgeois society 22 The Jews of the “Center” were
not emancipated by a single degree, as was the case in revolutionary
France. Civil and political rights were given to the Jews of the “Center” as
reforms from above - part of an “educational” process rife with many re-
treats.?

The process of change in the legal status of the Jews in Hungary began
at the second quarter of the 19th century, known as the Reformikor in
Hungarian historiography. The beginning of this “belated modernization,”
as well as the awakening of modern Hungarian nationalism, is identified
with the figure of Istvin Széchenyi, who challenged the backwardness of
Hungary and raised new ideas in the public discourse about its economic
and social structure.? Széchenyi was the strongest voice, calling for exten-
sive reform in Hungary, centering around the concept of citizenship (pol-
girosodis). .

Széchenyi and others brought about a new discourse in the Reformkor,
similar to the liberal discourse of Western and central Europe at the time,
but with one major difference, While the new values were represented in
the West and the Center by the new rising middle class - the liberal bour-
geoisie which gradually became an important factor in some of the German
state burcaucracies - most of Széchenyi’s supporters came from the (mostly
untitled) Hungarian nobility. It was not the bourgeoisie but rather the more
progressive element of the untitled nobility led by Lajos Kossuth that later
radicalized the Hungarian national movement.?

In addition to the perennial conflict with the Habsburgs in Vienna and
the multi-ethnic character of Hungarian socicty, Hungary differed from
Western and Central Europe in the class profile of the agents of moderniza-
tion. The modernization processes in Western and Central Europe, which
served as models for Széchenyi and others, were carried out economically,
socially, and politically by the rising new middie class. In Hungary the

21 For the developments in Germany in this period see T. Nipperdey, Deutsche Geschichte
1800-1866 (Munich, 1984), pp. 272-354.

22 On the emancipation of the Jews In Germany as part of the development of the German
bourgeois society see R. Riirup, Tewish Emancipation and Bourgeois Soclety, LBIYH, vol. 14
(1969), pp. 67-91.

23 See for example in Sorkln, The Transformation, and also ln Katz, Out of the Ghetto,
chaprer 12.

24 About Szécheanyi during the “"Reformkor” see G, Barany, Stephen Széchenyi and the
Awaikening of Hungarian Nationalism, 1791-1841 (Princeton, 1968).

25 About Kossuth and his and his supporters’ soclal background see I Deak, The Lawful
Revolution: Louis Kossuth and the Hungarians 1848-1849 (New York, 1979),
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middle class as a whole was much morc conservative and continued to
stick to the traditional forms of ecconomic activities, as dictated by the

1ilds. The German origin of most of the middle-class town dwellers also
P revented them from identifying with the Hungarian nationality, at least at
this stage. It was therefore the liberal faction of Hungarian nobility that led
the struggle for modernization and stood at the forefront of the Hungarian
national revival, thereby playing the role reserved for the modern middle
class in most of Central Eurape.

Towards the middle of the 19th century Hungary differed from the more
advanced countries of the “Center” and the “West” in its social and eco-
pomic structure, However, it also differed from the “East”, which was mostly
under the autocratic rule of Tsar Nicholas I and was much less open to
liberal ideas. At this time, Hungary experienced a wave of Jewish immigra-
tion, mostly from the “East.” The fact that this took place-at a time when the
liberal faction of Hungarian nobility sought to modernize their country,
shaped the unique character of the absorption and integration of the Jews
into Hungarian socicty.

2,

Jacob Katz understood the uniqueness of Hungarian Jewry as a function of
its recent origins.? Hungary had a Jewish commupity in the middie ages,
but the century and a half of Ottoman occupation and the endless wars be-
tween the Ottomans and the Habsburgs, constituted a rupture in Hungarian
Jewish life. Jews began to resettle in Hungary in small numbers only towards
the end of the 17th and the beginning of the 18th century, as the Habsburg
armies pushed the Ottomans out from Hungary.?” This Jewish resettlement
took place in the face of severe objections by Hungarian town dwellers -
most of them Germans — who feared Jewish cconomic competition. The
Jews won the protection of the Habsburg army and crown, and some came
under the protection of powerful Hungarian landowners, whose economic
interests they served.2®

The Jewish population steadily grew in the 18th and 19th centuries. The
mumber of Jews in Hungary, estimated at 11,600 in 1735, rose to 81,000 in
1787, and in both cases the actual numbers were probably higher.?” At this
stage most of the Jews arrived from other Habsburg provinces - mainly
Moravia and Austria, but also Galicia. Following the Josephinian reforms

26 Katz, ‘The Unigueness of Hungarian Jewry.

27 A, Peri, Jewish Setdement 10 Hungary under the Habsburgs, 1686-1747," (Hebrew) Zion,
vol, 63 (1998), pp. 319-50. . ]

28 Y. Ben-David, ‘Beginnings of Modern Jewish Society in Hungacy during the First Half of
the Nineteenth Century, (Hebrew) Zion, vol. 17 (19523, pp. 101-3.

29 N, Katzburg, ‘“Hungarian Jewry in Modern Times, Political and Social Aspects,’
Hungarian fewish Studies, ed. R. L. Braham, vol. 1 (196G), p- 138.
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and continued economic development, the Jewish immigration, mainly
from Galicia, rose tremendously in the 1830s and 1840s. At this stage,
Hungary became the most important destination for Eastern European
Jews, prior to the mass immigration to Western Europe and the United
States some decades later. In 1840 the number of the Jews in Hungary rose
to 244,000, in 1850 to 340,000 and in 1857 to 407,000. Subsequently, Jewish
immigration to Hungary decreased significantly due to the opening of
Vienna to Jews and the mass migration to the west. However, the growth of
Jewish population in. Hungary continued, primarily due to natural increase,
reaching 930,000 on the eve of the First World War.3¢

This process of growth made Hungarian Jewry different from most other
Jewish communities in East and Central Europe and exercised a powerful
influence in the long run on. the structure of the community, its internal
disputes, and the forms of modernity that it adopted. Of course, German
Jewry was also very divided, due to the political split of Germany, the dif
ferent status of the jews in various parts of the country, as well as diverse
economic conditions and local traditions. However, the relative continuity
of Jewish settlement in parts of Germany, combined with the existence of
several urban communities numbering in the thousands, served as a base
for the formation of 2 common “German Jewish” consciousness, rooted in
the traditions of medieval Ashkenazi Jewry. Under these circumstances one
could speak about “German Jewry” as an cxisting entity already at the eve
of the emancipation period?® In contrast, the different traditions that
Hungarian Jews brought with them from their various countries of origin,
the conditions of their rural settlement in the Hungarian feudal economy,
the relative backwardness of Hungary, and the big difficultics of trans-
portation prevented a national or even regional Hungarian Jewish commu-
nal consciousness from taking shape at the beginning of the 19th century.32

Furthermore, while German Jewry developed through the 19th century
as one socio-cconomic and cultural unit, in Hungary the absence of a single
common tradition in the religious-cultural and the organizational-commu-
nal spheres continued to determine the character of Hungarian Jewry even
during the emancipation period. A modern urban and liberal Hungarian-
Jewish type began to appear towards the middle of the 19th century and
even more so in its second half, but it never became dominant within
Hungarian Jewry as was the case in Germany.

The formation of one mainstream HungarianJewish form was prevented
first and foremost because of the dimensions of the religious split between
Orthodox and Neologs, which was much deeper than the Orthodox-
Reform split in Germany This split, whose severity in Hungary was clear

30 Karddy, Juden in Ungarn, p. 5; see also in J. Gyurgyik, A zsiddékérdés Magyarorszigon
(Budapest, 2001), pp. 63-4, 76-9.

31 The crystallization of German Jewry in this period and the forming of its modern char-
acters are discussed extensively in Sorkin, The Transformation.

32 Ben-David, ‘Beginnings of Modern Jewish Society in Hungary,’ p. 102,
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already towards the middle of the 19th century, pecamc natiox.lal. al:ter the
Jewish Congress of 1868-1969 and no comrr_mmty could z.wmd it33 After
state patronage failed to bring communal unity to Hungarian Jewry, even
those communities that opted for the status-quo th“-fCG.l.’l conservatives
and innovators became involved, de facto, in the split since thv_:y were

laced under ban by the Orthodox. Jacob Katz claimed that the msl:ﬂ:gtlonal
split was followed by an on-growing alicnation between the two factions of
Hungarian Jewry, until the Orthodox and the Neologs actually became two
separate social entities. _

While the separatist vision of the Hungarian Orthodox lca(‘ier Moshe
(“Mahram”) Shick was fully realized, Samson Raphael Hirsch, .hls German
counterpart and partner in the creation of this schism, failed in Germal‘ly.
Hirsch was successful in building a strong and stable Orthodox c_ommumty
in Frankfurt am Main, and in 1876 his aim of getting official lsancuon for full
separation from the majority liberal community .was_a.chmvcd. However,
just at the height of his success Hirsch’s separatist vision could nqt per-
suade most Orthodox leaders in Germany. Common ifntcrcsts and, ]US't as
important, a .consciousness of common GermanJewish ancesm:ll origin
provcd to be stronger than Hirsch’s separatism. These factors, W}'u.ch were
absent in the younger Hungarian Jewry, moderated Hirsch's vision, and
even in his own city, Frankfurt am Main, most of the Orthodox chosc t_hc
option of coexistence with the liberals and formed “Community
Orthodoxy” (Gemeindeorthodoxie)

