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and Muslim sources. His overriding aim was to attain not merely Indian inde­
pendence, but also the personal goal of liberation (moksha). The genius of his 
political thought appeared in his creation of concepts like satyagraha and swaraj 
(self-rule) to describe emancipation of the self as well as the ideal system of 
government.7 

Gandhi's political vision was not without challenges, nor was his life free 

from tragedy. In the 1930s Bengal's Subhas Chandra Bose and the communist 
M. N. Roy (both discussed below) argued for their distinctive alternatives to 

satyagraha. From 1940 to 1947, Muhammad Ali Jinnah and his Muslim League 
pressed successfully for separate states in those areas of British India where 

Muslims were in the majority. There were severe personal losses as well. In 1942 
his chief secretary and closest friend, Mahadev Desai died, just after the British 
again jailed the entire Congress leadership (which had planned to mount an­

other civil disobedience movement when Japan seemed about to invade India); 
in 1944, Kasturbai, his wife of sixty-two years, died in prison. After his release 

from prison, from 1944 to 1947 he tried desperately (though vainly) to halt the 
division of the subcontinent into the two nations of India and Pakistan. These 

personal and political crises culminated in 1946 and 1947 when he saw his life­
long dream of harmony between Hindus and Muslims drown in the blood of 

massive riots and street violence between the two religious communities through­
out northern India. 

On August 15, 1947, the day a truncated British India finally gained its inde­
pendence, Gandhi refused to join the ceremonies in New Delhi, remaining 
instead in Calcutta to continue his efforts to persuade the Muslims and Hindus 
there to live peacefully together. Two weeks later, as violence revived, an angry 

Hindu mob smashed its way into the Muslim house where he was staying; Gan­
dhi started fasting the next day, saying "either there will be peace or I shall be 

dead." 8 Peace came in three days. In January 1948 he fasted successfully again 
in Delhi to stop Hindu attacks on Muslims and to coerce his own Indian gov­
ernment into payment of large smns of money that were due to Pakistan. He 

prevailed, extracting both government payment and pledges of peace by leaders 
of all groups. This enabled him to end his fast; but on January 30, as he was en 
route to his regular evening prayer meeting, he was shot by Nathuram Godse, a 
Hindu extremist who believed him too lenient toward India's Muslims and 

Pakistan. Godse's speech at his trial, forcefully defending the assassination by 
expounding its essential rationale, is excerpted below. 

"The light has gone out of our lives," said Jawaharlal Nehru to the nation. 

Sarojini Naidu-the distinguished poet who had been Gandhi's close associate 

since 1914, had led the salt march after his arrest in 1930, and had served as 
president of the Indian National Congress-reacted as Gandhi himself might 
have. When she saw millions mourning his cremation in Delhi, she cried: 
"What is all this snivelling about? Would you rather he died of decrepit old age 
or indigestion? This was the only death great enough for him." Later she remi-
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nisced, "Every speaker that spoke about him said, 'May his spirit rest in peace.' 

I said: 'O my father, do not curse him. Do not let his spirit rest in peace. Let 

every ash from the funeral pyre be dynamic and create in us a power to fulfill 

his orders with vigour and follow his example.'" 9 

Writings of Mahatma Gandhi 

HIND SWARAJ AND THE PROPER RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN MEANS AND END, POWER, 

AND FREEDOM 

In 1909, as Gandhi turned forty, he wrote the first cohesive statement of his thought, 

entitled Hind Swaraj, or Indian Home Rule. It established his status as a highly origi­

nal political thinker. He drew unprecedented conceptual connections between the 

theory of means and ends, power (satyagraha), and freedom (swaraj). The following 

segments from Hind Swaraj show the importance he attached to the issue of religious 

harmony: even at this time in South Africa, he deemed urgent the problem of tension 

between religious communities. From the beginning of his political career, therefore, 

he made religious freedom and mutual respect central principles. Hind Swaraj is writ­

ten in the form of a Socratic dialogue between a READER, representing the school of 

Indian terrorism, and an EDITOR, presenting his own ideas. 

READER: But I am impatient to hear your answer to my question. Has the in­

troduction of Mahomedanism not unmade the nation? 

EDITOR: India cannot cease to be one nation because people belonging to 

different religions live in it. The introduction of foreigners does not necessarily 

destroy the nation, they merge in it. A country is one nation only when such a 

condition obtains in it. That country must have a faculty for assimilation. India 

has ever been such a country. In reality, there are as many religions as there are 

individuals, but those who are conscious of the spirit of nationality do not inter­

fere with one another's religion. If they do, they are not fit to be considered a 

nation. If the Hindus believe that India should be peopled only by Hindus, they 

are living in dreamland. The Hindus, the Mahomedans, the Parsees and the 

Christians who have made India their country are fellow countrymen and they 

will have to live in unity if only for their own interest. In no part of the world are 

one nationality and one religion synonymous terms: nor has it ever been so in 

India. 

