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Mohandas K. Gandhi: Hind Swaraj
or Indian Home Rule (1909)
VI. Civilization
READER: Now you will have to explain what you mean by civilization.
EDITOR: It is not a question of what I mean. Several English writers refuse to call that civilization which passes under that name. Many
books have been written upon that subject. Societies have been formed
to cure the nation of the evils of civilization. A great English writer has
written a work called Civilization: Its Cause and Cure. Therein he has
called it a disease.
READER: Why do we not know this generally?
EDITOR: The answer is very simple. We rarely find people arguing
against themselves. Those who are intoxicated by modern civilization
are not likely to write against it. Their care will be to find out facts and
arguments in support of it and this they do unconsciously, believing it
to be true. A man whilst he is dreaming, believes in his dream; he is
undeceived only when he is awakened from his sleep. A man labouring
under the bane of civilization is like a dreaming man. What we usually
read are the works of defenders of modern civilization, which undoubtedly claims among its votaries very brilliant and even some very
good men. Their writings hypnotize us. And so, one by one, we are
drawn into the vortex.
READER: This seems to be very plausible. Now will you tell me
something of what you have read and thought of this civilization?
EDITOR: Let us first consider what state of things is described by
the word “civilization”. Its true test lies in the fact that people living in
it make bodily welfare the object of life. We will take some examples.
The people of Europe today live in better-built houses than they did a
hundred years ago. This is considered an emblem of civilization, and
this is also a matter to promote bodily happiness. Formerly, they wore
skins, and used spears as their weapons. Now, they wear long trousers,
and, for embellishing their bodies, they wear a variety of clothing, and,
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instead of spears, they carry with them revolvers containing five or
more chambers. If people of a certain country, who have hitherto not
been in the habit of wearing much clothing, boots, etc., adopt European clothing, they are supposed to have become civilized out of savagery. Formerly, in Europe, people ploughed their lands mainly by
manual labour. Now, one man can plough a vast tract by means of
steam engines and can thus amass great wealth. This is called a sign of
civilization. Formerly, only a few men wrote valuable books. Now,
anybody writes and prints anything he likes and poisons people’s
minds. Formerly, men travelled in waggons. Now, they fly through the
air in trains at the rate of four hundred and more miles per day. This is
considered the height of civilization. It has been stated that, as men
progress, they shall be able to travel in airship and reach any part of
the world in a few hours. Men will not need the use of their hands and
feet. They will press a button, and they will have their clothing by
their side. They will press another button, and they will have their
newspaper. A third, and a motor-car will be in waiting for them. They
will have a variety of delicately dished up food. Everything will be
done by machinery. Formerly, when people wanted to fight with one
another, they measured between them their bodily strength; now it is
possible to take away thousands of lives by one man working behind a
gun from a hill. This is civilization. Formerly, men worked in the open
air only as much as they liked. Now thousands of workmen meet together and for the sake of maintenance work in factories or mines.
Their condition is worse than that of beasts. They are obliged to work,
at the risk of their lives, at most dangerous occupations, for the sake of
millionaires. Formerly, men were made slaves under physical compulsion. Now they are enslaved by temptation of money and of the luxuries that money can buy. There are now diseases of which people never
dreamt before, and an army of doctors is engaged in finding out their
cures, and so hospitals have increased. This is a test of civilization.
Formerly, special messengers were required and much expense was
incurred in order to send letters; today, anyone can abuse his fellow by
means of a letter for one penny. True, at the same cost, one can send
one’s thanks also. Formerly, people had two or three meals consisting
of home-made bread and vegetables; now, they require something to
eat every two hours so that they have hardly leisure for anything else.
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What more need I say? All this you can ascertain from several authoritative books. There are all true tests of civilization. And if anyone
speaks to the contrary, know that he is ignorant. This civilization takes
note neither of morality nor of religion. Its votaries calmly state that
their business is not to teach religion. Some even consider it to be a
superstitious growth. Others put on the cloak of religion, and prate
about morality. But, after twenty years’ experience, I have come to the
conclusion that immorality is often taught in the name of morality.
