
574 ENCYCLOPAEDIA JUDAICA, Second Edition, Volume 7

GHELERTER, LUDWIG LITMAN (“Leon”; 1873–1945), 
physician; one of the pioneers of the general and Jewish so-
cialist movements in Romania. Born in Jassy, Ghelerter stud-
ied medicine in his native town, where he joined the social-
ist movement. His doctoral thesis was on a problem of social 
medicine: Alcool si alcoolism (“Alcohol and Alcoholism,” 
1899). In 1895 he was among the founders in Jassy of *Lumina, 
(“The Light”), the first Jewish socialist society in Romania, 
with a journal of the same name, and signed the memoran-
dum of the society to the London Congress of the Second In-
ternational (1896). He was also active in the struggle for civil 
rights of Jews deprived of Romanian citizenship, thus com-
ing into conflict with the official leadership of the party. A 
notable speaker, organizer, and writer, Ghelerter continued to 
uphold his views during the disintegration of the movement 
and assisted in the reorganization of the Jewish socialist soci-
ety in Jassy in 1915 and in publication of a weekly, Der Veker. 
After World War I he moved to Bucharest and founded a new 
party, Partidul Socialist Unitar (“The United Socialist Party”). 
Although Ghelerter held similar views to those of the Bund, 
he did not join that movement. He established the Socialist 
Workers’ Party of Romania (1929) which was affiliated to the 
Fourth International but rejoined the Social Democratic Party 
of Romania on the eve of World War II. Ghelerter founded 
and headed the Jewish hospital of Bucharest (1926) and helped 
promote popular Jewish cooperative credit banks. He accepted 
non-Jewish patients also in his hospital, named Iubirea de oa-
meni (“Love of People”). While not a Zionist, he was sympa-
thetic toward pioneering enterprises in Palestine, especially 
cooperatives and kibbutzim. Romanian immigrants named a 
New York branch of the Workmen’s Circle after him.
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(2nd ed.)]

GHENT (Flemish Gent; Fr. Gand), city in N.W. Belgium. That 
there was a Jewish settlement in Ghent in the eighth century, 
as indicated in some early Christian chronicles, is difficult to 
believe. The Jews were expelled from the city as from the rest 
of Flanders in 1125, but they were apparently permitted to re-
turn in the 13t century. The Jews were again expelled during 
the *Black Death, 1348–49. Jews began to settle again only in 
the 18t century. In 1724, the municipal council decided on a 
special formula of oath for the Jews. However, by 1756, only 
one Jewish resident, a jeweler, was still in Ghent. When the 
area passed to France, at the end of the 18t century, the Jewish 
population increased. It numbered 20 families (107 persons) 
in 1817, and maintained a synagogue. The majority were ped-
dlers, some of whom were lottery-ticket dealers. Apparently 
the Jewish street (Jodenstraatje) received its name at this time. 
In 1847, the municipal council granted a plot of land to the 
community for establishing a Jewish cemetery. In May 1940, 

before the Nazi occupation, the Jewish population numbered 
300. In 1941 the Nazis prohibited the Jews of Belgium to live 
outside Brussels, Antwerp, Liège, and Charleroi, so that any 
Jews who remained in Ghent did so illegally. After the libera-
tion in September 1944, there were 150 Jews in Ghent. There 
were an estimated 80 Jews living in Ghent in 1969.
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GHERON, YAKKIR MORDECAI BEN ELIAKIM (d. 1817), 
Turkish rabbi (the Italian branch of the family write the name 
Ghiron, and the Turkish, Gheron). Gheron succeeded his fa-
ther as rabbi and dayyan of Adrianople and district in 1800. 
He devoted himself particularly to the building of synagogues 
and supervised the studies in a talmud torah which he had 
established during his period of office in Adrianople. A cer-
tain scholar who had converted to Islam was found burnt to 
death, and the pasha of the town accused the Jews of having 
been responsible. Gheron was imprisoned and sentenced to 
death. The pasha’s secretary, to whom the rabbi had previ-
ously shown kindness, succeeded in having the death sentence 
repealed, and in its stead a fine was imposed on the Jewish 
community. In 1812 he went to Jerusalem and was appointed 
a member of the bet din of Jacob Moses *Ayash. His name ap-
pears as a signatory to a *takkanah of 1814 with reference to 
milk milked by gentiles. His responsa appear in the Dera Da-
khya (Salonika, 1819) of Mordecai b. Menahem *Bekemoharar. 
He wrote an approbation for the Nimmukei Yosef (Leghorn, 
1795) of Josef ibn Habib.

