
 
 
 
 
 
CHRONICA 24                                                                                                      2025 

 

 
Religious Commitment and Alienation as 

Expression of Identity 
A Family Case Study 

 
ERZSÉBET MISLOVICS* 

                             

                                            u  
 

Abstract 
 
The aim of the study was to show how families respond to religious challenges and 
express Jewish identity. Similar patterns emerged in two families, the Munk and 
Goldzieher, which were studied in case studies, showing different reactions to mod-
ernization. There were those who clung to tradition, those who supported religious 
reform, and those who distanced themselves from religion. The case study of both fam-
ilies highlighted that the reactions to modernization are similarly heterogeneous. Re-
sponses to these challenges show that, while the environment and religious commu-
nities do influence choices, it is ultimately up to individual choices. This contrasted 
sharply with the situation in the early nineteenth-century, when religious communi-
ties largely controlled individual decision-making. 
 
Keywords: Jewish community, family, modernization, Orthodox, Neolog, tra-
dition, reform, conversion 

 
 

Introduction 
 
The study aims to illustrate, through a case study of the Munk and Goldzieher 
families, how the 19th-century Jewish religious society responded to the chal-
lenges it faced. We seek to ascertain the extent to which this influenced their 
affiliation with Jewish religious movements, and how their conscious-ness of 
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identity with each movement shaped their relationship with the Hungarian 
state. 
 
 

On the sources 
 
The first individual to document the family’s history was Abraham Meir (later 
Adolf Munk), representing the second generation of the family in Hungary. 
This perspective is offered in his biography, Sipurei Korot Hayyay, which pro-
vides a unique insight into the developments of nineteenth-century Hungar-
ian Jewry, as well as into the family’s daily life and their reactions to various 
historical events.1 The responsibility for the care of Adolf Munk’s manuscripts 
was assumed by his son, Bernát Munkácsi, who regarded the creation of a 
family genealogy as his task. During the 1930s, there was an observable surge 
in right-wing nationalism within the Hungarian political landscape. The pro-
cess of exclusion of the Jewish population from legal, economic and cultural 
life was becoming increasingly evident. Bernát Munkácsi recognised these el-
ements at an early stage and consequently did not feel compelled to publish 
the manuscript. However, his son Ernő felt compelled to complete and pub-
lish the work, quoting his father as follows: ”It is asserted that for the Jewish 
people to endure, it is imperative that they possess a profound historical self-
awareness, which can be sustained by the immortalisation of their forefathers’ 
names.”2 The endeavours of the Munkácsi family prompted the broader fam-
ily to direct their attention towards the research, as the Felsenburg and Steiner 
families requested that Elemér Pápai, the professional genealogist of his time, 
prepare their family tree.3  

In the Goldzieher family, the Diary of Ignác Goldziher includes family 
data.4 However, the collection of genealogical data is linked to Sándor Büch-
ler, who married into the family.5 His research findings were published in the 
Journal Múlt és Jövő in 1937–38. The late 1930s were milestones in the collec-
tion of family data. All these might mean that outstanding scholars in that 
period recognized the significance of genealogical research and took the first 
key steps. On the other hand, these publications could express the status of 
Jewish families in Jewish and non-Jewish societies. In the Goldzieher family, 
further data collection took place in the 1990s.6 

 
1 MUNK 2002a. 
2 MUNKÁCSI 1939, IV.  
3 MILEV HU HJA XIX–31. Pápai Elemér családfái: e.g. ’Bernát Felsenburg family’. 
4 GOLDZIHER 1978; GOLDZIHER 1984. 
5 BÜCHLER 1937, 336–339; 1938, 18–20, 51–52, 82–83, 113–114, 152–153, 184. 
6 THE GOLDZIEHERS  1998. 



 
 
 
 
 

RELIGIOUS COMMITMENT…                                   139 

 

The research and collection of genealogical data in the extended family 
have been based on a variety of sources, including documents, contemporary 
printed matter, bibliographies and censuses from The National Archives of 
Hungary, Budapest City Archives, archives in country towns, the Manuscript 
Collection of The National Library of Israel, The Central Zionist Archives and 
The Central Archives for the History of the Jewish People. The research has 
resulted in the acquisition of information regarding approximately 2,600 fam-
ily members of the Munk family and 600 in the Goldzieher family. 
 