Even a child can understand that in all I have described above there
can be no inducement to morality. Civilization seeks to increase bodily
comforts, and it fails miserably even in doing so.
This civilization is irreligion, and it has taken such a hold on the
people in Europe who are in it appear to be half mad. They lack real
physical strength or courage. They keep up their energy by intoxication. They can hardly be happy in solitude. Women, who should be
the queens of households, wander in the streets or they slave away in
factories. For the sake of a pittance, half a million women in England
alone are labouring under trying circumstances in factories or similar
institutions. This awful fact is one of the causes of the daily growing
suffragette movement.
This civilization is such that one has only to be patient and it will
be self-destroyed. According to the teaching of Mahommed this would
be considered a Satanic Civilization. Hinduism calls it the Black Age. I
cannot give you an adequate conception of it. It is eating into the vitals
of the English nation. It must be shunned. Parliaments are really emblems of slavery. If you will sufficiently think over this, you will entertain the same opinion and cease to blame the English. They rather
deserve our sympathy. They are a shrewd nation and I therefore believe that they will cast off the evil. They are enterprising and industrious and their mode of thought is not inherently immoral. Neither
are they bad at heart. I therefore respect them. Civilization is not an
incurable disease, but it should never be forgotten that the English
people are at present afflicted by it.
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XIII. What is true civilization?
READER: You have denounced railways, lawyers and doctors. I can
see that you will discard all machinery. What, then, is civilization?
EDITOR: The answer to that question is not difficult. I believe that
the civilization India evolved is not to be beaten in the world. Nothing
can equal the seeds sown by our ancestors, Rome went, Greece shared
the same fate; the might of the Pharaohs was broken; Japan has become Westernized; of China nothing can be said; but India is still,
somehow or other, sound at the foundation. The people of Europe
learn their lessons from the writings of the men of Greece or Rome,
which exist no longer in their former glory. In trying to learn from
them, the Europeans imagine that they will avoid the mistakes of
Greece and Rome. Such is their pitiable condition. In the midst of all
this India remains immovable and that is her glory. It is a charge
against India that her people are so uncivilized, ignorant and stolid,
that it is not possible to induce them to adopt any changes. It is a
charge really against our merit. What we have tested and found true
on the anvil of experience, we dare not change. Many thrust their advice upon India, and she remains steady. This is her beauty: it is the
sheet-anchor of our hope.
Civilization is that mode of conduct which points out to man the
path of duty. Performance of duty and observance of morality are convertible terms. To observe morality is to attain mastery over our mind
and our passions. So doing, we know ourselves. The Gujarati equivalent for civilization means “good conduct”.
If this definition be correct, then India, as so many writers have
shown, has nothing to learn from anybody else, and this is as it should
be. We notice that the mind is a restless bird; the more it gets the
more it wants, and still remains unsatisfied. The more we indulge our
passions the more unbridled they become. Our ancestors, therefore set
a limit to our indulgences. They saw that happiness was largely a mental condition. A man is not necessarily happy because he is rich, or
unhappy because he is poor. The rich are often seen to be unhappy,
the poor to be happy. Millions will always remain poor. Observing all
this, our ancestors dissuaded us from luxuries and pleasures. We have
managed with the same kind of plough as existed thousands of years
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ago. We have retained the same kind of cottages that we had in former
times and our indigenous education remains the same as before. We
have had no system of life-corroding competition. Each followed his
own occupation or trade and charged a regulation wage. It was not
that we did not know how to invent machinery, but our forefathers
knew that, if we set our hearts after such things, we would become
slaves and lose our moral fibre. They, therefore, after due deliberation
decided that we should only do what we could with our hands and feet.