Religious separation was only one of several communal, cultural, and re-
gional schisms that characterized Hungary's Jewry even at thf: tl}l‘l] _o'f the
20th century. On the eve of the First World War there were still significant
differences between the rural and the urban sectors of the Neolog com-
munitics, as well as between “Western Orthodoxy,” whose origin was in
Pressburg and whose cuoltural roots were in Central Europe (Prag.u.e,
Moravia, Vienna), and “Eastern Orthodoxy,” whose roots were in Hasidic
Eastern Galicia3® These schisms prevented the development of a central
and homogencous mainstrecam in Hungarian Jewry, at a time when sucll'l
centralized Jewish forms were taking shape in Germany. Despite th.e reli-
gious and the regional schisms in Germany, and the Western nigration of
castern European Jews, German Jewry was much more homogencous tt_nan
its Hungarian counterpart. Due to the rapid modernization and vrbaniza-
tion, especially after the foundation of the Second Reich, by the turn of the

33 On the development of the split in its first decades, see Silber: I?.oots of the Schism; on
its deepening after the Jewish congress in 1868 see Katz, A House Divided. _

%4 I Liberles, Religious Conflict in Social Conrexe: The Resurgence of Orthodox Judaisn
in Frankfurt am Main, 18381877 (Westport, CN and London, 1985), PP 189—22_6.

35 Karddy, Religious divisions. On the immigration from GﬂliCl"xl and its influence on
Hungarian Jewry see W. Pietsch, ‘Die [Ddische Elmv:mderun_g aus .Gahzlen und das Jud_emurcull
in Ungarn, in Jeden in Ostmittlelenropa von der Emanzipation bis ztun ersten Weldcrieg, ed,
G. Rhode (Marburg, 1989), pp. 271-93.
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20th century, a significant majority of the German Jews lived in big cities
belonged to the new middle class, and were deeply immersed in German
culture and German liberalism.36

3.

As in other European countrics, the problem of integrating Jews into
Hungarian society first appeared on the agenda of the Hungarian intellec-
tual and political elite towards the end of the 18th century. The basic posi-
tions of the supporters as well as opponents of Jewish integration were
similar everywhere. Supporters justified the naturalization of the Jews in
terms of economic “efficiency” and general humanistic values. O pponents
on the other hand, believed that Jews would never be able to integrate bei
cause their national traditions would not enable them to participate fully
and wholeheartedly in the general national life.

However, the economic vitality of the Jews in the process of Hungary's
modernization made the Hungarian discourse about the Jewish cmancipa-
tion different. For supporters of Jewish integration, this vitality helped
them justify their position, which was raised during the Reformkor3® On
the other hand, even the strongest supporters of Jewish cmancipation
wished to limit the flood of Jewish immigration into Hungary, resembling
the pioneers of emancipation in Central Europe, e.g. Christian Wilhelm
Dohm, who supported giving rights only to Jews alceady living in Prussia
but always preferred non-Jews immigrants over foreign Jews, 39 Széchcnyi’
for example, supported the idea of citizenship in principle, but oppose(i
[h(? naturalization of the Jews. At the Hungarian Diet of 12 October, 1844
Széchenyi explained why Hungary should pot give its Jews equal rights like:
France and England - states that were seen as models of modernization,
According to Széchenyi the percentage of Jews in Hungary was simply too
high. He compared the Jews in the Western countries to a bottle of ink
which, when poured in a lake, dissipates; when poured into Hungarian
goulash, in contrast, the ink would spoil the soup.®® Széchenyi's position

36 Even Steven Lowenstein, whe presented the process of modernization of 19th centy Iy
Gcrm:yerry as slower and more graduated than ic was previously seen, elaimed that in the
Iast thlrc_l of the century the vast majority of German Jews was already in a rapid process of
modernization .:md Germanization, see §. M. Lowenstein, ‘The Pace of Modernization of
Gersr?all(l Jewry in the Nineteenth Century, LBIYB, vol. 21 (1976), pp. 41-56.

atz, Out of the Ghetto, chs 7 ; i s i
ey ¢tto, chaprers 5 and 6; Gyurgyik, A zsid6kérdés Magyarorszagonn,
) 3? S 1] Viirdy, 'The Origin of Jewish Emancipation in Hungary: The Role of Baron Joseph
E?Lvos, in The Austro-Hungarian Mind: At Home and Abroad, ed. 5. B. Virdy and A. Huszir
Virdy, (New York, 1989), pp. 103-4,

39 Ibid., p. 104. About Dohm’s position see R. Liberles, ‘Dohm’s Treatise on the Jews - A
Defense of the Enlightenment,’ LBIYB, vol. 33 (1988), pp. 29-42.

40 J. Katz, From Prejudice to Destruction, Anti-Semitism, 1700-1933 (Cambridge, MA,
1980), pp. 232-5; Gyurgydk, A zsidokérdés Magyarorszdgon, p. 267. '
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reflected his view of the Hungarians as a small pation surrounded by
aational and ethnic minorities. This connection was not always used to le-
gitimize a negative approach to the Jews. On the conirary, the national and
ethnic heterogeneity of Hungary - when compared to the relatively homo-
geneous natiop-states in Western (England, France) and Central (the future
German Reich) Europe - made other Hungarian-speakers more inclined to
support Jewish citizenship, under certain conditions.

The clear representative of this approach, which became to a large ex-
tent the official policy of the Hungarian government in the last third of the
19th century, was Lajos Kossuth, the future leader of the Hungarian war of
independence against Austria?! Kossuth supported full emancipation of
the Jews, but only on condition that they introduce radical religious re-
forms and give up all symbols of their separate collective identity. This po-
sition was linked to his aspiration to intcgrate the Jews in order to bolster
the Magyar component in multi-ethnic Hungary.

The form of emancipation that Kossuth proposed and the political motives
that drove him characterized the attitude of the Hungarian liberal public to-
wards the Jews from 1867 to the First World War.®2 Of course, the very idea of
proposing a quid pro quo deal of assimilation and accnlturation in exchange
for equal rights was not unique to Hungary. In the research of Jewish eman-
cipation in Europe this quid pro quo formula was usually preseated as the
base for the emancipation process in the “Center” - first and foremost in
Germany - in contrast with the Western European countrics in which the
civil rights of the Jews were bascd on the principle of natural rights and were
given without explicit conditions.” The emancipation policy of the “Center”
was gradual. The state gave the Jews partial rights and conditioned the con-
tinuation of the process on the fulfillment of its expectations by the Jews.
This attitude was prominent mostly in the south-western German states
(Baden, Wiirttemberg), whose constitutions in the postNapoleonic period
were designed to encourage the Jews to reform their religion, education, and
occupational structure.® Kossuth's position resembled the emancipation

41 On the development of Kossuth’s position on the Jewish question see Silber, Roots of
the Schism, pp. 150-8; Gyurpyik, A zsidokérdés Magyarorszagon, pp. 272-4.

42 Viktor Karddy, who tends to stress the political background of the process of Jewish as-
similation In Hungary, claims Hiat 1t i based on an informal “assimilationist social contract” be-
rween the Hangarian liberal nobllity to the Jews, see for example his Zslddsdg, pp- 19-21 and
Religious divisions, pp. 162-3. For a critical illupination of the use of the concept
“Assimilation” in Hungarian social history see G. Gyini, ‘Concept of Assimilation Iln recent
Huogarian Social History, in History & Polfitics, III. Bratislava Symposium, ed. D. Kovic
(Bratislava, 1993), pp. 86-92. Gyini peints out that in addition to the pational-pelitical em-
phasis of the Assimilation process, there are attitudes which stress more “the economic and
social modernization” and “tend to see assimilation as a form of necessary social and cultural
adaptation, part of a universal integration process” (ibid., p. 91).

43 Sorkin, Emancipation and Assimilation, p. 19, For a discussion in the different forms of
emancipation - the revoludonary (France) and the graduate reformist {Germany) see Karz,
Out of the Ghetto, chapter 10.

44 Sorkin, The Transformation, p. 36
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form of the “Center,” but one can still point to some differences due to
Hungary's special conditions. Kossuth wanted a more accelerared process
and confronted the Jews with more explicit demands. While some of the
German states expected the Jews to inplicitly reform their religion, Kossuth
demanded it explicitly. He also rejected the gradual approach that typifieq
the German bureaucratic state. The multi-ethnic situation of Hungary made
the integration of the Jews (i.c. their Magyarization) much more vital and ur.
gent to Kossuth and his followers than their Germanization had ever been to
any German counterparts. Unlike the German rulers, however, the
Hungarians had neither time nor bureaucratic tools to enforce and inspect a
gradual “reeducation” of the Jews. The outcome was that Hungary - which
was “Eastern” in its social and economic structure - offered the Jews, for the
sake of their loyalty, a fuller and more rapid emancipation than they received
in the “Center.” This proposal derived more from the unique geo-pelitical and
demographic situation of Hungarian nationalism than from the deep-rooted-
ness of liberal values in Hungary, but it still left its marks on the develo pment
of modern Hungarian Jewry.