Bibliography: S. Marcus, in: Sinai, 41 (1957), 49–52.

[Simon Marcus]

GHETTO, urban section serving as compulsory residential 
quarter for Jews. Generally surrounded by a wall shutting it 
off from the rest of the city, except for one or more gates, the 
ghetto remained bolted at night. The origin of this term has 
been the subject of much speculation. It was probably first 
used to describe a quarter of Venice situated near a foundry 
(getto, or ghetto) and which in 1516 was enclosed by walls and 
gates and declared to be the only part of the city to be open to 
Jewish settlement. Subsequently the term was extended to all 
Jewish quarters of the same type. Other theories are that the 
word derives from the Hebrew get indicating divorce or sepa-
ration; from the Greek γέιτων (neighbor); from the German 
geheckter [Ort], or fenced place; or from the Italian borghetto 
(a small section of the town). All can be excluded, except for 
get which was sometimes used in Rome to mean a separate 
section of the city. In any case the institution antedates the 
word, which is commonly used in several ways. It has come to 
indicate not only the legally established, coercive ghetto, but 
also the voluntary gathering of Jews in a secluded quarter, a 
process known in the Diaspora time before compulsion was 
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exercised. By analogy the word is currently used to describe 
similar homogeneous quarters of non-Jewish groups, such as 
immigrant quarters, Black quarters in American cities, native 
quarters in South African cities, etc.

For historical survey see *Jewish Quarter.

In Muslim Countries
In Muslim countries the Jewish quarter (Arab. ḥāra) in its 
beginnings never had the character of a ghetto. It was always 
built on a voluntary basis, and it remained so in later times in 
the vast Ottoman Empire. Istanbul (Constantinople) was the 
classic example of a capital in which the Jewish quarters were 
scattered all over the city. In Shīʿite countries (Persia, Yemen) 
and in orthodox North Africa (Malikite rite) all non-Muslims 
were forced to live in separate quarters – for religious reasons 
(ritual uncleanness). Embassies from Christian countries had 
to look for their (even temporary) dwellings among the Jews. 
Christian travelers and pilgrims to the Holy Land always re-
mark that in case there was no Christian hospice in a town, 
they had to look for hospitality among the Jews. After the 
regulations compelling the Jews to dwell in separate quarters 
had been repealed (in the 19t and 20t centuries), and they 
could freely move out, the majority voluntarily remained in 
their old quarters. Only after the establishment of the new in-
dependent states in North Africa did most of the Jews aban-
don their old dwellings.

See *Jewish Quarter, in Muslim Countries.

Holocaust Period
THE CRYSTALLIZATION OF GERMAN POLICY. While ghet-
tos were traditionally permanent places of Jewish residence, 
in Poland, under the Nazis, the ghettos were viewed as a tran-
sitional measure. “I shall determine at which time and with 
what means the ghetto, and thereby the city of Lodz, will be 
cleansed of Jews,” boasted Hans Biebow, the Nazi official who 
ran the Lodz ghetto. “In the end … we must burn out this bu-
bonic plague.”

A secret memo issued on September 21, 1939, by Reinhard 
*Heydrich, the chief of the Security Police, to the chiefs of all 
task forces operating in the conquered Polish territory, estab-
lished the basic outlines of German policy in the territories.

Heydrich distinguishes between the ultimate goal (En-
dziel), which would require some time to implement, and the 
intermediate goals, which must be carried out in the short 
term. He said: Some goals cannot yet be implemented for 
technical reasons and some for economic reasons. Room was 
left for innovation.