They saw that our real happiness and health consisted in a proper use
of our hands and feet. They further reasoned that large cities were a
snare and a useless encumbrance and that people would not be happy
in them, that there would be gangs of thieves and robbers, prostitution
and vice flourishing in them and that poor men would be robbed by
rich men. They were, therefore, satisfied with small villages. They saw
that kings and their swords were inferior to the sword of ethics, and
they, therefore, and the sovereigns of the earth to be inferior to the
Rishis and the Fakirs. A nation with a constitution like this is fitter to
teach others than to learn from. This nation had courts, lawyers and
doctors, but they were all within bounds. Everybody knew that these
professions were not particularly superior; moreover, these vakils and
vaids did not rob people; they were considered people’s dependants,
not their masters. Justice was tolerably fair. The ordinary rule was to
avoid courts. There were no touts to lure people into them. This evil,
too, was noticeable only in and around capitals. The common people
lived independently and followed their agricultural occupation. They
enjoyed true Home Rule.
And where this cursed modern civilization has not reached, India
remains as it was before. The inhabitants of that part of India will very
properly laugh at your newfangled notions. The English do not rule
over them, nor will you ever rule over them. Those in whose name we
speak we do not know, nor do they know us. I would certainly advise
you and those like you who love the motherland to go into the interior
that has yet been not polluted by the railways and to live there for six
months; you might then be patriotic and speak of Home Rule.
Now you see what I consider to be real civilization. Those who
want to change conditions such as I have described are enemies of the
country and are sinners.

READER: It would be all right if India were exactly as you have described it, but it is also India where there are hundreds of child widows, where two year old babies are married, where twelve year old
girls are mothers and housewives, where women practise polyandry,
where the practice of Niyoga obtains, where, in the name of religion,
girls dedicate themselves to prostitution, and in the name of religion
sheep and goats are killed. Do you consider these also symbols of the
civilization that you have described?
EDITOR: You make a mistake. The defects that you have shown are
defects. Nobody mistakes them for ancient civilization. They remain
in spite of it. Attempts have always been made and will be made to
remove them. We may utilize the new spirit that is born in us for
purging ourselves of these evils. But what I have described to you as
emblems of modern civilization are accepted as such by its votaries.
The Indian civilization, as described by me, has been so described by
its votaries. In no part of the world, and under no civilization, have all
men attained perfection. The tendency of the Indian civilization is to
elevate the moral being, that of the Western civilization is to propagate immorality. The latter is godless, the former is based on a belief
in God. So understanding and so believing, it behoves every lover of
India to cling to the old Indian civilization even as a child clings to the
mother’s breast.

XVI.
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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 cease 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
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obtained by using 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 do not 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 endeavour 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 connection between the means and the end is a great mistake. Through
that mistake even men who have been considered religious have committed grievous 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
connection 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. The English in 1833 obtained greater voting
power by violence. Did they by using brute force better appreciate

their duty? They wanted the right of voting, which they obtained by
using physical force. But real rights are a result of performance of
duty; these rights they have not obtained. We, therefore, have before
us in English the force of everybody wanting and insisting on his
rights, nobody thinking of his duty. And, where everybody wants
rights, who shall give them to whom? I do not wish to imply that they
do no duties. They don’t perform the duties corresponding to those
rights; and as they do not perform that particular duty, namely, acquire
fitness, their rights have proved a burden to them. In other words,
what they have obtained is an exact result of the means they adapted.
They used the means corresponding to the end. If I want to deprive
you of your watch, I shall certainly have to fight for it; if I want to buy
your watch, I shall have to pay you for it; and if I want a gift, I shall
have to plead for it; and, according to the means I employ, the watch is
stolen property, my own property, or a donation. Thus we see three
different results from three different means. Will you still say that
means do not matter?