The Hungarian revolutionary government, headed by Batthyany, proba-
bly intended to grant the Jews full civil rights as part of the April 1848 lcgal
reform, but a series of pogroms in several Hungarian towns, as well as fears
among the Jews, prevented it then. "5 In July 1849 the Hungarian national as-
sembly in Szeged granted full emancipation to the members of the Mosaic
faith, but this decision was only symbolic, because the defeat of the
Hungarian revolution soon thereafter resulted in the repeal of revolution-
ary legislation. After the Hungarian defeat the Jews were severely punished
by the Austrians, because of their support for the Hungarian national
cause, 96

A comparison to parallel processes among German Jewry at the time
shows that religious reform in Hungary was influenced much more directly
by the political atmosphere and by pressures on the Jews than by more gen-
cral processes of modernization. While the religious reforms in Germany
can also be scen as 2 response to such political pressures from the sur-
rounding socicty and state, recent scholarship has presented them as a part
of a much wider process of religious regencration occurring simultane-
ously among German Christians, especially Protestants.#? It is difficult to
speak about a parallel process of rational religious regeneration in
Hungarian Christian society. The formation of a Hungarian liberal Judaism
was not so much rooted in broader processes of religious and intellectual

45 Deak, The Lawful Revolution, pp. 113~116.

46 1bid,, p. 314.

47 See David Blackbourn, The Long Nincteenth Century: A History of Germany, 1780-1918
(O=xford and New York, 19597), pp. 283-302. For a similar interpretation to the Jewish en-
lightenment regeneration in Germany in the late 18th century as a part of a whole German

process, see D. Sorkin, The Berlin Haskalah and German Religious Thonght (London and
Portland, 2000).
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rcgcncration in the Hungarian society, but rathc_r.in the expectation l:!1at
ews meet the Hungarian terms for social and political rleform, (often using
models that were formed in German and Viennese Jewish contexts).

The suppression of the Revolution of 1848-49 was followed by tw_o
decades of Neo-Absolutism, during which Emperor Frzu.lz Joseph and t.us
court tried to direct the development of Hungary from Vltf:{lna and fulls_r in-
tegrate it into his empire. While this process brought p_'oh_tu:al oppression,
especially in the first decade, it also brought Hungary significant ‘econom;té
and industrial development, in which the Jews played an _act:we part
Hungary did not catch up with the more advanced and mdusl:rlalled
vWest” or with the German “Center”, but the gap berween t.hcm was begm—
ning to narrow. Towards the end of the Nco-Absolul.:ist period, Wht.fn _poht—
ical circumstances enabled the Hungarian liberal clite to once again influ-
ence the future of their homeland, this elite found the economic integra-
tion of Jews - especially in the modern urban middle CIEIISS - in an advanced
stage, cspecially in Budapest. The Austrian regime tried to promote t.hc
Germanization of the Jews, but most Hungarian Jews supportcd_ Hungarian
pationalism. In these circumstances, the Ausgleich (Compromise) of 1867
created the conditions for the renewal of the political allignct_: between
Hungary’s liberal clitc and its Jews, leading to the full realization of the
Jewish emancipation in Hungary.

4.

In 1867 Hungary regained its national antonomy as a part of the reorgani-
zation of the Habsburg Monarchy. The new dualistic character of_ the
Empire enabled the Hungarians to form their own governm.c.nt and direct
their own country by themselves, with the exception of military and for-
cign affairs, which were still coordinated with Vienna*? .
The two major challenges of the new Hungarian government at .the begm—
ning of the Dualist Era - the crystallization of an integral Hungan?m g?tlon
state and the acceleration of its economic modernization ~ had a 51gm.f1cant
impact on the status of Hungarian Jewry, The conditions for the formation of
a unified Hungarian nation-state on all the territories of “Greater Hung‘ary
were much more problematic than in western or central European nations.
The Hungarians had to cope not only with the economic backwardne_ss but
also with the problem of the national minorities, which was more typical of
eastern and south-castern Europe then western or central Europe. The

48. P. I Hidas, The Metamorphosis of i Social Class in Hungary duriu_g the Reign of ]'(o.uﬂg
Franz Joseph (New York, 1977); E. Somogyi, ‘The Age of Neo?lbsolu tismn 1849-1867, in A
History of Hupgary, ed. P. F. Sugar (Bloomington and Indianapolis, _1994). pp. 237—4_1. i

49 Ahout the process which led to the AustroHungarian Avsgiefch and the functlm? 0 g
dualistic system, see Macartney, The Habsburg Tmpire, pp. 551~68; A. Sked, The Decline an
Fall of the Habsburg Empire 1815-19218 (London and New York, 1989), pp. 187-202.
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dimension of the nationalities’ problem in Hungary was so critical that the
Hungarians were a minority in their own homeland. Whereas the Hungarian
regime of the Dualist Era gave non-Magyar citizens full personal civil rights in
the classical liberal sense, it highly restricted their collective autonomy in the
culturaHinguistic sense, not to mention the political* The Hungarian gov-
ernments tried to conduct a policy of Magyarization of the various nationali-
ties, using the legal, the administrative, and the educational systems. They
used the Hungarian language as the central administrative language of the en-
tire kingdom, with the exception of Croatia, whose autonomy was respected

and they tried to impose their language and culture on the young genera tior;
of the various nationalitics and set up obstacles to the development of na-
tional institutions of the minorities,

Assimilation in Hungary was not, therefore, a policy directed only to-
wards the Jews. Furthermore, it had certain successes among some of the
nationalities. Between 1880 to 1910 around 500,00 Germans, 300,000
Slovaks and tens of thousands of southern Slavs and Rumanians adopted
Hungarian language and culture’? This assimilation policy based on an
open and liberal definition of the Hungarian national identity - based on
language, culture, and political loyalty, and not on narrower ethnic or racial
bases.>? In spite of all this the success of this policy was only partial. With
the exception of most Germans and some Slovaks, the majority of
Hungary’s non-Magyar inhabitants remained loyal to their own national
identity and refused to succumb to the pressures of Magyarization.

These circumstances made the assimilation of the Jews a key issuc in
Hungary. Their percentage in the general population reached 5% in the late
19th century - a proportion that was typical to Eastern Europe and not
Western or Central Europe where Jews made up less than 1% of the popu-
lation. In fact, the support of the Jews and their identification with the
Hungarian language and nationality brought a Magyar majority in the
Kingdom. Since Jews were considered a religious and not a national mi-
nority, and since they had no territorial claims within Hungary or political
allies outside of it, they were attractive allies to the Hungarian authorities.
Jews felt comfortable with the liberal definition of the Hungarian national
identity and gained full emancipation almost immediately after the
Ausgleich. Full emancipation was an expression of the “assimilationist so-
cial contract” - full emancipation for the Jews in exchange for their Joyal

5¢ About the nationalities' problem in the 1848-49 revolution see Deak, The Lawful
Revolution, pp, 119-29. l

51 °T. Frank, ‘Hungary and the Dual Monarchy, 1867-1890, in A History of Hu
Sugar (Bloomingron and Indianapolis, 1994), pﬁ. 254-5. i gy, ed. PE

_ 52 G. Jeszenszky, ‘Hungary through World War I and the End of the Dual Monarchy,' in A
History of Hungary, ed. . F. Sugar (Bloomington and Indianapolis, 1994), p. 274,

53 On. the liberal character of Hongarian nationalism in the dualistic period and the cen-
rality of cultural and linguistic components in it see V. Ranki, The Politics of Inclusion and
Exclusion: Jews and Nationalism in Hungary (London and New York, 1999), Pp- 37-44. Ranki
Ic;iscusses also the implications of this liberal national definition on the Jewish integratlon in

ungary.
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integration into the Magyar component in the kingdom. The Jews fulFfilled
these expectations - in 1910, 74% declared Hungarian as their mother
tongue, thereby comprising 7% of all Hungatian native speakers.>® Even
arts of the Orthodox sector, whose leaders were suspicious of emancipa-
tion until 1867 and rejected the idea of assimilation, underwent a rapid
process of cultu ral and linguistic integration in the late 19th century, espe-
cially in the more modern and urban sectors of Hungary. The Orthodox felt
apprehensive about the conditions of emancipation in terms of religions
reform, as Kossuth bad formulated it. They were also afraid that their com-
munities would be subordinated to the Neologs, as almost happened in
1868. However, as these fears were not realized, many members of the more
modecrn, western Orthodox sector of Hungarian Jewry - which was differ-
ent in character from the northeastern, mostly Hasidic and ultra-conserva-
tive sector - accepted Hungarian language and culture, as well as political
Joyalty to the kingdom, while continuing to keep the traditional Jewish
laws. Their decision to accept the formula of separation of religious and na-
tional identity and their readiness to view Judaism as a denomination while
taking part in the secular assimilation process meant that Western
Orthodoxy also took part in the process of Jewish integration in Hungary.?*
A comparison to the German Jewish case sheds light on the Hungarian
Jewish uniqueness in this context. The unified German Empire, which was
founded in 1871, put the national integration of its diverse population and
its economic modernization at the center of its internal agenda. As with
Hungarian Jews, German Jews also got their full emancipation when the
new nation state was established. The emancipation law of united Germany
completed a long and gradual process. However, the percentage of Jews in
the German population was much lower than in Hungary, and Germany dif-
fered from Hungary also in its much more advanced industrial infrastruc-
ture and its relative absence of national minoritics. Under these circunr
stances, the assimilation of the Jews was far less central in Germany.
German clites viewed assimilation as part and parcel of the emergence of
modern national consciousness, but it had much less to do with a national-
ity struggle, as was the case in Hungary>¢

