
GANDHI, THE JEWS AND PALESTINE

A Collection of Articles, Speeches, Letters and Interviews

Compiled by: E. S. Reddy, June 1993

www.gandhimedia.org



www.gandhimedia.org



CONTENTS

Interview to The Daily Herald, by Gandhi, March 16, 1921

Article in Young India, by Gandhi, March 23, 1921

Notes in Young India, by Gandhi, April 6, 1921

"Gandhi, Politics and Us", by Martin Buber, 1930

Interview to The Jewish Chronicle, by Gandhi
The Jewish Chronicle, London, October 2, 1931

"Mr. Gandhi`s Message": Editorial in The Jewish Chronicle, London, October 2,
1931

Statement by Dr. Stephen Wise, October 1931
From The Jewish Chronicle, London, October 30, 1931

A Letter to Gandhi, by Hayim Greenberg, 1937

Extracts from Letters by Gandhi to Hermann Kallenbach, July 20, August 16 and
August 28, 1937

"The Jews", by Gandhi
From Harijan, November 26, 1938

Remarks by Gandhi during discussion with Christian Missionaries, December
1938

"Reply to German Critics", by Gandhi
From Harijan, December 17, 1938

"Some Questions Answered", by Gandhi
From Harijan, December 17, 1938

"Is Non-Violence Ineffective", by Gandhi
From Harijan, January 7, 1939

Judaism and Non-Violence: Letter to Gandhiji by a Jewish friend in Palestine,
January 1939

From Harijan, January 28, 1939

"No Apology", by Gandhi
From Harijan, February 18, 1939

www.gandhimedia.org



Letter from Martin Buber to Gandhi, February 24, 1939

Letter from Judah L. Magnes to Gandhi, February 26, 1939

An Answer to Gandhi, by Hayim Greenberg, 1939

"The Jewish Question", by Gandhi
From Harijan, May 22, 1939

"Withdrawn", by Gandhi
From Harijan, May 27, 1939

"Nazism in its Nakedness", by Gandhi
From Harijan, August 6, 1940

“The Jew and the Arab”: Discussion with Mr. Silverman and Mr. Honick, March
1946, report by Pyarelal

From Louis Fischer papers

"Jews and Palestine", by Gandhi
From Harijan, July 21, 1946

"Message to the Arabs", by Gandhi
From The Hindu, May 1, 1947

Interview to Reuter, by Gandhi
From Harijan, May 18, 1947

Answer to Question by United Press of America, by Gandhi
From The Bombay Chronicle, June 2, 1947

Address delivered by Hayim Greenberg at a memorial meeting for Gandhi in New
York, February 1, 1948

www.gandhimedia.org



INTERVIEW TO THE DAILY HERALD, LONDON, BY GANDHI1

...Question: What do you think of the proposed revision of the Treaty of Sevres?2

Gandhiji: I have only hurriedly glanced through the new terms. So far as I can
judge, they aim at pacifying Turks and not Indian Mussulmans. The two things
have to be recognised as distinct. Khilafat is essentially a religious movement,
being idealistic and unconnected with Turkish pacification. It derives its sanction
directly from the injunction of the Prophet. Until, therefore, Indian Mussulmans
are placated, there can be no peace, and the sine qua non of Mussulman
conciliation is that what is termed the Island of Arabia must remain under the
exclusive Mussulman control and under the spiritual sovereignty of the Khalifa,
whoever he may be for the time being. The prestige of Islam demands rendition of
Smyrna and Thrace to Turkey, and evacuation by the Allied Powers of
Constantinople, but the existence of Islam demands the total abrogation of
mandates taken by Britain and France. No influence, direct or indirect, over the
Holy Places of Islam will ever be tolerated by Indian Mussulmans. It follows,
therefore, that even Palestine must be under Mussulman control. So far as I am
aware, there never has been any difficulty put in the way of Jews and Christians
visiting Palestine and performing all their religious rites. No canon, however, of
ethics or war can possibly justify the gift by the Allies of Palestine to Jews. It
would be a breach of implied faith with Indian Mussulmans in particular and the
whole of India in general. Not an Indian soldier would have gone, if Britain on the
eve of war had declared even the possibility of any such usurpation, and it is
becoming clearer every day that if India is to remain a free partner in a future
British Commonwealth, as distinguished from the Empire, the terms of the
Khilafat have to be settled more in consultation with the spiritual leaders of
Mussulmans than with the political leaders of Turkey.