Now we shall take the example given by you of the thief to be
driven out. I do not agree with you that the thief may be driven out by
any means. If it is my father who has come to steal I shall use one kind
of means. If it is an acquaintance I shall use another; and in the case of
a perfect stranger I shall use a third. If it is a white man, you will perhaps say you will use means different from those you will adopt with
an Indian thief. If it is a weakling, the means will be different from
those to be adopted for dealing with an equal in physical strength; and
if the thief is armed from top to toe, I shall simply remain quiet. Thus
we have a variety of means between the father and the armed man.
Again, I fancy that I should pretend to be sleeping whether the thief
was my father or that strong armed man. The reason for this is that my
father would also be armed and I should succumb to the strength possessed by either and allow my things to be stolen. The strength of my
father would make me weep with pity; the strength of the armed man
would rouse in me anger and we should become enemies. Such is the
curious situation. From these examples we may not be able to agree as
to the means to be adopted in each case. I myself seem clearly to see
what should be done in all these cases, but the remedy may frighten
you. I therefore hesitate to place it before you. For the time being I
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will leave you to guess it, and if you cannot, it is clear you will have to
adopt different means in each case. You will also have seen that any
means will not avail to drive away the thief. You will have to adopt
means to fit each case. Hence it follows that your duty is not to drive
away the thief by any means you like.
Let us proceed a little further. That well-armed man has stolen
your property; you have harboured the thought of his act; you are
filled with anger; you argue that you want to punish that rogue, not for
your own sake, but for the good of your neighbours; you have collected a number of armed men, you want to take his house by assault;
he is duly informed of it, he runs away; he too is incensed. He collects
his brother robbers, and sends you a defiant message that he will
commit robbery in broad daylight. You are strong, you do not fear
him, you are prepared to receive him. Meanwhile the robber pesters
your neighbours. They complain before you. You reply that you are
doing all for their sake, you do not mind that your own goods have
been stolen. Your neighbours reply that the robber never pestered
them before, and that he commenced his depredations only after you
declared hostilities against him. You are between Scylla and Charybdis. You are full of pity for the poor men. What they say is true. What
are you to do? You will be disgraced if you now leave the robber alone.
You therefore, tell the poor men: “Never mind. Come, my wealth is
yours, I will give you arms, I will teach you how to use them; you
should belabour the rogue; don’t you leave him alone.” And so the
battle grows; the robbers increase in numbers; your neighbours have
deliberately put themselves to inconvenience. Thus the result of wanting to take revenge upon the robber is that you have disturbed your
own peace; you are in perpetual fear of being robbed and assaulted;
your courage has given place to cowardice. If you will patiently examine the argument, you will see that I have not overdrawn the picture.
This is one of the means. Now let us examine the other. You set this
armed robber down as an ignorant brother; you intend to reason with
him at a suitable opportunity: you argue that he is, after all, a fellowman; you do not know what prompted him to steal. You, therefore,
decide that, when you can, you will destroy the man’s motive for stealing. Whilst you are thus reasoning with yourself, the man comes again
to steal. Instead of being angry with him you take pity on him. You

think that this stealing habit must be a disease with him. Henceforth,
you, therefore, keep your doors and windows open, you change your
sleeping-place, and you keep your things in a manner most accessible
to him. The robber comes again and is confused as all this is new to
him; nevertheless, he takes away your things. But his mind is agitated.
He inquires about you in the village, he comes to learn about your
broad and loving heart, he repents, he begs your pardon, returns you
your things, and leaves off the stealing habit. He becomes your servant, and you find for him honourable employment. This is the second
method. Thus, you see, different means have brought about totally
different results. I do not wish to deduce from this that robbers will act
in the above manner or that all will have the same pity and love like
you, but I only wish to show that fair means alone can produce fair
results, and that, at least in the majority of cases, if not indeed in all,
the force of love and pity is infinitely greater than the force of arms.
There is harm in the exercise of brute force, never in that of pity.