He wrote: “The instructions and directives below 
must serve also for the purpose of urging chiefs of the Ein-
satzgruppen to give practical consideration to the problems 
involved.”

His language was specific: the Endziel, the final goal, must 
be distinguished from the language that is later to be used, the 
endlossen, or final solution, a polite euphemism for the mur-
der of Jewish men, women, and children. The ultimate goal 
was unarticulated.

The first intermediate goal was concentration. Jews were 
to be moved from the countryside into the larger cities. Cer-
tain areas were to become Judenrein, free of Jews, and smaller 
communities were to be merged into the larger ones.

Heydrich ordered local leaders to establish a Council of 
Jewish Elders, 24 men to be appointed from the local leaders 
and rabbis that are to be made fully responsible, “in the literal 
sense of the word,” to implement future decrees. A census must 
be taken and leaders are to be personally responsible for the 
evacuation of Jews from the countryside. It was unnecessary 
to indicate what personal responsibility implied; clearly, the 
lives of individual *Judenrat members were at risk.

Due priority was given to the needs of the army and to 
minimize economic dislocation, not of the Jews, but of in-
dustries essential to German economic interest. Businesses 
and farms were to be turned over to the locals, preferably 
Germans, and, if essential and no Germans were available, 
even to Poles.

The Einsatzgruppen were to issue reports, a census of 
people, an inventory of resources, industries, and personnel.

It is within this framework that the Jewish Councils were 
established and that the work of securing the occupied ter-
ritory began. A second decree dated two months later and 
signed by Hans *Frank, the head of the General Government, 
further specified the role of the Jewish Council, which was to 
have a chairman and a deputy.

“The Jewish Council is obliged to receive through its 
chairman and his deputy the order of the German official 
agencies. Its responsibility will be to see that the orders are 
carried out completely and accurately.” Jews were ordered to 
obey the orders of the Jewish Councils.

In retrospect, but only in retrospect, it can be seen that 
the ghetto was a holding pen, intended to concentrate Jews 
and hold them captive until such time as an infrastructure was 
created that could solve the Jewish problem.

The ghetto originally had two goals. The Germans cre-
ated a situation in which hard labor, malnutrition, overcrowd-
ing, and substandard sanitary conditions contributed to the 
death of a large number of Jews. One in ten died in Warsaw 
in 1941, before the deportations, before shots were fired. This 
policy was at odds with the other use of the ghetto as a source 
of cheap labor that could be of benefit to the Reich and also 
to individual commanders. In the end, and often only in the 
end, even the availability of cheap labor gave way to the “Fi-
nal Solution.”

The lifespan of some ghettos was extended because they 
provided a large reservoir of cheap labor; but while this con-
sideration might forestall the murder process, it did not pre-
vent it. Thus the commander of Galicia, for example, sent out 
an order in the fall of 1942 to decrease the number of ghettos 
from 1,000 to 55, and in July 1943 Himmler decided to trans-
fer the surviving inhabitants of ghettos throughout Ostland to 
concentration camps. The last ghetto on Polish soil (*Lodz), 
which had been in existence since April 1940, was liquidated 
in August 1944.

ghetto
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Special ghettos were established for Jews deported from 
Romania to Transnistria and resettled in cities or towns and 
in neighborhoods or on streets that had been occupied by 
Jews who had been murdered shortly before by the German 
army. One exception was the ghetto at *Theresienstadt, which 
was established at the end of 1941 to house Jews from Bohemia 
and Moravia and later Jews from Germany and other West-
ern countries were deported there as well. The Germans in-
tended Theresienstadt to be a showcase to the world of their 
mass treatment of the Jews and thus to mask the crime of the 
“Final Solution.” Still Theresienstadt was actually a ghetto – a 
holding pen for captive Jews – a concentration camp where 
conditions of imprisonment prevailed, and a transit camp: of 
the 144,000 Jews sent to Theresienstadt, 88,000 were shipped 
from there to Auschwitz, while 33,000 died in the ghetto. Of 
the 15,000 children sent to Theresienstadt, fewer than 100 
survived.