ARTICLE IN YOUNG INDIA, MARCH 23, 1921, BY GANDHI3

1 The Bombay Chronicle, March 17, 1921; Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, Volume 19,
pages 443-44.
2 Following the First World War, the Treaty of Sevres with the Ottoman Empire was signed on
August 10, 1920.

After protests in India, the Government of India pressed its views on the British Government
and there was an abortive attempt to revise the Treaty. The London Conference for the revision of
the Treaty was opened on February 22, 1921.
3 Young India, March 23, 1921; Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, Volume 19, page 472.

In this article entitled "The Khilafat", Gandhiji commented on the proposed changes to the
Treaty of Sevres.
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The most thorny part of the question is, therefore, Palestine. Britain has made
promises to the Zionists. The latter have, naturally, a sacred sentiment about the
place. The Jews, it is contended, must remain a wandering race unless they have
obtained possession of Palestine. I do not propose to examine the soundness or
otherwise of the doctrine underlying the proposition. All I contend is that they
cannot possess Palestine through a trick or a moral breach. Palestine was not a
stake in the War. The British Government could not dare have asked a single
Muslim soldier to wrest control of Palestine from fellow-Muslims and give it to
the Jews. Palestine, as a place of Jewish worship, is a sentiment to be respected
and the Jews would have a just cause of complaint against Mussulman idealists if
they were to prevent Jews from offering worship as freely as themselves.

By no canon of ethics or war, therefore, can Palestine be given to the Jews as a
result of the War. Either Zionists must revise their ideal about Palestine, or, if
Judaism permits the arbitrariment of war, engage in a "holy war" with the
Muslims of the world with the Christians throwing in their influence on their side.
But one may hope that the trend of world opinion will make "holy wars"
impossible and religious questions or differences will tend more and more
towards a peaceful adjustment based upon the strictest moral considerations. But,
whether such a happy time ever comes or not, it is clear as daylight that the
Khilafat terms to be just must mean the restitution of Jazirat-ul-Arab4 to complete
Muslim control under the spiritual sovereignty of the Caliph.5

NOTES IN YOUNG INDIA, APRIL 6, 1921, BY GANDHI6

Do the Muslims claim Palestine, or will they restore it to the Jews who are the
original owners?

The Muslims claim Palestine as an integral part of Jazirat-ul-Arab. They are
bound to retain its custody, as an injunction of the Prophet. But that does not
mean that the Jews and the Christians cannot freely go to Palestine, or even reside
there and own property. What non-Muslims cannot do is to acquire sovereign
jurisdiction. The Jews cannot receive sovereign rights in a place which has been
held for centuries by Muslim powers by right of religious conquest. The Muslim
soldiers did not shed their blood in the late War for the purpose of surrendering
Palestine out of Muslim control. I would like my Jewish friends to impartially

4 The "Island of Arabia"
5 Gandhiji then reproduced a short extract from a review of Israel Zangwill's The Voice of
Jerusalem, dealing with the Jewish claims on Palestine.
6 Young India, April 6, 1921; Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, Volume 19, page 530.

In this extract, Gandhiji replied to a letter from an unnamed friend from South Africa.
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consider the position of the seventy million Muslims of India. As a free nation,
can they tolerate what they must regard as a treacherous disposal of their sacred
possession?

"GANDHI, POLITICS AND US", BY MARTIN BUBER, 1930

The Question of Success

While Gandhi lay in prison, shortly after he had received far-reaching plenary
powers from the Congress of Ahmedabad (December 1921), and then issued the
ultimatum to the Viceroy (February 1922), but a few days afterwards, upon the
outbreak of the riots of Chauri Chaura, withdrew it, a high British official
expressed himself in the following manner: "He thoroughly frightened us. His
programme filled our prisons - but one cannot for ever lock up and lock up,
especially when it is a matter of a people of three hundred and nineteen millions.
And if they had gone a step further and had refused to pay taxes - who knows
where that would have led! What Gandhi undertook was the most powerful of all
experiments that the history of the world has known and only fell a little short of
succeeding. But in him the insight into human passions was lacking."