54 Karidy, Juden in Ungarn, pp. 10-4; Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth Century, p. 37

55 See for example Karidy, Zsiddsig, pp. 28-9. Katz compared the level of integration of
the western Orthodox 1n the economy and the national culture to that of the Neologs. Thus,
for example, he cited an Orthodox leader who distinguished between belonging to the
Hungarian state and joining the Hungarian nation Katz contrasted this with German
Orthodoxy whose identification with the German nation was deeper, see Katz, The Identiry,
pp. 20-31. Unlike Katz, Mordechai Breuer claimed that German Orthedex, while patriots of
the German stace, did not really see themselves as part of the German nation, see M. Brener,
Modernity within Tradition: The Sociad History of Orthodox Jewry in Impersizl Germany (New
York, 1992), pp. 303-11.

56 About the connection between the processes of assimilation to the formation of 2 mod-
ern middle class in Germany see Sorkin, Emancipation and Assimilation, p. 22; About assimi-
lation processes and the adoption of German identity by several minority groups in the
German Empire see Blackbourn, The Long Nineteenth Cenmry, p. 425.
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The efforts of the Bismarckian regime to consolidate German society -
especially the Kulturkampf against the Catholics in the 1870s and the anti-
socialist campaign of the 1880s - were concerned mostly with religious,
political and class divisions in German society.”” In Hungary, in contrast,
the demographic situation dominated the politics of the liberal govern-
ments in the late 19th century. In this context, the political loyalty of the
Jews and their linguistic and cultural identification with the Magyars was
crucial. In relatively homogeneous Germany, in contrast, where the Jews
did not play the same role, the political elite did not promote full integra-
tion of the Jews in the civil service, nor did they fight actively against anti-
semitism.?® Furthermore, the German elites - conservatives and liberals
alike - viewed nationalism in more ethnic than civil terms. They demanded
from the Jews a much deeper integration in Germany and a total abandon-
ment of their collective identity.??

The simation was different in Hungary, which was more prepared to ac-
cept the Jews’ collective religious and communal uniqueness and to fight
modern antisemitism. In the period of Kilman Tisza the Hungarian state
opcned to the Jews many positions in the state civil service, many joined
the ruling party, hundreds were ennobled and some were even appointed
to the Upper House of the Hungarian parliament.®’ Furthermore, in 1895
Hungarian Jews finally succeeded in their struggle to get recognition to
Judaism as an “accepted religion” in Hungary, giving Judaism equal status

57 About the internal policy of Bismarck in these fields see for example H-U. Wehler,
Deutsche Gesellschaftsgeschichte, Dritter Band, Yon der “Deuntschen Doppelrevolution” bf.;—
zum Beginn des Ersten Weltkrieges 1849-1914 (Miinchen, 1995), pp. 889-965. Germany of
that time had of course some problems of national minorities. In this context Wehler men-
tions the Danish in Schleswig-Holstetn, the French in Alsace and mainly the Polish national mi-
nerity. Bismarck and his successors conducted a policy of Germanlzation towards these mi-
norities, see also T. Nipperdey, Deutsche Geschichte 1866-1918, Zweiter Band, Machtstaat
vor der Demokratic (Minchen, 1992), pp. 266-86. However, in spite of this Germanization
policy, it is clear that uolike Hungary, it was not the integration of the nadonal minorities that
was on the top of the integration policy of Germany but rather the problems of other social
cultural, and political splittings in the Second Reich. '

58 One does not have to conclude from the comparative glance between Germany and
Hungary that the German society was fully homogeneous in the late 19th century, Its situation
was far from it. Bismarck’s Reich had to cope with various political, economic, religious, and
ethnic tensions, see for example Blackbourn, The Long Nineteenth Century, pp. 259-310. It
was also the clear Prussian character of the unification of Germany, as well as symbols of the
new regime, which deterred many, mostly in southern Germany, from Identification with the
new Reich. See for example about Bavaria W. K. Dlessing, Staat und Kirche in der Gesellschaft.
Institutionelle Autoritit und mentaler Wandel in Bayren wihrend des 19, jﬂbrbuudcrt.;
(Gottingen, 1992), pp. 233-8.

5% For the illumlnation of these problems see U. Tal, Christians and fews in Germany:
Religion, Politics and Ideology in the Second Reich, 1870-1914 (Ithaca, 1975).

60 Sked, The Decline and Fall of the Habsburg Empire, p. 206. Romsics claimed that in these
times the Hunpgarian elites continued to block the Jews from enterlng the state service, but in
the beginning of the 20th century there was already an extensive prowth in the number of the
Jews in the Hungarian civil service.
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with the accepted Christian religions. This success of Hungarian Jewry
prought them close to the emancipation level of the “West” (France).%? In
this context the integration of the Jews in Germany was more backward -
only a few of them entered the civil service and Judaism was never given
equal status to Christianity. In Prussia, where the majority of German Jews
lived, Jewish religious institutions were still subordinate to the commander
of the local police station - whereas the Christian churches were inspected
py the internal ministry.53

In sum, Hungarian Jewish emancipation and assimilation took place in
an environment with backward social and economic infrastructures, typi-
cal to the “East,” but were conducted according to “Central” and sometimes
even “Western” forms. This gap between the Eastern socio-cconomic reali-
ty and the Western political forms caused internal contradictions, which
were only exposed later, in fimes of crisis. Until the First World War, the
backwardness of Hungarian society on onc hand and the depth of the inte-
gration of the Jews in Hungary on the other hand were reflected in the
dominance and the prominence of the Jews in various modern economic
and cultural sectors - a much deeper prominence than they ever had in the
“Center” or the “West.” This prominence cannot be explained solely by the
application of concepts like liberalism, which are usually brought to cx-
plain the Jewish integration in the “West” and the “Center.” In pre-World
War I Hungary, liberalism paved the way to Jewish emancipation, but
Hungary’s backwardness, its nationalitics’ problem and the willingness of
its Jews to assimilate were also key factors in their emancipation.
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61 Gonda, A zsiddsig Magyarorszigon, pp. 156-62; Gyurgyik, A zsidbkérdés Magyarorszi-
gon, pp. 65-75. For an analysis of the public discussion about the status of Jndaism as an “ac-
cepted religion” in the context of the Cultural srruggle (Kulturkampf) in Hungary see P. A.
Hanebrink, In Defense of Christian Hungary: Religion, Nationalism and Antiseritism in inter-
war Hungary, 1919-1944, Ph.D. diss. (University of Chicago, 2000), pp. 27-40. Hapebrink
cites declarations of various liberal Hungarian politicians, some of them Jews, which presented
the question of the reception of the Jewish religion as a test for the national sovereignty of
Hungary (p- 38).

62 France recognized in 1831 the official status of the Jewish religion in what can be con-
sidered as the last step to full Jewish emancipation in France, see J. R Berkovicz, The Shaping
of Jewish Idenrity in Nineteenth-Century France (Detroit, 1989), p. 130; Paula Hyman presents
the situation of French Jews rowards as full integration which included entrance of many Jews
to the swate civil service, see P. E. Hyman, The fews of Modern France (Berkeley, Los Angeles
and Londown, 1998), pp. 91-5.

63 Up to the beginning of the 20th cenmry the Prussian state even financed the Protestant
and the Catholic religious education as part of the state schoollng system, while Jews were de-
prived from this right and had to finance their religious education by themselves, see M.
Lamberti, Jewish Activism in Impedial Germany: The Struggle for civil Equality (New Haven
and London), chapter 7, pp. 123-75.

64 See in this context P. Handk, Problems of Jewish assimilation in Avsteia-Hungary in the
Nineteenth and twentieth centuries,” in The Power of the Past, ed. P. Thane, G. Crossick and R.
Floud (Cambridge, 1984), pp. 244-5. Hanik claims that the Jews were need also for the “idea
of the Magyar national stare.”
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5.

After 1867, the integration of the Jews in the urbanization and moderaiza-
tion of Hungary intcnsified, particularly in Budapest 44,890 Jews lived in
Budapest in 1870, rising to 70,227 in 1881, 102,377 in 1891, and 168,985 in
1900.%5 Such rapid and large-scale urbanization was not unique to
Budapest, but typified Central European Jewry as a whole in this period,
Vienpa and Berlin also became the home of tens of thousands Jews, repre-
senting a significant percentage of the Jews in their respective countries.
However, the percentage of Jews in Budapest was still unique. In 1910 the
Jewish inhabitants of Budapest represented approximately 23% percent of
the whole population - a much higher percent than in Vienna or Berlin 66
Only the major Polish cities - most notably Warsaw, the largest city in
Russian Poland - could compete with Budapest in this respect.