 

Settlement and population 
 
The common provenance of the Munk and Goldzieher families is evidenced 
by their settlement in Hungary in modern times. The two families under scru-
tiny emigrated from the western part of the country and settled in the western 
cross-border region. In the initial phase, the legal framework of the Middle 
Ages governed the existence and potential of these entities in Hungary. Sub-
sequently, during the 19th century, a period of transformation ensued. The 
advent of the 20th century also had a profound impact on the norms, values, 
and traditions of family members. 

The Goldzieher family is reported to have had distinguished ancestors 
who resided in Hamburg, although earlier traditions suggest that their fore-
bears may have lived in Toledo.7 In the early eighteenth century, Moses left 
his previous residence, possibly drawn by the cultural appeal of Vienna.8 Un-
able to establish himself there, he moved to the western borderlands of the 
Habsburg monarchy and eventually settled in Köpcsény, an estate under the 
ownership of the aristocratic Eszterházy family.9  

The Munk family first settled in the country around the same time as the 
Goldzieher family,10 although their residence was initially temporary.11  With 
ancestral ties to Hamburg, Moravia, and Bohemia, the family eventually es-
tablished itself permanently in north-western Hungary, in the oppidum of 
Nyitra. 

 
 

 
7 BÜCHLER 1937, 336, 337; KAUFMANN 1896, 30. 
8 BÜCHLER 1937, 337. 
9 MZSO, VII. 1735: 316. (Köpcsény: Moises Gerschl); 1745: 703. (Köpcsény: Moyses 
Gerstl); MZsO XVI. 1768: 107. (Köpcsény: Moyses Hamburger); CHAJP- Köpcsény (mi-
crofilm); PRIBRAM 1918, 335, 338, 405. 
10 WACHSTEIN 1922, 715; BÜCHLER 1901, 397. 
11 BÜCHLER 1901, 244; BÜCHLER 1910, 88; MANDL 1901, 388–391; WACHSTEIN 1926, 718; 
MUNKÁCSI 1939, 154, 171; RICHTMANN 1912, 51. 
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The generational presence of the family in Hungary can be traced as fol-

lows: 
Table 1.a.:  Population of the Munk family  

Gen./Family 
members n. 

Family 
members 
number 

in Hungary 

Family 
members 
number 
(abroad) Total 

I.* (1770–) 18  18 

II. (1800–) 121 13 134 

III. (1830–) 472 28 500 

IV. (1860–) 859 90 944 

V.  (1880–) 580 88 668 

VI. (1910–) 239 23 263 

*First generation in Hungary 
 

Table 1. b.: Population of the Goldzieher family 

Gen./Family 
members n. 

Family 
members 
number 

in Hungary 

Family 
members 
number 
(abroad) Total 

I. * (1730–) 2   2 

II. (1760–) 5   5 

III. (1790–) 18   18 

IV. (1820–) 27 5 32 

V. (1850–) 68 5 73 

VI. (1870–) 115 14 129 

VII. (1900–) 138 17 155 

VIII. (1920–) 99 48 147 

IX. (1940–)  56 56 

*First generation in Hungary 
 
Table 1 presents the number of family members residing abroad. While the 
primary analysis concentrates on the Hungarian branch, information concer-
ning relatives living outside Hungary is also necessary for a comprehensive 
understanding of the family’s history. Several factors may have negatively af-
fected the demographic development of the families in Hungary, including 
infant mortality, divorce, consanguineous marriages, suicide, and emigration. 
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Orthodox ‒ Neolog (Reform) 
 
From the early decades of the nineteenth century, the challenges of moder-
nization posed significant choices for traditional Jewish society.12 These chal-
lenges, originating both from the non-Jewish environment and from within 
the Jewish community, heightened existing tensions and expectations. The 
growing involvement of the state and broader society introduced new de-
mands, including closer alignment with the norms of non-Jewish populations 
and the abandonment of communal autonomy. Such reformist pressures pro-
foundly affected traditional Jewish life, compelling individuals to reconsider 
their relationship to both present and future in ways that diverged from ear-
lier generations. At the same time, traditional communities confronted re-
definitions of the individual and of collective belonging. The incompatibility 
of opposing responses to these pressures ultimately led to a decisive split, re-
sulting in the emergence of Orthodox and Neolog trends.13 Within this histor-
ical context, the Munk and Goldzieher families also faced these challenges, 
raising the question of how far they aligned themselves with one or the other 
direction. 
    The Goldzieher family’s place of residence was Köpcsény, and their com-
mercial relations with Vienna and subsequent relocation to the central region 
are indicative of their familiarity with new ideas. Conventionally, the pursuit 