There were several crucial differences between ghettoiza-
tion in Poland and ghettoization in former Soviet territories. 
In Poland, ghettoization began shortly after the onset of war, 
before mass killings and before the murderous intentions of 
the Germans were clear to all. In former Soviet territories, 
ghettoization occurred only after the Einsatzgruppen murders; 
Jews were certain that German rule would be murderous even 
if the nature of German intensions was unclear. Some ghettos 
were situated near forests which could facilitate escape and a 
chance, however remote, of survival.

THE JEWISH REACTION TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 
GHETTOS. In Poland, the Jews, who were unaware of the 
Nazis’ intentions, resigned themselves to the establishment 
of ghettos and hoped that living together in mutual coopera-
tion under self-rule would make it easier for them to over-
come the period of repression until their country would be 
liberated from the Nazi yoke. They gave a name to their strat-
egy of survivor, iberleben, to live beyond, beyond German 
rule until liberation. If within the ghetto, they presumed they 
would somehow be safer, as they would no longer interact 
with non-Jews in quite the same way and be freed of daily 
humiliations and dangers. Based on past experience and also 
on rational calculations or economic self-interest, it seemed 
to them that by imprisoning Jews in ghettos, the Nazis had 
arrived at the final manifestation of their anti-Jewish policy. 
If the Jews would carry out their orders and prove that they 
were beneficial to the Nazis by their work, they would be al-
lowed to organize their community life as they wished. In ad-
dition, the Jews had practically no opportunity to offer armed 
opposition that would prevent the Germans from carrying out 
their plans. The constant changes in the composition of the 
population (effected by transfers and roundups) and in living 
quarters made it more difficult to express opposition; the her-
metic imprisonment from the outside world prevented the ac-
quisition of arms; and conditions in the ghetto (malnutrition, 
concern for one’s family, etc.) weakened the strength of the op-
position. On the other hand, the Germans had the manpower 

and technical equipment to repress any uprising with ease, 
and the non-Jewish population collaborated with them, or 
at best remained apathetic. Any uprising in the ghettos, even 
if it could be pulled off, was thus doomed to military failure. 
Any attempt at resistance was risky as the German practice of 
collective responsibility and disproportionate punishment left 
the remaining ghetto population at risk. Thus uprisings, when 
they occurred, were usually last stands undertaken when all 
hope for collective survival was lost and when the only ques-
tion was what could be done in the face of impending death.

TYPOLOGY OF THE GHETTOS. In most cases, the ghetto 
was located in one of the poor neighborhoods of a city that 
had previously housed a crowded Jewish population. Mov-
ing large numbers of widely dispersed people into ghettos 
was a chaotic and unnerving process. In Lodz, where an area 
already housing 62,000 Jews was designated as the ghetto, an 
additional 100,000 Jews were crowded into the quarter from 
other sections of the city. Bus lines had to be rerouted. To 
avoid the disruption of the city’s main transportation lines, 
two streets were walled off so trolleys could pass through. Pol-
ish passengers rode through the center of the Lodz ghetto on 
streets that Jews could only cross by way of crowded wooden 
bridges overhead.

In Warsaw, the decree establishing the ghetto was an-
nounced on October 12, 1940 – Yom Kippur, the Jewish Day 
of Atonement. Moving schedules were posted on billboards. 
Whole neighborhoods were evacuated. While Jews were 
forced out of Polish residential neighborhoods, Poles were 
also evicted from the area that would become the ghetto. Dur-
ing the last two weeks of October 1940, according to German 
figures, 113,000 Poles (Christians) and 140,000 Jews had to be 
relocated, bringing with them whatever belongings they could 
pile on a wagon. All abandoned property was confiscated. In 
every Polish city, the ghettos were overcrowded. Jews were 
transferred from the other neighborhoods in the city, and in 
many cases from nearby villages, to housing there, while the 
non-Jewish inhabitants of the neighborhood were forced to 
move to another area. These transfers caused great overcrowd-
ing from the outset. In Lodz, for example, the average was six 
people to a room; in Vilna there were even eight to a room 
during one period. Whenever the overcrowding lessened be-
cause of the deporting of Jews to extermination camps, the 
area of the ghetto was reduced significantly.