Jews were very involved in the establishment of modern capitalism in
Germany and Austria, as well as with the shaping of urban cultural institu-
tions there, but it seems that the dimensions of their centrality and the va-
riety of the areas in which they were dominant, were much higher in
Hungary At the beginning of the 20th century more than 50% of
Budapest’s lawyers were of Jewish origin (623 ‘out of 1199), as well as more
than a third of the city’s doctors and pharmacists (658 out of 1782). Jews
were very prominent in areas like insurance - they made up more than 60%
of the insurance agents in the city (513 out of 806) - in various branches of
agricultural trade and in banking.% Whereas Jews in Germany and Austria
were dominant in certain fields of urban bourgeois economy and culture,
like finance banking, the textile trade, and big de partment stores, the Jews
in Budapest were prominent overall and held relatively many more key po-
sitions in more areas.% This centrality of the Jews in Bud apest resulted in
hostile claims about an “internal occupation” (belsd honfoglalis) of
Hungary. Viktor Karidy explains the unique dominance of the Jews in the

65 Gonda, A zsid6sig Magyarorszigon, p. 163

66 To a.comparative discussion about the development of the Jewish population in
Budapest, Vienna, and Prague see W, O. McCagg Ir., ‘The Jewish Positlon in Interwar Central
Burope: A structural Stady of Jewry at Vienna, Budapest and Prague,’ in A Social and Economic
History of Central European Jewry, ed. J. Don and V. Karady (New Brunswick and London,
1990), pp. 47-81, and especially pp. 50-2; see also P Handk, ‘A kozép-enrdpai hiromszog, A
zsiddsig kolworilis szerepe Bécshen, Budapesten és Pragiban, in A kert € a mdhely
(Budapest, 1999), pp. 217-29.

67 In 1910 39% of the population of Warsaw - 306,000 out of 781,200 inhabitants ~ were
of Jewish origin. See Encyclopedia of the Jewish Diaspora, The Warsaw volume, ed. L
Gruenbaum {Hebrew) (Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, 1953), table one, p. 127.

68 Gonda, A zsidésig Magyarorszigon, p- 163; Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth Century,
p-43

69 About the tntegration of the German Jews in various economic sectors see M. Brenner,
‘Between Revolution and Legal Equality;” in German-fewish History in Modern Times, ed. M, A.
Meyer (New York, 1997), vol. 2, pp. 301-8; 8. Volkov, ‘Die Juden in Deutschland 1780-1918, in
Enzyklopidie devtscher Geschichte, vol. 16 (Miinchen, 1994), pp. 42-3.
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modernization of Hungary in terms of the relativz_: weakness of all other
groups - the potential rivals of the Jews in the fo_rmmg qf th§ cdu_ca ted cap-
jtalistic bourgeoisie.” In contrast, the Hupganan social historian Gabor
Gyani described the collective Jewish role in the clﬁveloprnent of Hungary
as far less unique and uniform than it actually was. . Howev.er, no'bocllljr C(;m
deny that Jews had a key role, though not pnecessarily so unique, in the de-
dern Hungary.
W?ﬁ:[xsoéfr?l?c “Ccntcr",gmﬁ especially the German j.ews, thtnt through
a process of assimilation to the “new” German n:uddlrj lc asshigcgffr
Mittelstand) - the modern section of the German bourgco,lsmt Wd chd ~
fered from the conservative town dwellers that were orgamz‘c in the
guilds (alter Mittelstand). The Jews saw the new Gcrman_bougegmn;;;i
their reference group. Their absorption in the Ger_man society in the
century until the First World War can therefore be interpreted as a process
in which they tried to become a part of the German l?ourgemsm, tcver;
though it ended with the transformation of most of them u?{t(_) a?g?‘);ra i;u(; :
perhaps half separate section within the German bourgeoisic. is s1ti
tion is reflected also in the contribution of the Jews to the Fnode:;xlnza ttlaln
of Germany. As one of many components of the German middle E'l:s]’j t.:::
Jews took part in the development of the .m_oclern state and capitalisti
economy, as well as in free professions. Tht?ll’ involvement was, ?s “‘r; Saz;;
very important in certain sectors, like bankmg, but they never played su
a decisive role in this process like the Hu ngarian Jews. _ _ hat
In Hungary, unlike Germany, the Jews werc integrated into a soc1ct¥ (;dil
had no strong modern middle class. "Actua:lly we d(.) not have a m:l te
class,” wrote the Hungarian sociologist Istvin Weiss in 1942 wrhcn _gdz; -
tributed, with some exaggeration, the weakness of the Hungarian mi dle
class to the long delay in its development and to _thc fact.that a very major
part of its members were not of Hungarian origin bl!.lt cither _G.crmans or
Jews.”3 In these circumstances the Jews became a major factor in the very
formation of the Hungarian bourgeoisic and thcre.forc were m_:)t in abplc_)sr
tion to join an existing class in the Hungarian s?cmty. Hllﬂgﬁﬂun nobility,
which formed the country’s political elite, aspired to integrate the Jews

ady, Zsidasig, p. 35. .
‘7!(1) gﬂgyi];li ‘Embou lp -oisement as Jewish Identity, Budapest Review o.r BD[OI;'(S fF;]ili a119CSI£,
. ; it ! [ concerning the s -
. _13. For a recent review and critique of Karddy's concep : :
E—ﬁc:z ﬂ.szimllation" of Hungarian Jewry see K. Voros, ‘A Unigue Contract: Interpr;tﬂ(:mns of
m‘odern Hungarian Jewish History, fewish Studies at the CEUJ, vol. III (2002-2003), pp.
229‘/_25J5ka tz, Die Enistehung der Judenassimilation in Deutschiand (.F[allk_fl.ll‘t a. M, _1935) a:sci
see alst.) Sorlém (The Transformation} who claimed that the ‘formatwc period of this proc
was already in the last decades of the 18th century and thfe first of th_e %9!:!1. J - ¢ 1998
73 See Magyarorszig tirsadalomiérténete, ed. G. Gyani arllld Gy. Kovc':r G:;]_dfl;l):z iass- SO,H{:;
i i, f the Hungarian Mi :
- and see in this context Gy. Rinki, ‘The Develo;.)ment o
Ei:tl—\z\lé’lest Comparsions, in Bourgeois Society in Nineteenth-Century Europe, ed. J. Kocka and
A. Mitchell (Oxford and Providence, 1993), pp. 439-55.
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int.o a modern Hungarian liberal society that it wanted to develop, but not
in its own ranks. Instead, this clite expected the Jews to take upt;n them-
selves the mission of forming a modern middle class in Hungary.™ While
the process of the social integration of the Jews in their German environ:
ment was based on the principle of adaptation - an effort by the jews to re-
semble to the educated and wealthy modern middle class, to adopt its eco-
nontic tendencies and its basic values - Hungarian Jews had no local non-
Jewish reference group. The social base of Jewish integration in Hungary
was therefore weaker and a major change in the external circumstances

could therefore endanger it more casily, as eventually h:
First World War. o Y happened after the

6.

The relationship between the Jews and the Hungarian political establish-
ment fostered Jewish integration along Western lines, but it did not lead to
real social integration, The integrating Hungarian Jews became a central
component in a developing modern sector of the Hungarian society, but
cven when they obtained full political rights and economic success ,thcy
still had to face major social and the cultural distinctions between ;;htm-
sclves and the traditional aristocratic elites, as well as the nonJewish gen-
try and middle class. Of course, there were cases of mixed marriages be-
b;jm_:cn Jews and Christians and certain Jews werc cven accepted to the no-
bility, b.ut since it was based on pre-modern concept of legitimation, the
Hun_garmn nobility could not offer the Jews real social integration jews
continued to be seen as foreigners in the social clubs of the noble eﬁtes as
well as in their cafés, and had to develop their own alternative social
groups.”> In Germany the situation was somehow different — Jewswere ab-
sorbed at least partially as a sector within the German bourgeoisie. Only at
the end of the 19th century - partially but not only because a new wave of

antlsc.mlusm - <an one can speak about a process of dissimilation of the
Jews in Germany.’s

4 ?4 Romsic_s (Hungary”in |:h_e Twentleth Century, p. 45) relates to this with the term “assim-
atl;:ust social “cqu'tr_act which originated, as we have seen, from Karidy's work, lomsics
speaks a_bout a “division of labor™ between the magnartes and the Jews in the brocess of the
modernization of Hungary, Others, like Gydni stress that the Hungarlan social structure was
g)(:_ts 50 dlcélcgomou% and rhat modernization processes ook place also in some non Jewish sec-
. s€€ G, Gyini, ‘Ervek a kettds struktira elmélete ellen' Koraff 3
also Vdros, ‘A Unique Contract.’ - 34 200D pp- 22131, See
75 About the tendency of Jews to inre i i ili
: grate in the Hungarian nobility, see W, Q. McCagp Jr
ﬁ:ﬂﬁiﬁ; :J’Id ?f}t:iu;es in Moderu::l Huggary (New York and Boulder, Colo., 1986); fggul;
55 of the Hungarian rullng elite to | i 'Silber
“The Evrancs eijar ot g clite to inteprate the Jews in its society see Silber,