of knowledge in secular sciences was not regarded as a division or separation. 
With regard to the Munk family, new arrivals in Bohemia and Moravia 

were familiar with contemporary trends. The Felsenburg family embraced the 
knowledge of secular sciences: Moric Felsenberg was a speaker of German, 
and his daughter, Chaile, was an enthusiast of German literature.14 However, 
Chaile’s husband, Beer Bernát Munk, rejected these claims. The first-born son, 
who had received education from his grandfather, was discovered studying 
secular sciences and was therefore compelled to return home.15  

 
12 SILBER 1987, 107–157; KATZ 1993. 
13 In fact, three: the Neolog, the Orthodox and Status Quo (Ante). The Status Quo 
(Ante) became the third option whose refused to join either the Orthodox or the Ne-
olog networks. 
14 MUNK 2002a, 15. 
15 MUNK 2002a, 32. 
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He encouraged his children to pursue religious studies, with the aspiration 
that they would all become Talmud scientists. Consequently, he opted to en-
rol them in conventional educational institutions (heder, yeshiva16). He was op-
posed to all forms of innovation and was taken aback when his son opted to 
change his name. He personified the escalating ultra-orthodox tendency 
within the family during the 19th century, which sought to address even the 
most minor alterations.17  

The family exhibited a high level of cooperation with the Hungarian state 
and a strong tendency towards acculturation from an early age. Significant 
efforts were made to disseminate the Hungarian language: Adolf Felsenburg 
is recognised for his significant contributions to the field of education, partic-
ularly in the context of developing an introduction to education in the Hun-
garian language in Szentes.18 The success of his activities as a teacher was such 
that, upon his demise, he was mourned by both Jewish and non-Jewish citi-
zens alike. Béla Munk attained a comparable degree of success in Trencsén, 
and as a result, he was honoured by the ruler.19 Eleazár Szántó (Seligman) was 
a Hungarian language pedagogue in Szeged, Székesfehérvár and Pécs, and 
was admitted to the county board.20 In conclusion, he was instrumental in the 
establishment of the Israelite religious community in Pest, an organisation 
that functioned in accordance with the ethos of the Hungarian nation. In 
recognition of his contributions, the ruler bestowed upon him the prestigious 
honour of the golden cross.  
     The schism that occurred at the Congress of 1867/8 had a considerable 
impact on the lives of family members.21 The emergence of discord within re-
ligious communities between neolog and orthodox members frequently led 
to the dissolution of local communities. The family members pursued these 
two directions in the following manner: 
     The geographical distribution of the Goldzieher family, with its settlement 
in central regions, facilitated the dissemination of information regarding re-
form ideas among its members. Moreover, the establishment of the Rabbi 

 
16 Heder: a private Jewish elementary school for teaching children Hebrew, Bible, and the 
fundamentals of Judaism. Jesiva: A yeshiva is a place where Jews gather to study Torah and 
rabbinic traditions. Originally referring to an academy for advanced scholars. 
17 SILBER 1992, 23–84. 
18 Adolf Aharon Felsenburg (04/10/1804 – 24/12/1882). MUNKÁCSI 1939, 40, 78, 179, 
180; Szentesi Lap 10 March 1878, 2. 
19 Béla Adalbert Munk (23/04/1833 – 06/10/1908). Egyenlőség 26 September 1897, 12; 
MUNKÁCSI 1939, 54, 163. 
20  Eleazár (Seligman) Szántó (1830 – 14/02/1893). Egyenlőség 18 April 1890, 8; 
MUNKÁCSI 1939, 28; MISLOVICS 2024, 44–66; Jewish Cemetery Budapest, Salgótarjáni  
street J – 58 – 22. www.oroklet.hu. ’Szántó’. 
21 KATZ 1999; KATZ 2005; KATZBURG 1957, 119–113; KATZBURG 1969, 1–33. 
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Seminar was endorsed by family members, thereby augmenting the expand-
ing influence of the nascent neolog branch. The school’s educational system 
was founded on a uniform curriculum, in contrast to the educational practices 
observed at yeshivas, where pedagogy was contingent on the qualities of the 
leader. Ignác Goldziher was a prominent advocate for the establishment of 
the institute, yet the role of director was ultimately assumed by Vilmos Bacher 
and Lajos Blau.22 The institute prepared its students for their careers in ac-
cordance with the requirements of modern times. It is worthy of note that 
Sándor Büchler obtained his qualifications at this institution, subsequently be-
coming a rabbi in Keszthely. 
     The life of Ignác Goldziher is a case in point illustrating the difficulties en-
countered in the process of rendering people in that period to religious trends. 
In his diary, he denounced the purportedly hypocritical and money-grubbing 
attitude of rabbis in the Congress.23 He regarded his Jewishness as a pivotal 
matter, often expressing disdain for neologisms. This image was further re-
fined by the events of his life. The celebration of his son’s marriage was offi-
ciated by the recently appointed chief rabbi, Sámuel Kohn.24 