Now we will take the question of petitioning. It is a fact beyond
dispute that a petition, without the backing of force is useless. However, the late Justice Ranade used to say that petitions served a useful
purpose because they were a means of educating people. They give the
latter an idea of their condition and warn the rulers. From this point of
view, they are not altogether useless. A petition of an equal is a sign of
courtesy; a petition from a slave is a symbol of his slavery. A petition
backed by force is a petition from an equal and, when he transmits his
demand in the form of a petition, it testifies to his nobility. Two kinds
of force can back petitions. “We shall hurt you if you do not give this,”
is one kind of force; it is the force of arms, whose evil results we have
already examined. The second kind of force can thus be stated; “If you
do not concede our demand, we shall be no longer your petitioners.
You can govern us only so long as we remain the governed; we shall no
longer have any dealings with you.” The force implied in this may be
described as love-force, soul-force, or, more popularly but less accurately, passive resistance. This force is indestructible. He who uses it
perfectly understands his position. We have an ancient proverb which
literally means; “One negative cures thirty-six diseases.” The force of
arms is powerless when matched against the force of love or the soul.
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Now we shall take your last illustration, that of the child thrusting
its foot into fire. It will not avail you. What do you really do to the
child? Supposing that it can exert so much physical force that it renders you powerless and rushes into fire, then you cannot prevent it.
There are only two remedies open to you–either you must kill it in
order to prevent it from perishing in the flames, or you must give your
own life because you do not wish to see it perish before your very eyes.
You will not kill it. If your heart is not quite full of pity, it is possible
that you will not surrender yourself by preceding the child and going
into the fire yourself. You, therefore, helplessly allow it to go into the
flames. Thus, at any rate, you are not using physical force. I hope you
will not consider that it is still physical force, though of a low order,
when you would forcibly prevent the child from rushing towards the
fire if you could. That force is of a different order and we have to understand what it is.
Remember that, in thus preventing the child, you are minding entirely its own interest, you are exercising authority for its sole benefit.
Your example does not apply to the English. In using brute force
against the English you consult entirely your own, that is the national,
interest. There is no question here either of pity or of love. If you say
that the actions of the English, being evil, represent fire, and that they
proceed to their actions through ignorance, and that therefore they
occupy the position of a child and that you want to protect such a
child, then you will have to overtake every evil action of that kind by
whomsoever committed and, as in the case of the evil child, you will
have to sacrifice yourself. If you are capable of such immeasurable pity,
I wish you well in its exercise.

pity so long as we are alive.” This appears to me to be a scientific
truth. I believe in it as much as I believe in two and two being four.
The force of love is the same as the force of the soul or truth. We have
evidence of its working at every step. The universe would disappear
without the existence of that force. But you ask for historical evidence.
It is, therefore, necessary to know what history means. The Gujarati
equivalent means: “It so happened”. If that is the meaning of history, it
is possible to give copious evidence. But, if it means the doings of the
kings and emperors, there can be no evidence of soul-force or passive
resistance in such history. You cannot expect silver ore in a tin mine.
History, as we know it, is a record of the wars of the world, and so
there is a proverb among Englishmen that a nation which has no history, that is, no wars, is a happy nation. How kings played, how they
became enemies of one another, how they murdered one another, is
found accurately recorded in history, and if this were all that had happened in the world, it would have been ended long ago. If the story of
the universe had commenced with wars, not a man would have been
found alive today. Those people who have been warred against have
disappeared as, for instance, the natives of Australia of whom hardly a
man was left alive by the intruders. Mark, please, that these natives did
not use soul-force in self-defence, and it does not require much foresight to know that the Australians will share the same fate as their
victims. “Those that take the sword shall perish by the sword.” With
us the proverb is that professional swimmers will find a watery grave.
The fact that there are so many men still alive in the world shows
that it is based not on the force of arms but on the force of truth or
love. Therefore, the greatest and most unimpeachable evidence of the
success of this force is to be found in the fact that, in spite of the wars
of the world, it still lives on.