76 Volkov, ‘The Dynamic of Disstmilarion: Ostjuden and German Jews.'
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In comparison to Poland or Germany, antisemitism did not have deep
roots in Hungarian society. The relatively quiet pluralism between Catholic,
Lutheran, Calvinist and Orthodox Christians, which typified Hungarian so-
ciety, made the social acceptance of the Jews easier and decreased their
sotherness.””? However, the manner in which the Jews were integrated in
the Hungarian modern national economy created a new basis for hostility
against them, which developed into the Hungarian form of modern politi-
cal antisemitism.,

The hostility to the new capitalist economy and to the liberal values at-
tached to it was typical also to the rise of modern antisemitism in Germany
and Austria.?® The “old middle class” (alter Mittelstand) members - artisans
and other guild members whose status and security were based on the tra-
ditional economic and social order - were deeply hurt by capitalistic mod-
erpization. Many became anti-modernists and tended to support the new
antisemitic parties.” The German town dwellers in Hungary were also hos-
tile to the economic rise of the Jews, but because of Hungary’s social struc-
ture they did not become the backbone of modern Hungarian anti-
semitism. Indeed, the Hungarian gentry, which suffered economic decline
in the face of modernization became stalwarts of the antimodernist and
anti-Jewish political agenda. Traditionally, the gentry’s members were reluc-
tant to integrate in the modern cconomy and preferred to turn to what they
viewed as more honorable fields of local politics and administration.
However, some of them still had to turn to the free market, where they con-
fronted Jewish dominance.®

Antisemitism in Hungary, as in Germany, developed as a political move-
ment in the early 1880s. In neither country did the antisemitic parties be-
come mass parties in the long run, due in large part to internal struggles
and lack of a clear political agenda ! The heart of the antisemitic campaign
in Hungary centered around the blood libel of Tiszacszlar. The leaders of
Hungarian antiscmitism, headed by Gy§z6 Istoczy, succeeded in turning it
to a public discussion about the “Jewish question” in Hungary, which was

77 Karidy, Zsiddsig, p. 9; Karidy, Juden in Ungarn, p. 17

78 See for example P. G. ]. Pulzer, The Rise of Political Anti-Semitism In Germany and
Austriz (Cambridge, MA, 1988), pp. 42-6, 138-41.

79 About the crsis of the old middle class in Germany and its political implications see S
Volkov, The Rise of Popular Antimodernism in Germany: The Case of the Urban Master
Artisans, 1873-1826 (Princeton, 1978).

80 R Fischer, Entwicklungsstufen des Antisemitismus in Ungarn 1867-1939. Die
Zerstorung der magyarischjadischen Symbiose (Miinchen, 1588), p. 89

81 See for example Katz, From Prejudice, pp. 245-72. There are different opinions in the
historiography of modern German antlsemitism abouc the leve]l of success or failure of
German antisemitism in the Second Reich and the degree of continuity between it and the
later Nazi antsemitism. See in this contexr §. Volkov, ‘The Written and the Spoken Word:
Contimiity and Discontinuity of Andsemitism in Germany 1870-1945," in Unansweted
Questions: Nazi Germany and the Genocide of the Jews, ed, F. Furet (New York, 1989), pp.

33-53.
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accompanied also by anti-Jewish violence ¥ Howcver, in contrast to
Germany, the Hungarian regime acted clearly against the antisemitic out-
burst and was quite effective in oppressing it.% Later on, from the mid-
1890s onward, antisemitism became a factor in the Hungarian conservative
parties which based their agenda on anti-modernism, antiliberalism and
anti-urbanism. One can point on a parallel German process also here - in
the 1890s the center of German antisemitism shifted from the declining an-
tisemitic parties to the Conservative Party and to its allied Agricultural
League (Bund der Landwirte) ® However, in spite of the parallels there was
a certain difference in the impact, at least until the 1910s. The Jewish prob-
lem was less central in the Hungarian political agenda in the Dualistic Era
than in Austria or Germany, and Hungarian antisemites failed to uadermine
Jewish integration in the decade prior to World War 1.59

The vitality of Jewish integration under the Hungarian ruling elite, the
feudal structure of major sectors of the Hungarian society, and the fact that
many members of the gentry found positions in the civil service, dimin-
ished the conflict between Hungarians and Jews prior to the First World
War. It was precisely the circumstances of the Hungarian "East” - the back-
wardness of the social and the economic structure, the multi-national char
acter of the society, and the delay of Hungary's emergence as a modern
nation-state — which postponed the powerful emergence of antisemitism
and enabled the continued integration of Jews into the Hungarian econo-
my and administration. Although the major clash between Jews and gentry
was postponed until after the First World War, the antagonism between
them was pronounced already in the Dualist Era. Many members of the
Hungarian gentry, who saw themselves as the authentic representatives of
“Hungarianness”, felt offended by the pact between the ruling political elite
and the Jews. Their antagonism to the Jews had cultural and political im-
plications. In the last decades of the 19th century the Jewish question be-
came the focus for a varicty of tensions and anxietics aroused by modernity
in various Hungarian social sectors, first and foremost the gentry.
Urbanism, political radicalism, modernism, and other such phenomena
were understood by many as outcome of alien powers, connected to the
Jews, and opposed (o the nation spirit.®¢ Whereas the gentry's spokesmen

82 Fischer, Entwicklungsswfen, pp. 42-56; Katzburg, Antisemitism, chapter 2, pp. 42-60.

83 Katz, From Prejudice, p. 274; see also Frank, ‘Hungary and the Dual Monarchy, p. 264.

84 About Hungury see Fischer, Entwicklungsstufen, pp. 95-116; Jeszenszky, ‘Hungary
through World War I and the End of the Dual Monarchy,” pp, 271-2. About Germany see Pulzer,
The Rise of Political Anti-Semitism, pp. 111-9,

85 Fischer, Entwicklungsstufen, pp. 115-6; Ranki, The Politics of Inclusion and Exclusion,
pp- 60-2; Handk, ‘Problems of Jewish assimilation,’ pp, 244-5.

86 Hanebrink, In Defense of Christian Hungary, p. 18, and see also p. 78 where he uses the
term “Cultural Code” which was proposed orlginally by Shulamit Volkov in the context of
German antisemitism. For a new evaluation of the Jewish component in the modernist cul-
ture of Budnpest see G. Gyini, Idendty and the Urban Experience: Fin-de-siccle Budapest
{New York, 2004), pp. 220-2,
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stressed values like deep-rootedness and connection to tl.u:: s0il, the chs
were mostly identified with enlightenment and cosmopolitism. Prominent
Jewish writers, who were identified with modern u1.'ban culture, chal-
lenged traditional Hungarian values, whereas gentry writers were more ro-
mantic, peaceful, and traditional ¥

7.

A comparison of Germany and Hungary during and after the FirsF World
war shows many paraliels. In the first months of the war, H}m.garlan.and
German socicties alike experienced a sweeping wave of patriotism, with a
stress on national vnity.® The declaration of the German emperor on
«Civilian peace” (Burgfriede) between the various parties and social grou 1::5
in Germany, as well as the atmosphere in Hungary afier the government’s
decision to join the war, led among other things to m.ephcmcral d(l:crease
in the antisemitism in both countries.* The vast majority of Hungarian and
German Jews showed a full willingness to serve their homcla.nd_ and saw
the war also as an opportunity to prove their loyalty and patriotism once
and for all. _

However, the unexpected long duration of the war, the terrible losses at
the front, and the dire economic situation on the home front brought the
old social tensions and especially antiscmitism back to the surface.
Antiscmitic accusations against German and Hungarian Jews werce clearly
heard already in 1916 and became more pronounced in 1917. Th(’j ch.s were
accused of not participating in fighting units and of war profitecring. In
Germany, Jewish combat soldiers were counted, in orclc_r.to maklc su re that
enongh Jews were severing in fighting 11r}its.9“ Antisemitic publications by
Georg Fritz in Germany (1915) and Péter Agoston in Hungalry (1917) engen-
dered an intensive public discourse about the Jewish question.”

87 Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth Century, pp. 57-9, 69-71. About the radical—lllber.al
orientatlon in opposltion to the neoconservative tendencies in the Hungarlan public dis-
course from the beginning of the 20th centnry to the First World War see Magyar
mifvelGdéstoriénet, ed. L. Kosa (Budapest, 1998), pp. 386-8. .

88 About Hungary see Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth Cenwury, pp. $5-6. _Abou[
Germany see H. Mommsen, The Rise and the Fall of Weimar Democracy {Chapel Hill and
London, 1996), p. 1. . . ) .