Following his appointment as Dean, he was obliged to fulfil the duties of 
his office during the course of Jewish festivals, causing sleepless nights for 
him.25 Goldziher’s approach was not consistent with traditional orthodoxy, as 
evidenced by his disregard for religious directives. Nevertheless, he perceived 
a lack of proximity to neologism. An analysis of Goldziher’s life illuminates 
the possibilities available to a Hungarian Jew during the period of dualism, 
as well as the activities in which he engaged. The realisation of these ideals 
gave rise to controversial situations for citizens living at that time. 
      The intersection of entrenched values and the dissemination of novel re-
form ideologies engendered a range of challenges for family members. Adolf 
Munk, son of Beer Bernát Munk, renounced his former affiliation with the 
world of yeshivas and embraced Orthodoxy.26 Indeed, his life is a paradigm of 
the responses characteristic of a neo-Orthodox personality in his era. From an 
early age, he demonstrated a strong inclination towards mastering secular sci-
ences. He ceased to attend the religious school for young men known as ye-
shiva because he did not perceive a viable future for himself there. Following 

 
22  Vilmos Bacher (12/01/1850–1913), HU BFL – VII.185 – 1879 – 0498; HU BFL –
VII.1411.b. – 1905 – 00558; BÜCHLER 1938, 184; THE GOLDZIEHERS 1998, 60; KEMPELEN 
1937, I. 110, 121; BLAU 1911, 7–33; GUTTMANN 1939, 337–349. 
23 GOLDZIHER 1984, 269. 
24 (1841–1920), rabbi and historian. GROSZMANN 1929, 18–56; MUNKÁCSI 1943, XVI–
XXVI. 
25 GOLDZIHER 1984, 282. 
26 MUNK 2002a, 272; MISLOVICS 2022, 71–94. 
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his departure from Oberland, he established his domicile in Nagyvárad, as-
similating into the milieu of orthodox traders. 27  His son, Bernát Munk 
(Munkácsi), attended secondary school, and his father also provided financial 
support for his university education. He did not reproach his son’s decision 
to accept the position of school inspector in a neolog religious community in 
Pest.28  
     The geographical distribution of the family can be attributed to the follow-
ing religious trends: neolog family members settled in Nyitra, while orthodox 
members settled in Pozsony, Nagytapolcsány and Trencsén in the Oberland 
region. The West-Danubian region: Ernő Winkler served as the rabbi of the 
aforementioned neolog religious community.29 In the central region, specifi-
cally within Komárom and Esztergom counties, the Felsenburg family line 
aligned itself with the neolog school. The family line in Balassagyarmat and 
their descendants were followers of the orthodoxy. Family members in Buda-
pest exhibited a dualistic trend, encompassing both of the aforementioned cat-
egories. In the capital of Hungary, the Freudiger family was regarded as the 
most ardent supporter of orthodoxy.30 Several family members obtained rab-
binical qualifications. In addition to pursuing a career in trade, these individ-
uals played pivotal roles within their respective religious communities. The 
Freudiger family were proponents of the Hungarianisation of schools, and for 
them, orthodoxy did not entail seclusion from Hungarian society.31 In the 
southern region, neology was introduced among family members in Szentes, 
Orosháza, Szeged, Hódmezővásárhely, Temesvár and Arad, due to the influ-
ence of respected individuals in the region. Ármin Kecskeméti was frequently 
invited to perform matrimonial ceremonies for the newly-formed families of 
the Nagyvárad lineage. In Nagyvárad, in the eastern region, both orthodoxy 
and neology could be found simultaneously. Adolf Munk, an orthodox figure, 
identified neologisms as the root cause of disunion. 32  The reformist line 
gained strength from 1861 onwards. The Hungarian Jewish religious commu-
nity was formed in 1861, and finally, in 1870, it was divided into communi-
ties.33 Prior to the dissolution of the religious community, the principal roles 