Thousands, indeed tens of thousands, depend for their existence on
a very active working of this force. Little quarrels of millions of families in their daily lives disappear before the exercise of this force. Hundreds of nations live in peace. History does not and cannot take note
of this fact. History is really a record of every interruption of the even
working of the force of love or of the soul. Two brothers quarrel; one
of them repents and re-awakens the love that was lying dormant in
him; the two again begin to live in peace; nobody takes note of this.

XVII. Passive resistance
READER: Is there any historical evidence as to the success of what
you have called soul-force or truth-force? No instance seems to have
happened of any nation having risen through soul-force. I still think
that the evil-doers will not cease doing evil without physical punishment.
EDITOR: The poet Tulsidas has said: “Of religion, pity, or love, is
the root, as egotism of the body. Therefore, we should not abandon
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But if the two brothers, through the intervention of solicitors or some
other reason take up arms or go to law–which is another form of the
exhibition of brute force,–their doings would be immediately noticed
in the press, they would be the talk of their neighbours and would
probably go down to history. And what is true of families and communities is true of nations. There is no reason to believe that there is one
law for families and another for nations. History, then, is a record of
an interruption of the course of nature. Soul-force, being natural, is
not noted in history.
READER: According to what you say, it is plain that instances of
this kind of passive resistance are not to be found in history. It is necessary to understand this passive resistance more fully. It will be better,
therefore, if you enlarge upon it.
EDITOR: Passive resistance is a method of securing rights by personal suffering; it is the reverse of resistance by arms. When I refuse to
do a thing that is repugnant to my conscience, I use soul-force. For
instance, the Government of the day has passed a law which is applicable to me. I do not like it. If by using violence I force the Government
to repeal the law, I am employing what may be termed body-force. If I
do not obey the law and accept the penalty for its breach, I use soulforce. It involves sacrifice of self.
Everybody admits that sacrifice of self is infinitely superior to sacrifice of others. Moreover, if this kind of force is used in a cause that is
unjust, only the person using it suffers. He does not make others suffer
for his mistakes. Men have before now done many things which were
subsequently found to have been wrong. No man can claim that he is
absolutely in the right or that a particular thing is wrong because he
thinks so, but it is wrong for him so long as that is his deliberate judgment. It is therefore meet that he should not do that which he knows
to be wrong, and suffer the consequence whatever it may be. This is
the key to the use of soul-force.
READER: You would then disregard laws–this is rank disloyalty.
We have always been considered a law-abiding nation. You seem to be
going even beyond the extremists. They say that we must obey the
laws that have been passed, but that if the laws be bad, we must drive
out the law-givers even by force.

EDITOR: Whether I go beyond them or whether I do not is a matter of no consequence to either of us. We simply want to find out what
is right and to act accordingly. The real meaning of the statement that
we are a law-abiding nation is that we are passive resisters. When we
do not like certain laws, we do not break the heads of law-givers but
we suffer and do not submit to the laws. That we should obey laws
whether good or bad is a newfangled notion. There was no such thing
in former days. The people disregarded those laws they did not like
and suffered the penalties for their breach. It is contrary to our manhood if we obey laws repugnant to our conscience. Such teaching is
opposed to a religion and means slavery. If the Government were to
ask us to go about without any clothing, should we do so? If I were a
passive resister, I would say to them that I would have nothing to do
with their law. But we have so forgotten ourselves and become so
compliant that we do not mind degrading law.
A man who has realized his manhood, who fears only God, will fear
no one else. Man-made laws are not necessarily binding on him. Even
the Government does not expect any such things from us. They do not
say: “You must do such and such a thing,” but they say: “If you do not
do it, we will punish you.” We are sunk so low that we fancy that it is
our duty and our religion to do what the law lays down. If man will
only realize that it is unmanly to obey laws that are unjust, no man’s
tyranny will enslave him. This is the key to self-rule or home-rule.