That opinion was falsely formulated. What Gandhi `lacked' was not insight
into human passions but the readiness to exploit them. Both the actual insight and
the lack of readiness are clearly expressed in the withdrawal of the ultimatum.
The outbreak of riots he called a warning of God "that there does not yet exist in
India that truthful and non-violent atmosphere that alone can justify mass
disobedience". The final judgment of the British official does not mean basically
that political success is not possible without an insight into human passions, but
that political success is not possible without exploitation of human passions. That
certainly is not true. But from this starting-point we must inquire further
concerning Gandhi's relation to political success.

When, not ten days after the withdrawal, Gandhi's position met strong
opposition at the conference of the All India Congress Committee in Delhi and "in
order to avoid a painful discussion", he had to renounce having the designations
"truthful" and "non-violent" included in the programmatic resolution, he wrote
that he had wanted, now as so often before, to remain in a small minority: "I know
that the only thing that the government fears is this monstrous majority that I
appear to command. They do not know that I fear it still more than they do
themselves. I am literally sick over it. I would feel myself on surer ground if I
were spit upon by them." And further, "If I also, perhaps, stood before the
prospect of finding myself in a minority of one voice, I humbly believe that I
would have the courage to remain in such a hopeless minority. This is for me the
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only truthful position." That is unquestionably the statement of a truthful man,
and I know of nothing in modern Western public life to put by its side, unless it
were, for all the difference in its source, the words of the American Thoreau in his
classical treatise on the duty of civil disobedience.

But can this also be regarded as the statement of a political man, that is, a man
who undertakes to influence the formation of institutions and their operation? In
other words: is the statement of Gandhi's that we have quoted a declaration
against lies in politics or is it a declaration against politics? Can a political action
change institutions, that is a political success, without a majority or a
revolutionary-minority mass following, whether by dictation or voluntary assent?
Is the aphorism of Schiller and Ibsen concerning the strong man who is most
powerful alone or the man who stands alone being the strongest man in the world,
not merely morally true, hence true on the plane of personal authentication, but
also politically true, that is true on the plane of social realisation? Can this
solitary man be politically effective otherwise than by masses "following" him,
compelled by his charisma?

But it is just this following without inner transformation that fails to satisfy
Gandhi, as shown by his words about his "fear". "In the Ramayana", he writes,
"we see that when all was ready for Rama's coronation, Rama was exiled into the
wild woods." Now in the Indian epic, after Rama had long refused to accept the
rule because the time of the exile first had to be fulfilled, he was finally
consecrated king. But that no longer implies a political hope, nothing directly to
be realised in the public sphere through public activities, but only a religious one.
This hope is not for an ostensible "following", but only for their conversion.

In the memorable paper, "Neither a Saint nor a Politician", Gandhi elucidates
his position, "I seem to take part in politics, but this is only because politics today
strangles us like the coils of a serpent out of which one cannot slip whatever one
tries. I desire, therefore, to wrestle with the serpent." And further, "I have
experimented with myself and with my friends in order to introduce religion into
politics." Our question once again changes its form; it now reads: Does religion
allow itself to be introduced into politics in such a way that a political success can
be obtained?

Religion means goal and way, politics implies end and means. The political
end is recognisable by the fact that it may be attained - in success - and its
attainment is historically recorded. The religious goal remains, even in man's
highest experiences of the mortal way, that which simply provides direction; it
never enters into historical consummation. The history of the created world, as
the religions believing in history acknowledge it, and the history of the human
person, as all religions, even those that do not believe in history, acknowledge it,
is what takes place on the journey from origin to perfection, and this is registered
by other signs than that of success. "The word" is victorious, but otherwise than
its bearers hoped for. The Word is not victorious in its purity, but in its
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corruption; it bears its fruit in the corruptio seminis. Here no success is
experienced and recorded; where something of the kind appears in the history of
religion, it is no longer religion that prevails, but politics of religion, that is, the
opposite of what Gandhi proclaimed: the introduction of politics into religion.

Once again, then: Can political success be attained through religious deed?

That Gandhi's own attitude is religious in the most genuine sense remains
beyond doubt. But already when he speaks of "experimenting with friends" the
painful question concerning the views of many of these friends obtrudes. Some of
his closest followers have declared before the court of justice that, as long as
Gandhi proclaims the watchword of non-violence, they will steadfastly hold to it,
yet if another word came from his mouth, then they would certainly follow that
one; not to mention the broad circle of the movement. "I see", wrote Gandhi after
the day of Delhi, "that this our non-violence is only skin-deep... This non-violence
appears to me to originate simply in our helplessness... Can genuine voluntary
non-violence arise out of this apparently compulsory non-violence of the weak?"
These are words that even today, despite Gandhi's great educational effect, retain
much of their validity.