 
27 MUNK 2002a, 278. 
28 MUNK 2002b, 316. 
29 Ernő Baruch Chajim Méir Winkler (20/01/1894 – 1944). Egyenlőség 15 March 1919, 
11; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 19; The Central Database of Shoah Victims’ Names, 
http://www.yadvashem.org/ 
30 HU BFL – VII.211 – 1893 – 0057; HU BFL – VII.176 – 1899 – 1382; Egyenlőség 03 March 
1912, 9; 20 April 1928, 32; KEMPELEN 1939, III. 134; FROJIMOVICS – KOMORÓCZY [et al.] 
1999, 54.  
31 Egyenlőség 03 March 1912, 9; 21 April 1928, 32. 
32 MUNK 2002a, 278. 
33 LAKOS 1912, 160–190. 
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were assumed by Rafael Kurländer,34 Elias Kurländer,35 Adolf Munk. After 
the split, the leaders of the religious community within the Congress was as-
sumed by the following family members: Károly Wohl,36 Jerom Weinberger 
(Zion Church),37 Albert Mihelffy38 (later Lipót Incze39), Adolf Wechsler.40 The 
leaders of the orthodox religious community were Izidor Ullman and Sándor 
Ullmann.41 Izidor Ullmann’s contributions to the preservation of traditions 
are noteworthy. He undertook the construction of a synagogue, the establish-
ment of a soup kitchen, and the founding of a school.42  
     The presence of both neolog and orthodox trends was detected in both fam-
ilies. Several family members played an active role in the furtherance of these 
trends. Beyond the confines of religious trends, family members articulated 
their allegiance to the state through the medium of Hungarian sermons and 
school curricula. This phenomenon resulted in the emergence of a diverse and 
multifaceted artistic landscape, encompassing both neolog and orthodox 
trends, and even within a single family. The subtle variations in trends mani-
fested through the lives of specific family members. 
 
 

Conversation 
 
The Jews considered themselves outsiders within the surrounding non-Jew-
ish society. This perception was mutual, as broader society also viewed Jews 
as strangers, despite centuries of coexistence and close economic and cultural 

 
34 Rafael Kurländer (1823–19/01/1899). Egyenlőség 14 August 1898, 7; 15 May 1898, 11; 
22 January 1899, 10; 06 June 1900, 9; LAKOS 1912, 165, 223–224; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 107; 
KEMPELEN 1938, II. 17; III. 54. 
35 Elias Kurländer (1819–?). LAKOS 1912, 150, 165. 
36 Károly Wohl (1836–1901). LAKOS 1912, 166; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 103. 
37 HU BFL – VII.185 – 1884 – 1429; LAKOS 1912, 199, 231; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 102; KEMPELEN 
1939, III. 41. 
38  Albert Mihelffy (1812–1886). LAKOS 1912, 145, 165, 216–218, ’Mihelffy family’; 
KEMPELEN 1939, III. 73. 
39 Lipót Incze (1874–1944). LAKOS 1912, ’Mihelffy family’; KEMPELEN 1939, III. 73; The 
Central Database of Shoah Victims’ Names, http://www.yadvashem.org 
40 Adolf Wechsler (1851–?). HU BFL –VII.183 – 1884 – 0635; Egyenlőség 09 May 1890, 5; 
29 April 1900, 10.; LAKOS 1912, 249; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 107. 
41 Sándor Ullmann (1877–?). HU BFL – VII.176 – 1900 – 2115; LAKOS 1912, 225, 242; 
Egyenlőség 20 March 189, 10; 20 May 1900, 5; 18 March 1900, 9; 04 November 1900, 11; 
03 March 1912, 9; 07 July 1912, 10; KEMPELEN 1938, II. 17. 
42 Egyenlőség 02 February 1890, 9; 24 April 1898, 11; 06 May 1900, 9; HU BFL – VII.151 
– 1909 – 1278; HU BFL – VII. 151 – 1910 – 1146; LAKOS 1912, 167, 224–225; KEMPELEN 
1939, II. 17. 