At first there were two types of ghettos: open ones, which 
were marked only by signs as areas of Jewish habitation; and 
closed ones, which were surrounded by fences, or in some 
cases even by walls (as in *Warsaw). This difference, however, 
lost all significance during the period of deportations before 
an open ghetto was destroyed, or what the Germans called 
liquidated. In advance all access roads were blocked by the 
German police, whereas in closed ghettos shifts of German 
police or their aides constantly guarded the fences and walls. 
A more significant distinction was the fact that the Germans 
regarded the closed ghettos as large concentration camps, and 
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therefore most of them were liquidated later than the open 
ghettos. In contrast to these ghettos, which were all in Polish 
and Russian territory, the ghettos in Transnistria were not 
predestined for liquidation. Neither was the ghetto in There-
sienstadt. Transnistria even succeeded in maintaining contact 
with the outside world and received assistance from commit-
tees in Romania. Theresienstadt was, in fact, cut off from the 
world (except for the transports that came in and went out), 
but the standard of living was higher there than in Eastern 
European ghettos.

JEWISH ADMINISTRATION. For every ghetto, the German 
authorities appointed a Judenrat, which was usually composed 
of Jewish leaders acceptable to the community. The Judenrat 
was not a democratic body, and its power was centered in one 
person, not always the chairman, who was responsible for 
its cooperation in matters relating to the ghetto. The leader 
of the Judenrat was subordinate to the German authorities, 
who delegated to him much authority with regard to the Jews 
but treated him disrespectfully and often cruelly. Many Jews 
appointed to the Judenrat believed that they were placed in 
their position in order to serve the Jewish people in its time 
of great need. They faced two masters. To the Germans they 
represented Jewish needs and to the Jews they represented 
German authority. The Germans were uninterested in meet-
ing Jewish needs and German authority was eventually lethal 
for the Jews.

Ghetto life was one of squalor, hunger, disease, and de-
spair. Rooms and apartments were overcrowded, with 10 or 15 
people typically living in space previously occupied by four. 
Daily calorie allotments seldom exceeded 1,100. Without 
smugglers who brought in food, starvation would have been 
rampant. The smugglers’ motto: “Eat and drink for tomorrow 
we die,” was only too apt.

There were serious public health problems. Epidemic 
diseases were a threat, typhus the most dreaded. Dead bod-
ies were often left on the street until the burial society came. 
Beggars were everywhere. Perhaps most unbearable was the 
uncertainty of life. Ghetto residents never knew what tomor-
row would bring.

In the ghetto, life went on. Families adjusted to new reali-
ties, living in constant fear of humiliation, labor conscription, 
and deportation. Survival was a daily challenge, a struggle for 
the bare necessities of food, warmth, sanitation, shelter, and 
clothing. Clandestine schools educated the young. Religious 
services were held even when they were outlawed. Cultural 
life continued with theater and music, poetry and art offering 
a temporary respite from squalor.

From the beginning, the Jewish leadership was faced 
with the impossible task of organizing ghetto life under emer-
gency conditions and under the ceaseless pressure of threats 
of cruel punishment. Jewish institutions, to the extent that 
they existed, continued to function, either openly, such as the 
institutions that fulfilled religious needs, or in secret, such as 
the various political parties. The major function of the leader-

ship, however, was the provision of sustenance and health and 
welfare services (including hospitals) and sanitation, and this 
had to be accomplished without adequate means. Raul *Hil-
berg likened their task to a small isolated municipal govern-
ment living in hostile territory. The authority of leaders always 
derived from the Germans. To provide these services, they 
taxed those who still had some resources and worked those 
who had none. They practiced the time-honored traditions 
of their people honed by centuries of exile and persecution. 
Decrees were evaded or circumvented. They tried to outwit 
the enemy and alleviate the awful conditions of the ghetto, at 
least temporarily. Some behaved admirably; others became 
infatuated with their power and imposed it on the powerless, 
captive population.