89 About Germany see E. Zechlin, Die deutsche Politik und die jude.n im Ersten Weltkrieg
(Gottingen, 1969), pp. 516-7; D. Engel, Patriotism as a Shield - The Liberal Jewish Dcfcnsr:
against Antisemitism in Germany during the Flrst World War,' LBIYB, vol. 31 (1986), pp. 152-4;
About Hungary see Tischer, Entwicklungssmfen, p. 117, ‘ '

60 About the Jewish roll call in Germany see W. T. Angress, ‘The German Army's
“Tudenzihlung” of 1916, Genesis - Consequences - Significance,’ LBIYE, vol. 23 (1978), pp.
117-37. About the strengthening of antisemitism in Germany durlng the war see also _Engcl,
“Patriotism as a Shield, pp. 155-6. About Hungarian antisemitlsm during the war, see Fischer,
Entwicklungsstufen, pp. 117-23%; Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth (;entury, p. 88

91 G. Fritz, Die Ostgjudenfrage, Zionismus und Grenzschitss (Berlin, 1915); P Agoston, A
zsidok drja (Nagyvirad, 1917).
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_ Post-war events brought about an unprecedented wave of antisemitis
in both countrics. Jews were prominent in both republican revolutions in
October-November 1918, which overthrew the old monarchies Furtheﬁ1
more, Jews were even more dominant in the radical left rcvolutibns - thrq
.S partakus revolt in Berlin (December 1918 - Janmary 1919), the Riterepubi 'IC(
in Bavaria (April 1919) and the soviet government in ﬁungary (I\far l;
Aug‘ust 1919) "2 These radical left revolutions, which were seen by manc a5
Jewish attempits to take over Germany and Hungary, were eventually 8’5;-15
pressed in very crucl ways, giving expression to radical antisemitism 11:1)1
both countries. In Hungary, where the revolutionarics were actually in
power for a few months and even tried to impose an antireligious g;m
‘lf)mgln, the violent anti-revolutionary stiuggle was stronger. During th :
thlte terror” approximately 1,500 people were murdered, many of%henj
rz;vusg,eg:;;y other thousands were arrested or left Hungary as political
The post-war political upheavals harmed the Jews in both Germany and
Huagary, but there were significant differences. In Germany, the ezrcnt
ended with the formation of the Weimar Republic, whose ruli’ug coalitio .
was based on the moderate left and the center and whose constitution wan
democratic. In fact, the republic brought an improvement in the legal stas
tus _of German Jews and even opened the civil service to them G%:rm:u-;
Jew15h_ cultural activity enjoined a great prosperity in this perimiﬁ"j At the
same time, however, the war and the post-war trauma were not forgotte
and the social split between Jews and nonJews deepened. %5 Nonetgc[c .
mltljle carly and mid-1920s, the republic seemed to have recovered from tlsls,
crisis and the situation of German Jews did not seem so precarious :
. In post-revolutionary Hungary, things were different from thé begin-
ning. The suppression of the sovict regime brought about the formatiorgl of
a I}ational conservative regime with a Christian emphasis. Furthermore, the
Trianon P.cacc Treaty, which was imposed on Hungary by the victor,ious
powers, dissolved historical Hungary. Germany also lost territories and felt

92 About this period in German: i
y see Mommsen, The Rise and the Fall of Wei
iﬁ({)r:ﬁc&acy, pp- 20-50; U Klug.e, Die deutsche Revolution 191871919 (Frankfurt 2. M. fglg;ﬂ)l'
Abon elrm:m Jews c{urmg_ﬂus period see D. Niewyk, ‘The German Jews in the Rev:alution.
1 evolt 19;8—1919, Studies in Contemporary Jewry, vol. 4 (1988), pp. 41-6G6
gz igurgy;i;, A zsidokérdés Magyarorszdgon, pp. 113-5. '
out the improvement in the legal slmation of the Jews it
u X b ) Weimar Germa
E{Sl::él[::rz, jn;ﬂscbcs Leben in Deutschland. Selbstzeugnisse zur Sozialgeschichre ;;}':;flf;ﬁf;
et Slg]agl 982)_, p. 1?. About thc' cultural prosperity see M. Brenner, The Renaissance of
Jewvish C ‘;l::l:'gem_ W&ﬂ;ﬂé’ Igjepubbc {New Haven and London, 1996). The claims that were
i signs of decline in German Jewry in this period related mainl :
graphic and economic crlsis and not so much to sl i rish et
: 7 £ns to the decline of ipati

sec91\;. ﬁi;nmcrrgmm, Die deutschen fuden 1914- 1945 (Miinchen, 13907)JEWiSh seibation

out the rising of violent antisemitism in Weimzu'l Ger ;

i _ SIng many see I t
;i;gﬂgs)mi:ms:i":lc Krimmahtzfr und Gewalt. Judenfeindschaft in der We;‘marc}: Repubﬁk‘g;‘cluf:
> f (t}n: the undt?rstal_ldmg of the Weimar Republic as the critical tuening point In the hls:

ry ol {x¢rman antisemitism see for example Volkov, “The Written and the Spoken Word.”
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humiliated after the Versailles Treaty, but it seems that Hungary faced a
much harder disaster after Trianon. The Hungarians lost close to 60% of
their former population and more than two thirds of their former territo-
ries, which were transferred to Rumania, Czechoslovakia, Austria, and
Yugoslavia. Also, more than three million Hungarian now lived in neigh-
poring countries.®® The drastic decrease in Hungary's territory and popula-
tion, as well as its cutting-off from the old Austro-Hungarian economy, se-
vercly damaged the Hungarian economic infrastructure.

The deep change in Hungary’s demographic stracture and .political cli-
[mate in the post-Trianon period created a totally new situation for the Jews.
From 2 status of a relatively favored group whose Magyarization was crucial
to the national liberal regime of the multi-ethnic Hungarian kingdom, they
pecame the most visible exception in 2 new cthnic Magyar and Christian
state under a conservative regime. In these new circumstances the domi-
nance of the Jews in the various sectors of modern economy and in the free
professions began to seem unbearable to more and more Hungarians,
whereas the new regime, which no longer needed them for ethnic balance,
had no motive to protect them. The tension between the Jews to the devel-
oping Hungarian middle class, which came mostly from the gentry, became
much sharper since the loss of many administrative and political posts held
by the gentry in the Dualist Era brought its members to a much harsher eco-
nomic competition with the Jews.%

Hungary introduced antisemitic legislation already in 1920, making it the
first European state to do so. The Numerus Clausus law, which was passed
under the pressure of the public opinion, limited Jewish university stu-
dents to 6% - their proportion in the general population.?® This decision by
the Hungarian government was an official expression of its abandonment
of the liberal tradition and of the open national concept of the 19th century
and consequently spelled the cnd of the “assimilationist social contract”
with the Jews. Even if many Hungarian Jews did not accept this change and
hoped that it was only temporary, the historical circumstances of the
unique HungarianJewish emancipation type had reached its end. Post
Trianon Hungary now turned to an internal ethnic Magyarization policy,
which was tantamount to dejudaization.® Whereas the consolidation of the
Hungarian regime under Istvin Bethlen from 1921 onward had restrained
the radicalization of these processes throughout the 1920s and part of the
1930s, the political culture that interwar Hungary had from its very

96 Romsics, Hunpary in the Twentieth Century, pp. 117-25.

97 Rankl, The Palitics of Inclnsion and Exclusion, p. 12, 86,

98 Katzburg, Antisemitlsm, pp. 103-5. Acmally the law broughc to their Emitation in a
more moderate rate that moved between 8% to 12% during the 1920s and 1930s, but consid-
ering the fact that the Jews were between 30% to 34% of the smdents in pre-World War I
Hunpary it still created a very hard sitaation for them. See Romsics, Hungary 1o the Twentieth

Century, p- 153.
99 Compare to Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth Centary, p, 149.

135




GUY MIRON

g?fgrlllda tion was based on national Christian - and no longer liberal - values
ith ups and downs, the basic tendency of Hungarian government and s&.

cicty in the interwar period was antiJewi
y it -Jewish - but mostly in t iti
Christian and not in racial terms, 100 Y in the traditional

CONCLUSION

Tht; Hungarian historian Ignic Romsics claimed that the deep chan
which took place in Hungary after World War I - the disintegration of l:gheS
Habsburg Empire and the creation of a much smalier but more homo N
neous Hupgary - were alogical and inevitable result of an organic proce glgl
Romsics, in line with Oscar Jiszi and others, claimed that the multi—et;& i
stru cturf: of the Hungarian kingdom could not have lasted longer beca ot
modernization processes and the rise of modern nationalism uee ot
It_ secms that we can draw a parallel conclusion about the lini ue form of
Jewish emancipation and modernization in Hungary. Of .{:cmrs;1 the dglvol
opment pf Jewish history in Hungary did not have to lead dcterr;:jnistic E :
to the rise of radical and widespread antisemitism and the Holocaisg
Howe:vcr, onc may argue that a deep change in the Jews' pre-World War I
situation was inevitable. The modernization process of Browing segme
of Hung.arlan socicty had to end or at least diminish the scale of ]cwigsh b
resentation in Hungary’s modern sectors, even though it could ha brep-
happened in many ways. v een
The unique form of integration of the Jews in Hungarian econom i
cty,‘ and state originated from the ideology and interests of the HunY’ S?Cl.
ruling elite in the Dualist Era. The peculiar combination of backwardgauim
alnd economic structure and a multi-national kingdom created an —_—
tl?qal 0 pportunity for those Jews who were ready for integration anc‘:ﬁsg
Ejljxséz.aug:;]. Hunganap Jews bo:(;amc \fital allics of the Hungarian political
in the preserva?tlon of the integrity of their historical kingdom, and a
;:lruaal component in the process of its economic modernization, Bffany of
icm fc[t that they could become Hungarians without giving up thet i
gious identity, 102 8 up ther rell
The pc'::uliarity of this process is demonstrated by its comparison to th
German “Center,” which was much more advanced than the Hunggriaz