 
 
 
 
 
146                                               ERZSÉBET MISLOVICS 

 

ties. Conversion, therefore, required more than adopting a new faith—it im-
plied assuming a new identity, role, and place in society. In traditional con-
texts, conversion was most common among disadvantaged citizens. It en-
tailed accepting Christian religious principles, often resulting in estrangement 
from one’s family and the severing of economic ties. However, during the 
transitional period from traditional to modern societies, Christian communi-
ties no longer expected converts to fully embrace or understand the core ten-
ets of Christianity. Instead, the cultural elite and intellectuals regarded Chris-
tianity less as a strict doctrine and more as a cultural framework that shaped 
moral and spiritual values. From this perspective, Jews were seen as people 
who needed to be ”educated” into European culture.43 For Jews themselves, 
the breakdown of traditional social structures reshaped the meaning of con-
version. New points of contact emerged between Jewish and Christian com-
munities—what Jacob Katz described as a ”semi-neutral society.”44 This space 
allowed not only for deeper exposure to Christian cultural values but also for 
a transition between communities without the complete abandonment of ear-
lier ties. Conversions were relatively rare in the Munk family, with only 23 
individuals converting, compared to 31 in the Goldzieher family. 
      In both cases, the main cause was mixed marriage. Until 1895, people of 
different denominations could not legally marry, which meant that Jewish 
spouses often converted to Christianity. The first convert in the Munk family 
was Cecilia Stein, around the mid-1800s. Living in Nagyvárad, her first mar-
riage was unhappy, and she later entered a relationship with Baron Radojo-
vits, a Christian. Before the birth of her child, she converted to Christianity. 
Despite this, she maintained ties with her Jewish community, even organizing 
a collection during the 1848 events. Bernát Munkácsi later praised her courage 
and her loyalty to the Hungarian cause.45 Another example was Dina Wohl of 
Nagyvárad, who married a military officer and subsequently distanced her-
self from her family.46  

A second wave of conversions was tied to those who embraced reform 
principles and the idea of assimilation, aiming to dismantle the barriers be-
tween Jewish and non-Jewish society. In the Munk family, such conversions 
took place primarily in the Nagyvárad and Budapest branches, reflecting an 
urban lifestyle. The same pattern appeared in the Goldzieher family. Several 
Munk converts also adopted Hungarianized names, including Albert Kövesdi 

 
43 DOHM 1995, 28–36; KONRÁD 2014. 
44 KATZ 1995, 110–131. 
45 LAKOS 1912, 133, 234–234; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 48, 99. 
46 Dina Wohl (1863–?), MUNKÁCSI 1939, 104. 
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(Stein), 47  Gusztáv Arányi (Felsenburg), 48  Géza Szilágyi (Valdmann), 49  Leó 
Lánczy,50 Jenő Kertész.51 Their professions ranged from landowner and doc-
tor to a chief monastery member. Notably, René Berkovits, a doctor, refused 
to change his name despite converting. While the link between conversion 
and name changes is not absolute, the prevalence of Hungarianized names 
among converts in the family is significant. Max Goldzieher52 converted dur-
ing his university studies but chose to keep his original name. These examples 
suggest that Hungarian society often expected, and in some cases demanded, 
religious conversion as a prerequisite for professional advancement. 

After World War I, relations between Hungarian and Jewish communities 
took on new meaning. The old expectation—that Jews support Hungarian 
dominance in a homogenous national state—was no longer relevant. Within 
the Munk family, this shift inspired a stronger identification with Jewishness. 
Yet conversions still occurred, particularly during the turbulent years follow-
ing the war, the ”White Terror” (August 1919 – December 1921), and perhaps 
in response to the restrictive numerus clausus law. Among those who con-
verted in this period were: Bertalan Szőke dr. and Edit Szilágyi (27/08/1919), 
János Bogyó and Erzsébet Csajági (23/04/1919).53 

In the Goldzieher family, several members converted in the years follow-
ing World War I. Among them were Gyula Glasner and Ilma Etel Auspitz 
(21/05/1921), Margit Strasser (22/09/1919).54 Móric Kornfeld also converted 
to Catholicism around 1925, though his decision appears to have been based 
on personal religious conviction rather than external pressures.55  