Despite what was often their best effort, in the course 
of time these institutions collapsed in most ghettos. It was 
even more difficult to establish those services which had not 
existed within the Jewish community before the Holocaust, 
such as police, prisons, and courts. The authority vested in 
these institutions was broad within the narrow autonomous 
framework that existed in the ghettos, and in many instances 
they were, of course, not properly utilized under conditions 
of the life-and-death struggle imposed on the inhabitants of 
the ghetto.

LIQUIDATION OF THE GHETTOS. The lifespan of the Polish 
ghettos was brief; formed in 1940, most were destroyed begin-
ning in 1942 shortly after the *Wannsee Conference. The de-
struction of the ghettos was conducted as part of the policy of 
the “Final Solution,” for which purpose the Germans prepared 
special death camps, what they called extermination camps. 
When it was decided to liquidate a ghetto, they would call on 
the Jews to present themselves voluntarily to be transferred 
to labor camps (sometimes with false promises of improved 
living conditions), but if deception proved unsuccessful, they 
would round up the residents and bring them by force to as-
sembly areas, from where they would be transported, usually 
by train, to their destination. Ghetto leaders faced the ultimate 
decision. For a time they could save some but only at the sac-
rifice of others. *Rumkowski in Lodz saved the able-bodied 
and shipped the children to Chelmno, reasoning that the best 
chance of survival was if the ghetto was transformed into a 
work camp, productive for the Wehrmacht. “Survival by work” 
was his motto. In Warsaw, *Czerniakow tried to save the chil-
dren; when he could not, he killed himself rather than par-
ticipate in their deportation. Jewish police were employed to 
send Jews to the trains. In some ghettos – but not many – the 
leadership chose suicide rather than cooperation. The great 
majority of the ghetto inhabitants were killed immediately 
upon their arrival in the camps; a minority, the young and 
the able-bodied, women without children, were employed in 
forced labor and were killed after a short time by one of the 
regular means of extermination. Only a very small number 
remained alive, sometimes after having been shunted from 
camp to camp.

ghetto
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See also *Holocaust. For more information on specific 
ghettos see *Kovno, *Lodz, *Lublin, *Theresienstadt, and 
*Warsaw.

 [Michael Berenbaum (2nd ed.)]
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GHETTO FIGHTERS’ HOUSE (Heb. אוֹת הַגֶטָּ לוֹחֲמֵי  ית   ,בֵּ
Beit Loḥamei ha-Getta’ot), a ghetto uprising and Holocaust 
remembrance authority, established in kibbutz *Loḥamei ha-
Getta’ot, on April 19, 1950, by a group of former ghetto fighters 
and partisans. The house serves as a memorial and research 
and documentation center on the Holocaust period, and on 
Jewish resistance under Nazi rule in Europe. It contains an 
important historical archive on the Holocaust, and particu-
larly on organized resistance; papers left by the poet Itzhak 
*Katzenelson, after whom it is named; documents from the 
*He-Ḥalutz archives in the Warsaw and Bialystok ghettos; a 
collection of the publications of the Jewish underground in 
occupied Poland; on the Jewish underground in Holland and 
France; a register of names of Jewish partisans who fought in 
Italy and Yugoslavia; and photographs, films, and pictures. It 
also contains the papers of Yitzhak *Zuckerman and Miriam 
Nocitch, a collection of 60 diaries in different languages, and 
several thousand testimonies of Holocaust survivors. The mu-
seum maintains a permanent display as well as special exhib-
its dealing with different aspects of the Holocaust and Jewish 
resistance; models of the Warsaw ghetto and the *Treblinka 
death camp are on show. In 2005 the Museum’s permanent 
exhibition underwent a significant upgrading that will take 
several years to complete. On the national Holocaust Remem-
brance Day in Israel (27t of Nisan), a mass memorial assembly 
is held at the amphitheater outside the museum. The Ghetto 
Fighters’ House has published a series of books and periodi-
cals, Dappim le-Ḥeker ha-Sho’ah ve-ha-Mered (1951–52, 1969); 
and Yedi’ot Beit Loḥamei ha-Getta’ot al shem Yiẓḥak Katzenel-
son (1951–60).