It is a superstition and ungodly thing to believe that an act of a majority binds a minority. Many examples can be given in which acts of
majorities will be found to have been wrong and those of minorities to
have been right. All reforms owe their origin to the initiation of minorities in opposition to majorities. If among a band of robbers a
knowledge of robbing is obligatory, is a pious man to accept the obligation? So long as the superstition that men should obey unjust laws
exists, so long will their slavery exist. And a passive resister alone can
remove such a superstition.
To use brute force, to use gunpowder, is contrary to passive resistance, for it means that we want our opponent to do by force that
which we desire but he does not. And if such a use of force is justifiable, surely he is entitled to do likewise by us. And so we should never
come to an agreement. We may simply fancy, like the blind horse
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moving in a circle round a mill, that we are making progress. Those
who believe that they are not bound to obey laws which are repugnant
to their conscience have only the remedy of passive resistance open to
them. Any other must lead to disaster.
READER: From what you say I deduce that passive resistance is a
splendid weapon of the weak, but that when they are strong they may
take up arms.
EDITOR: This is gross ignorance. Passive resistance, that is, soulforce, is matchless. It is superior to the force of arms. How, then, can it
be considered only a weapon of the weak? Physical-force men are
strangers to the courage that is requisite in a passive resister. Do you
believe that a coward can ever disobey a law that he dislikes? Extremists are considered to be advocates of brute force. Why do they, then,
talk about obeying laws? I do not blame them. They can say nothing
else. When they succeed in driving out the English and they themselves become governors, they will want you and me to obey their
laws. And that is a fitting thing for their constitution. But a passive
resister will say he will not obey a law that is against his conscience,
even though he may be blown to pieces at the mouth of a cannon.
What do you think? Wherein is courage required–in blowing
others to pieces from behind a cannon, or with a smiling face to approach a cannon and be blown to pieces? Who is the true warrior–he
who keeps death always as a bosom-friend, or he who controls the
death of others? Believe me that a man devoid of courage and manhood can never be a passive resister.
This however, I will admit: that even a man weak in body is capable of offering this resistance. One man can offer it just as well as millions. Both men and women can indulge in it. It does not require the
training of an army; it needs no jiujitsu. Control over the mind is alone
necessary, and when that is attained, man is free like the king of the
forest and his very glance withers the enemy.
Passive resistance is an all-sided sword, it can be used anyhow; it
blesses him who uses it and him against whom it is used. Without
drawing a drop of blood it produces far-reaching results. It never rusts
and cannot be stolen. Competition between passive resisters does not
exhaust. The sword of passive resistance does not require a scabbard. It

is strange indeed that you should consider such a weapon to be a
weapon merely of the weak.
READER: You have said that passive resistance is a speciality of India. Have cannons never been used in India?
EDITOR: Evidently, in your opinion, India means its few princes.
To me it means its teeming millions on whom depends the existence
of its princes and our own.
Kings will always use their kingly weapons. To use force is bred in
them. They want to command, but those who have to obey commands
do not want guns; and these are in a majority throughout the world.
They have to learn either body-force or soul-force. Where they learn
the former, both the rulers and the ruled become like so many madmen: but where they learn soul-force, the commands of the rulers do
not go beyond the point of their swords, for true men disregard unjust
commands. Peasants have never been subdued by the sword, and never
will be. They do not know the use of the sword, and they are not
frightened by the use of it by others. That nation is great which rests
its head upon death as its pillow. Those who defy death are free from
all fear. For those who are labouring under the delusive charms of
brute-force, this picture is not overdrawn. The fact is that, in India,
the nation at large has generally used passive resistance in all departments of life. We cease to co-operate with our rulers when they displease us. This is passive resistance.
I remember an instance when, in a small principality, the villagers
were offended by some command issued by the prince. The former
immediately began vacating the village. The prince became nervous,
apologized to his subjects and withdrew his command. Many such
instances can be found in India. Real Home Rule is possible only
where passive resistance is the guiding force of the people. Any other
rule is foreign rule.