I From Hind Swaraj and Other Writings, ed. Anthony 
J. Pare! (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 51-53.I 

Gandhi then argued that achieving a truly emancipated India (swaraj in the fullest 

sense) depended entirely on adopting the right means (satyagraha) to that end: 
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HOW CAN INDIA BECOME FREE? 

READER: I appreciate your views about civilization. I will have to think over 
them. I cannot take in all at once. What, then, holding the views you do, would 

you suggest for freeing India? 
EDITOR: I do not expect my views to be accepted all of a sudden. My duty is 

to place them before readers like yourself. Time can be trusted to do the rest. 

We have already examined the conditions for freeing India, but we have done 
so indirectly; we will now do so directly. It is a world-known maxim that the re­
moval of the cause of a disease results in the removal of the disease itself. Simi­

larly, if the cause of India's slavery be removed, India can become free. 
READER: Iflndian civilization is, as you say, the best of all, how do you account 

for India's slavery? 

EDITOR: This civilization is unquestionably the best, but it is to be observed 
that all civilizations have been on their trial. That civilization which is perma­
nent outlives it. Because the sons of India were found wanting, its civilization 
has been placed in jeopardy. But its strength is to be seen in its ability to survive 

the shock. Moreover, the whole oflndia is not touched. Those alone who have 
been affected by western civilization have become enslaved. We measure the 

universe by our own miserable foot-rule. When we are slaves, we think that 
the whole universe is enslaved. Because we are in abject condition, we think 
that the whole of India is in that condition. As a matter of fact, it is not so, but it 
is as well to impute our slavery to the whole of India. But if we bear in mind the 
above fact, we can see that, if we become free, India is free. And in this thought 
you have a definition of Swaraj. It is Swaraj when we learn to rule ourselves. It is, 

therefore, in the palm of our hands. Do not consider this Swaraj to be like a 
dream. Here there is no idea of sitting still. The Swaraj that I wish to picture 
before you and me is such that, after we have once realized it, we will endeavour 
to the end of our lifetime to persuade others to do likewise. But such Swaraj has 
to be experienced by each one for himself. One drowning man will never save 
another. Slaves ourselves, it would be a mere pretension to think of freeing 

others. Now you will have seen that it is not necessary for us to have as our goal 
the expulsion of the English. If the English become lndianised, we can accom­
modate them. If they wish to remain in India along with their civilization, there 
is no room for them. It lies with us to bring about such a state of things. 

READER: It is impossible that Englishmen should ever become Indianised. 
EDITOR: To say that is equivalent to saying that the English have no human­

ity in them. And it is really beside the point whether they become so or not. If 
we keep our own house in order, only those who are fit to live in it will remain, 
others will leave of their own accord. Such things occur within the experience 
of all of us. 

READER: But it has not occurred in history. 
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EDITOR: To believe that what has not occurred in history will not occur at all 
is to argue disbelief in the dignity of man. At any rate, it behooves us to try what 
appeals to our reason. All countries are not similarly conditioned. The condi­
tion of India is unique. Its strength is immeasurable. We need not, therefore, 
refer to the history of other countries. I have drawn attention to the fact that, 
when other civilizations have succumbed the Indian has survived many a shock. 

READER: I cannot follow this. There seems little doubt that we shall have to 
expel the English by force of arms. So long as they are in the country, we can­
not rest. One of our poets says that slaves cannot even dream of happiness. We 
are day by day becoming weakened owing to the presence of the English. Our 
greatness is gone; our people look like terrified men. The English are in the 
country like a blight which we must remove by every means. 

EDITOR: In your excitement, you have forgotten all we have been consider­

ing. We brought the English, and we keep them. Why do you forget that our 
adoption of their civilization makes their presence in India at all possible? Your 
hatred against them ought to be transferred to their civilisation. But let us as­
sume that we have to drive away the English by fighting, how is that to be done? 

READER: In the same way as Italy did it .... 

ITALY AND INDIA 

EDITOR: India can fight like Italy only when she has arms. You have not consid­
ered this problem at all. The English are splendidly armed; that does not frighten 

me, but it is clear that, to pit ourselves against them in arms, thousands of Indians 
must be armed. If such a thing be possible, how many years will it take? More­
over, to arm India on a large scale is to Europeanise it. Then her condition will 
be just as pitiable as that of Europe. This means, in short, that India must accept 
European civilization, and, if that is what we want, the best thing is that we have 
among us those who are so well trained in that civilization. We will then fight for 
a few rights, will get what we can, and so pass our days. But the fact is that the 

Indian nation will not adopt arms, and it is well that it does not. 
READER: You are over-assuming facts. All need not be armed. At first, we will 

assassinate a few Englishmen and strike terror; then, a few men who will have 
been armed will fight openly. We may have to lose a quarter of a million men, 
more or less, but we will regain our land. We will undertake guerrilla warfare, 
and defeat the English. 