The Museum also has a highly acclaimed children’s ex-
hibition, Yad la-Yeled, designed to tell the story of the Holo-
caust to younger children. Designed by Ram Karmi, the ex-
hibit is semicircular, descending into the depths of the earth. 
It unfolds section by section, not allowing the visitor to take 
in the entire exhibition at once, and tells the story of the Ho-
locaust through the testimonies of those who were children 
during the Holocaust and through documents and imagina-
tive reconstructions that suggest the magnitude of what hap-
pened in a manner that children can understand. At the cen-
ter of the exhibition is a Janusz *Korczak room, based on the 
work of the famed Polish-Jewish educator and physician who 
ran an orphanage in the ghetto. This world of imagination and 
the empowerment of children here contrast boldly with the 

contents of the rest of the Museum. Educational activities in 
arts and crafts, drama, and music enable children to process 
what they have experienced. Among the other activities of 
the Museum, aside from those related to the Holocaust, are 
the international book-sharing project and work in democ-
racy and pluralism that attracts neighboring Arab and Jewish 
communities in Galilee.

GHEZ, Tunisian family, whose most eminent members were 
DAVID (second half of 18t century), author of a number of 
works of which only one, Ner David, part 1 (Leghorn, 1868), 
has been published; the others include a commentary to the 
tractates Shabbat, Pesaḥim, and Sukkah, as well as novellae 
to various other tractates. MOSES (end of 18t century) wrote 
commentaries to the tractate Shevu’ot and Elijah *Mizrachi’s 
supercommentary on Rashi to the Pentateuch under the ti-
tles Yeshu’at Ya’akov and Yedei Moshe. He also wrote Yismaḥ 
Moshe (Leghorn, 1863), a commentary to the Passover Hag-
gadah, notes on the Pentateuch, and three poems. JOSEPH (b. 
1800), son of David, was a kabbalist. He left numerous works 
in manuscript, including a commentary to Maimonides’ Mish-
neh Torah, sermons, glosses on the Talmud, on the Zohar, etc. 
In Pi ha-Medabber (Leghorn, 1854), his kabbalistic commen-
tary to the Passover Haggadah, he cites explanations by his 
cousin Ḥayyim Ghez.

Another member of the family was MATHILDA GHEZ 
(1918–1990), a communal leader in Tunisia. In 1957 she moved 
to Israel and was elected to the Knesset (in 1965 representing 
Rafi, and in 1969, the Israel Labor Party).

Bibliography: D. Cazès, Notes Bibliographiques sur la Lit-
térature Juive-Tunisienne (1893), 194–205 (= Mizraḥ u-Ma’arav, 2 
(1928), 353–6).

°GHILLANY, FRIEDRICH WILHELM (1807–1876), 
German theologian. A municipal librarian in Nuremberg, 
Ghillany wrote on various historical subjects but he was chiefly 
concerned with religious questions, and adopted the teach-
ings of G.F. Daumer (1800–1875), a deist in search of “true re-
ligion.” Following the Damascus blood libel, Ghillany wrote 
Die Menschenopfer der alten Hebraeer (Nuremberg, 1842), in 
which he accused the Jews of “cannibalism” and “molochism” 
in both ancient and modern times and of the ritual murder of 
Jesus. He gave further expression to his antisemitism in Die 
Judenfrage; eine Beigabe zu Bruno Bauer’s Abhandlung ueber 
diesen Gegenstand (ibid., 1843), and Das Judenthum und die 
Kritik (ibid., 1844). Both Daumer and Ghillany were praised 
by Nazi propagandists.

Bibliography: L. Poliakov, Histoire de l’antisémitisme, 3 
(1968), 425–6; R.W. Stock, Die Judenfrage durch fuenf Jahrhunderte 
(1939), 391–427; V. Eichstaedt, Bibliographie zur Geschichte der Juden-
frage 1750–1848 (1938), index; M. Loewengard, Jehowa, nicht Moloch, 
war der Gott der alten Hebraeer… (1843).

GHIRON, family of scholars whose name derives from 
Gerona in N. Spain. Among its most important members are: 

ghetto fighters’ house