So far as Gandhi acts politically, so far as he takes part in passing
parliamentary resolutions, he does not introduce religion into politics, but allies
his religion with the politics of others. He cannot wrestle uninterruptedly with
the serpent; he must at times get along with it because he is directed to work in
the kingdom of the serpent that he set out to destroy. He refuses to exploit human
passions, but he is chained as political actor to the "political", to untransformed
men. The serpent is, indeed, not only powerful outside, but also within, in the
souls of those who long for political success. The way in which Gandhi again and
again exercises self-criticism, going into heavy mortification and purification
when the inner serpent shows itself too powerful in the movement, is worthy of
the purest admiration. But we do not follow him in this; we know that if we
consider the tragic character of his greatness, that it is not the tragedy of an inner
contradiction, but that of the contradiction between the unconditionality of a spirit
and the conditionality of a situation, to which situation, precisely, the masses of
his followers, even of the youth belong. This is the tragedy that resists all
superficial optimistic attempts to bring about a settlement; the situation will
certainly be mastered, but only in the way in which at the close of a Greek
tragedy, a theophany (the so-called deus ex machina, in truth ex gratia) resolves
the insoluble fate. But that is the very soft, very slow, very roundabout, not at all
"successful" step of the deity through history.

In September 1920 Gandhi said and wrote that if the Indian people showed
discipline, self-denial, readiness to sacrifice, capacity for order, confidence and
courage, then Swaraj - Indian independence - would be attained in a year. Three
months later, asked by the correspondent from The Times what he meant by that,
he explained that the British people would recognise the strength of the Indian

www.gandhimedia.org



public opinion and at the same time the dreadful injustice that had been done to
India in their name, and would forthwith offer a constitution "that will correspond
exactly to the wishes of the Indian people". Gandhi ended the conversation with a
variation on the prophetic word, "The lion will then rest by the lamb." One could
not express more clearly the religious character of that expectation; but if it is
taken seriously, the presupposition that Gandhi sets for it implies not merely an
attitude of the people but an inner transformation. Gandhi unmistakably rejects
the "political", the untransformed, the men who are not changing themselves. "If
India", he once wrote later, "wants to become free, it can only do so with God's
help. God loves the truthful and the non-violent." But God's love is not measured
by success. How God's love works is His affair. One may be certain of the
truthfulness and non-violence of the love of God, but not of the attainment of
Swaraj in one year. "In one year" is a political word; the religious watchword
must read: Some time, perhaps today, perhaps in a century. In religious reality
there is no stipulation of time, and victory comes, at times, just when one no
longer expects it.

In the last part of the year of expectation, Gandhi wrote that the "miracle" of so
rapid an attainment of Swaraj must be "preceded by a miraculous conversion of
India to the teaching of non-violence, at least in its limited purpose; that is, as an
indispensable precondition for securing India's freedom". But does that not mean
conversion to a religious teaching, "at least" in its political form? In religious
teaching non-violence remains the way to the goal, even when it rejects it as
means to an end. It must, of course, be sufficient for Gandhi as political actor, if
the masses accept the right attitude, but conversion means the turning of the
being, an innermost change of heart.

Certainly, when a religious man, one who is serious about his religiousness in
any situation whatever, functions in the political sphere, religion is introduced
into politics. But the way to the religious goal is essentially dissimilar in its
conduct of the path, its perspective, its manner of going, its tempo, and, lastly, in
the unforeseeableness of attainment and political success. The holy cause of
"introducing" the religious reality into politics runs the danger, therefore, that the
categories will mingle, that the goal will become an end, the way a means; that
man, instead of treading in the path taken by that step of God through history, will
run blindly over it. If religion is threatened at one pole by the ice of isolation in
which it forfeits a tie with the communal-building human share in the coming of
the kingdom, here it is threatened by evaporation in the rapid fire of political
activity. Only in the great polis of God will religion and politics be blended into a
life of world community, in an eternity wherein neither religion nor politics will
any longer exist.

The most natural of all questions, the question concerning success, is religion's
ordeal by fire. If religion withdraws from the sphere where this question is asked,
it evades its task, despite all hosts and sacraments of incarnation; and if it sinks
into that sphere, then it has lost its soul. Gandhi, as no other man of our age,
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