EDITOR: That is to say, you want to make the holy land of India unholy. Do 

you not tremble to think of freeing India by assassination? What we need to 
do is sacrifice ourselves. It is a cowardly thought, that of killing others. Whom 
do you suppose to free by assassination? The millions of India do not desire it. 
Those who are intoxicated by the wretched modern civilization think these 
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things. Those who will rise to power by murder will certainly not make the na­
tion happy. Those who believe that India has gained by Dhingra's 10 act and 
such other acts in India make a serious mistake. Dhingra was a patriot, but his 
love was blind. He gave his body in a wrong way; its ultimate result can only be 
mischievous. 

READER: But you will admit that the English have been frightened by these 
murders, and that Lord Morley's reforms are due to fear. 

EDITOR: The English are both a timid and a brave nation. She is, I believe, 
easily influenced by the use of gunpowder. It is possible that Lord Morley has 
granted the reforms through fear but what is granted under fear can be retained 
only so long as the fear lasts. 

BRUTE FORCE 

READER: This is a new doctrine: that what is gained through fear is retained 
only while the fear lasts. Surely, what is given will not be withdrawn? 

EDITOR: Not so. The Proclamation of 1857 was given at the end of a revolt, 

and for the purpose of preserving peace. When peace was secured and people 
became simple-minded, its full effect was toned down. If I ceased stealing for 
fear of punishment, I would recommence the operation as soon as the fear is 
withdrawn from me. This is almost a universal experience. We have assumed 
that we can get men to do things by force and, therefore, we use force. 

READER: Will you not admit that you are arguing against yourself? You know 
that what the English obtained in their own country they have obtained by us­
ing brute force. I know you have argued that what they have obtained is useless, 

but that does not affect my argument. They wanted useless things, and they got 
them. My point is that their desire was fulfilled. What does it matter what 
means they adopted? Why should we not obtain our goal, which is good, by any 
means whatsoever, even by using violence? Shall I think of the means when I 
have to deal with a thief in the house? My duty is to drive him out anyhow. You 
seem to admit that we have received nothing, and that we shall receive nothing 

by petitioning. Why, then, may we not do so by using brute force? And, to retain 
what we may receive, we shall keep up the fear by using the same force to the 
extent that it may be necessary. You will not find fault with a continuance of 
force to prevent a child from thrusting its foot into fire? Somehow or other, we 
have to gain our end. 

EDITOR: Your reasoning is plausible. It has deluded many. I have used similar 

arguments before now. But I think I know better now, and I shall endeavor to 

undeceive you. Let us first take the argument that we are justified in gaining 
our end by using brute force, because the English gained theirs by using similar 
means. It is perfectly true that they used brute force, and that it is possible for us 
to do likewise, but, by using similar means, we can get only the same thing that 
they got. You will admit that we do not want that. Your belief that there is no 
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connection between the means and the end is a great mistake. Through that 

mistake even men who have been considered religious have committed griev­

ous crimes. Your reasoning is the same as saying that we can get a rose through 

planting a noxious weed. If I want to cross the ocean, I can do so only by means 

of a vessel; if I were to use a cart for that purpose, both the cart and I would soon 

find the bottom. "As is the God, so is the votary" is a maxim worth considering. 

Its meaning has been distorted, and men have gone astray. The means may be 

likened to a seed, the end to a tree; and there is just the same inviolable connec­

tion between the means and the end as there is between the seed and the tree. 

I am not likely to obtain the result flowing from the worship of God by laying 

myself prostrate before Satan. If, therefore, anyone were to say: "I want to worship 

God, it does not matter that I do so by means of Satan" it would be set down as 

ignorant folly. We reap exactly as we sow. 

[From Hind Swaraj and Other Writings, 66-81.] 

A DISAGREEMENT WITH B. G. TILAK OVER SWARAJ 

Once Gandhi returned to India and, after 1919, climbed to political power, he kept his 

principle of purity of means prominent, as evidenced in this exchange with his chief 

rival, B. G. Tilak (see chapter 5). 

For as [Indian National Congress] party formation progresses, we suppose it 

would be considered quite the proper thing for party leaders to use others as 

tools .... L. [=Lokamanya, "admired by the people"] Tilak represents a definite 

school of thought of which he makes no secret. He considers that everything is 

fair in politics. We have joined issue with him in that conception of political 

life. We consider that political life of the country will become thoroughly cor­

rupt if we import Western tactics and methods. We believe that nothing but the 

strictest adherence to honesty, fairplay and charity can advance the true inter­

ests of the country. 

[Complete Works of Mahatma Gandhi [CWMG] 
(Delhi: Publications Division, Ministry of Information 
and Broadcasting, Government of India, 1961), 6:484.] 

On January 18, 1920, Tilak replied from Poona in a letter which Gandhi duly published. 

I am sorry to see that in your article on "Reforms Resolution" in the last issue, 

you have represented me as holding that I considered "everything fair in poli­

tics." I write this to you to say that my view is not correctly represented therein. 

Politics is a game of worldly people and not of sadhus, and instead of the maxim 

"Overcome anger by loving kindness, evil by good" as preached by Buddha, I 

prefer to rely on the maxim of Shri Krishna "In whatsoever way any come to 

me, in that same way I grant them favor." That explains the whole difference 
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