 
47 Albert (Stein) Kövesdi (1838–1880), MUNKÁCSI 1939, 48.      
48  Gusztáv (Felsenburg) Arányi dr. (1863–?), HU BFL – VII.211 – 1888 – 0542; 
SZENTIVÁNYI 1895, 28; HU BFL – VII.1.d. – 1903 – I.1643; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 118. 
49 Géza (Valdmann) Szilágyi (24/05/1883–?), MUNKÁCSI 1939, 45. 
50 Leó (Lazarszfeld) Lánczy (1852–1921), HU BFL – VII.183 – 1896 – 0673. 
51 Jenő Kertész: HU BFL – VII.202 – 1901 – 0439; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 37. 
52 Goldzieher Max (05/10/1883–1969). HU BFL –VII.187 – 1919 – 0509.; BÜCHLER 1938, 
184; THE GOLDZIEHERS 1998, 34. 
53 Bertalan Szőke dr. (20/08/1865) HU BFL – VII.183. – 1897 – 0612; BUDAPEST VI. MAR-

RIAGES RECORDS, 1904. nr. 10; KEMPELEN 1939, III. 74; Edit Szilágyi (11/03/1883), HU 
BFL – VII.183 – 1897 – 0612; MOL K 19 72. 769; BUDAPEST VI. MARRIAGES RECORDS, 1904. 
nr. 10; KEMPELEN 1939, III. 74; János Bogyó (12/11/1883), BUDAPEST VI. MARRIAGES REC-

ORDS, 1909. nr. 101; Egyenlőség 07 February 1909, 11; Csajági Erzsébet (16/01/1889), 
BUDAPEST VI. MARRIAGES RECORDS, 1909. nr. 101; Egyenlőség 07 February 1909, 11. 
54 Gyula Glasner (25/03/1880), BUDAPEST VIII. MARRIAGES RECORDS, 1911. nr. 257; HU 
BFL –VII.173 – 1911 – 4070; KEMPELEN 1938, II. 97; Ilma Etel Auspitz (18/07/1866), BU-

DAPEST VIII. MARRIAGES RECORDS, 1911. nr. 257; KEMPELEN 1938, II. 97; Margit Strasser 
(03/10/1866–1967), BUDAPEST VI. MARRIAGES RECORDS, 1911. nr. 564; HU BFL – VII.187 
– 1919 – 0509; THE GOLDZIEHERS 1998, 26. 
55 KORNFELD 2006, 45. 
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By the 1930s, however, the increasingly hostile climate in Hungary forced 
many Jewish families to make difficult choices. In the Munk family, nine 
members converted during this decade, including László Szász dr. and Lili 
Sándor (28/09/1938).56 The Goldzieher family also saw widespread conver-
sions among related families such as the Kohner, Holczer, and Kell branches. 
For instance Szeréna Kell converted on May 20, 1939.57 The case of the Koh-
ners was particularly striking, as they had long held leadership roles within 
the Jewish community. Their conversion deeply shocked and unsettled the 
community, symbolizing the pressures and ruptures of the period.58 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
The study aimed to present how families responded to religious challenges 
and expressed Jewish identity. In the two families examined through case 
studies, similar patterns emerged, showing the variety of responses to mod-
ernization. Among family members appeared those who held firmly to tradi-
tion, those who supported religious reforms, and those who distanced them-
selves from religion. These categories, however, were not uniform, and over 
the course of a life, one person could belong to all three. Even the widespread 
phenomenon of name changes at the time produced different reactions among 
those attached to religious traditions: outright rejection, quiet acceptance 
while keeping one’s own name, or even support for the practice. This high-
lighted divisions within the traditionalist community itself: ultra-Orthodox, 
Orthodox, and neo-Orthodox. Although the Hungarian state granted rights 
to individuals of the Israelite faith and their religious communities, and alt-
hough some parts of Jewish society showed various degrees of willingness to 
assimilate, this did not lead to unconditional acceptance by the majority soci-
ety. The responses to these challenges show that while environment and reli-
gious community influenced choices, decisions ultimately rested on individ-
ual choice. This marked a sharp contrast with the early nineteenth century, 
when the religious community largely determined individual decisions. 
 
 
 
 

 
56  László Szász dr. (01/05/1893), BUDAPEST V. MARRIAGES RECORDS, 1928. nr. 215; 
MUNKÁCSI 1939, 87; Lili Sándor (01/03/1903), BUDAPEST V. MARRIAGES RECORDS, 1928. 
nr. 215; MUNKÁCSI 1939, 87. 
57 Szeréna Kell (12/03/1867), BUDAPEST VI. MARRIAGES RECORDS, 1905. nr. 628. 
58 Egyenlőség 13 January 1938, 5; KEMPELEN 1939, III. 79. 
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