READER: Then you will say that it is not at all necessary for us to
train the body?
EDITOR: I will certainly not say any such thing. It is difficult to become a passive resister unless the body is trained. As a rule, the mind,
residing in a body that has become weakened by pampering, is also
weak, and where there is no strength of mind there can be no strength
of soul. We shall have to improve our physique by getting rid of infant
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marriages and luxurious living. If I were to ask a man with a shattered
body to face a cannon’s mouth I should make a laughingstock of myself.
READER: From what you say, then, it would appear that it is not a
small thing to become a passive resister, and, if that is so, I should like
you to explain how a man may become one.
EDITOR: To become a passive resister is easy enough but it is also
equally difficult. I have known a lad of fourteen years become a passive
resister; I have known also sick people do likewise: and I have also
known physically strong and otherwise happy people unable to take up
passive resistance. After a great deal of experience it seems to me that
those who want to become passive resisters for the service of the country have to observe perfect chastity, adopt poverty, follow truth, and
cultivate fearlessness.
Chastity is one of the greatest disciplines without which the mind
cannot attain requisite firmness. A man who is unchaste loses stamina,
becomes emasculated and cowardly. He whose mind is given over to
animal passions is not capable of any great effort. This can be proved
by innumerable instances. What, then, is a married person to do is the
question that arises naturally; and yet it need not. When a husband
and wife gratify the passions, it is no less an animal indulgence on that
account. Such an indulgence, except for perpetuating the race, is
strictly prohibited. But a passive resister has to avoid even that very
limited indulgence because he can have no desire for progeny. A married man, therefore, can observe perfect chastity. This subject is not
capable of being treated at greater length. Several questions arise:
How is one to carry one’s wife with one, what are her rights, and other
similar questions. Yet those who wish to take part in a great work are
bound to solve these puzzles.
Just as there is necessity for chastity, so is there for poverty. Pecuniary ambition and passive resistance cannot well go together. Those
who have money are not expected to throw it away, but they are expected to be indifferent about it. They must be prepared to lose every
penny rather than give up passive resistance.
Passive resistance has been described in the course of our discussion as truth-force. Truth, therefore, has necessarily to be followed
and that at any cost. In this connection, academic questions such as

whether a man may not lie in order to save a life, etc., arise, but these
questions occur only to those who wish to justify lying. Those who
want to follow truth every time are not placed in such a quandary; and
if they are, they are still saved from a false position.
Passive resistance cannot proceed a step without fearlessness.
Those alone can follow the path of passive resistance who are free
from fear, whether as to their possessions, false honour, their relatives,
the government, bodily injuries or death.
These observances are not to be abandoned in the belief that they
are difficult. Nature has implanted in the human breast ability to cope
with any difficulty or suffering that may come to man unprovoked.
These qualities are worth having, even for those who do not wish to
serve the country. Let there be no mistake, as those who want to train
themselves in the use of arms are also obliged to have these qualities
more or less. Everybody does not become a warrior for the wish. A
would-be warrior will have to observe chastity and to be satisfied with
poverty as his lot. A warrior without fearlessness cannot be conceived
of. It may be thought that he would not need to be exactly truthful,
but that quality follows real fearlessness. When a man abandons truth,
he does so owing to fear in some shape or form. The above four attributes, then, need not frighten anyone. It may be as well here to note
that a physical-force man has to have many other useless qualities
which a passive resister never needs. And you will find that whatever
extra effort a swordsman needs is due to lack of fearlessness. If he is an
embodiment of the latter, the sword will drop from his hand that very
moment. He does not need its support. One who is free from hatred
requires no sword. A man with a stick suddenly came face to face with
a lion and instinctively raised his weapon in self-defence. The man saw
that he had only prated about fearlessness when there was none in
him. That moment he dropped the stick and found himself free from
all fear.