100 About this see in Hanebrink, In D i
, efense of Christian 1
ig; lllomsict;s, Huogary in the Twentieth Century, p. 81 ey
t can be added also that the ability of a si nifi
; a significant group of Hungari
5113 e[z(t)sf:tzzlg;e OFtillC?dexy) to contlitue the traditional Jewish life fo?ms to de‘:gvcllgg {E::; gﬂlr(:;[::}r,
i rom modernization, was possible because of hl ivi
tions in the Fungarian periphery, In Ge,rman moderniey oo oo g, condk
! g the pressures of moderni
the very existence of such Orthad oL g long run The German
OXy was nol possible in the lon T
Orthodoxy, as well as rhe Hungari E i e o Neo
. s garian western Orthodoxy, ook pact i [Zzari
processes while trying to preserve their uliqueness. 3 fook part i the modernization
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«East” in its socio-economic situation, as well as in its national integration.

Modern Germany did not need the Jews as a vital component for the

prescrvation of its national sovereignty, and in spite of their important eco-
nopiic contribution, German Jews were much less crucial for the economic
modetrnization of their homeland. In these circumstances, German Jews

conld not get an open and direct invitation from the German political elite
to integrate in the German state and society. German Jews also did not en-
joy political defense against modern antisemitism. Like in the West, the
emancipation of the Jews in Germany was an integral part of the social
modernization process and could be seen also as one of its inevitable by-
products. The general progress of Germany in the Second Reich also created
the difference between the Jews in Germany and in the West. Indeed,
France had its own antisemitic, mainly Catholic tradition, which erupted
during the Dreyfus Affair, but eventually the tradition of the French
Revolution proved stronger. In Germany, on the other hand, the persistent
continuity of conservative political forms, the clear Protestant character of
Prussia — the backbone of the second German Reich - and the rising of an
organic national concept did not leave a place for Jews in German nation-
alism and made Jewish integration morc problematic and more limited
than in the West.

The examination of the degree of integration of the Jews in the German
state and of the level of their social acceptance in the German society in
comparison to their brethren in the “East” (Russia and Poland) and the
“West” (France, England) shows the meaning of their being in the “Center.”
They enjoyed legal equality and political rights which fitted the level of de-
velopment of Germany - which was much higher than that of the “East”
However, they continued to suffer from discrimination and could not be
absorbed in several fields, because of the relative conservatism of the
German socio-political structure in comparison to the “West.” 103

Whereas the level of Jewish integration in Germany reflected a general-
ly more advanced state of progress, its scale in Hungary was based on a cet-
tain anomaly. Hungary, whose socio-cconomic structure was closer to the
“East” enabled its Jews to_integrate more than the German “Center.”
However, this sitnation was based on temporary and fragile conditions. It
originated mainly from the political ideals and social interests of the liberal
Hungarian political elite in certain geopolitical circumstances which, as
Romsics and others presented it, could not last too long, 14

The unique cmancipation of Hungarian Jews was thercfore dependent
on a specific state of affairs. As long as Hungary existed as a multi-ethnic

103 This is the basic claim of Sorkin in the summery of his book The Transformation.

104 Compare to Karddy, Juden in Ungarn, p. 13, and alsoe o what he wrote In Zsidosig, pp.
36-7. According to Karady not liberalism but the “iirisig” model of Hungarian nobility was the
base of the political values of dnalistic Hungary. For different opinion see G. Vermes, Tisza
Istviin (Budapest, 2001}, pp. 40-1. Vermes claims that liberalism, though not in. its most uni-
versal version, was a genuine ideology of the Hungarian ruling elite.
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state and as long as its regime needed the Jews for the formation of 3
Magyar majority, the Jews also benefited from this situation, Furthermore,
it was the low level of Hungary's economic development that enabled the
involvement of the Jews at such an unprecedented scale in the modern cap-
italistic sector and their disproportionate overrepresentation in universi
ties and in the free professions. However, the very continuation of the mod-
crnization processes in Hungary and the fact that it influenced larger seg-
ments of Hungarian society led to a situation that threatened the continua-
tion of the Jewish dominance and contributed to the rise of sectors that
challenged it. In the post'World War I period, the end of the multi-cthnic
Hungarian kingdom made the capitalistic progress an inevitable process
for much wider social sectors than before, and this brought to an almost im-
mediate change in the attitude towards the Jews. This scems to be the ex
planation to the fact that Hungary, whose antisemitism did not have long
and deep roots like in Poland or Germany, was the first European state to
introduce the anti-Jewish Numerus Clausus law.

Jewish integration in Germany was an integral part or a by-product of
modernization. Apparently, a direct continuation of these processes could
have enabled the continuation of the Jewish integration in Germany, at the
possible prize of gradual moderation or “normalization” of their domi-
nance in certain cconomic sectors. What caused the eventual collapse of
Jewish emancipation in Germany was the economic, social, and cultural
crisis of the whole German society, which severely damaged its modern-
ization and ruined the social groups and the liberal values that were the
base of Jewish emancipation. In this sense, the tragic end of Jewish eman-
Cipation in Germany, like its beginning, was a by-product of the modern-
ization process. The fate of the Jews was determined, to a certain extent, by
the dynamic that shaped the whole development of the German society, 10

In Hungary, on the other hand, the problem was connected more directly
from the beginning to the very form of Jewish emancipation, Due to the rel-
ative weakness of the ethnic Magyar modern urban middle class which
identified with liberal values, the integration of the Jews in the state and
the society was based on historical state of affairs that had to do mainly
with the political values and interests of the ruling elite. The inner contra-
diction was that the Jews were supposed to help advance the capitalistic
economy and the modernization process in the service of traditional social
groups that sought to preserve their own traditional dominance in the post-
feudal order. It was not merely the crisis of modernity but rather its very
success that led to the crisis in the status of Hungarian Jews in the after-
math of the First World War.

105 It is important to note that with the Nazi movement's success the faie of the Jews in
Germany got a much more central place than a by-product of the whole German moderniza-
tion crisis. However, it seems that this should not be attributed to the basic dynamic of the
German society but rather to the centrality of antisemitism in the Nazi ideolopy and to the fact
that this movement, of all others, was the ohe o rise to power in Germany.
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NEUTRAL SWITZERLAND,
NATIONAL SOCIALIST PAST,
AND THE LEGACY OF HISTORY

switzetland had difficulty finding its place in the new international system

in the immediate post-World War II period as well as after the end of the

Cold War. In the post-war period, Geneva, which had previously b_ccn the

seat of the League of Nations, partially lost its importance, and only in 2002,

after long abstaining from the United Nations, did Switzerland, bCCOIn(.t a

full member. It seems that such a political contradiction is interlocked “F.lth

more than fifty years of amnesia which inchuded forging and preserving
myths about the history of Switzeriand during and after the National
Socialist Period. Since the 1960s, overcoming the Nazi past itself has be-
come an enduring scandal in most European countries, but in Switzerland
this really only occurred in the 1990s. An international indignation over un-
resolved Holocaust legacies and victims’ assets disgraced a country that had
traditionally embraced humanitarian valies. The Swiss public woke up
form a mental paralysis engendered by a metaphorical neutrality and the il-
lusion that debates abroad were irrelevant for Switzerland. Many European
as well as non-European countries felt obliged to give answers to the ques-
tion of restitution or compensation for asscts and goods once looted by t.ht_:
National Socialists. Ironically, the shock contributed much to a new Qolm—
cal orientation of Switzerland towards the international community in to-
day’'s changing global order; in 2001, Switzerland became a member of the
United Nations Organization.

A POLICY OF MEMORY AND CONTINUITY

The classic view of neutrality is fundamentally still that which, apart from
minor changes, emerged in the period prior to 1939- 1245. Itis ViC?VCd as
necessary and useful, even if not understood by outsiders. DCSpltt? the
aforementioned reservations, Swiss neutrality during World War I is re-
garded as successful. Long after the end of the war in 1945, Switzerland ap-
peared to enjoy the respect of the rest of the world. The facl:lthat the Swiss
policy of neutrality is held to be in agreement with 111teirnal:1015|a1 z?r%d neu-
trality law, as interpreted at that time, is based on a_scttmg of_ ]ystlflcatlon
and explanations. Strict observation of legal imperatives, a jllSthlt’:?atlon that
tends to employ reasons of state, made the argument of neutr?thty su sf:ep-
tible to criticism as “legalistic” and lacking “moral standards”; in this view,
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