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 Gandhi is a staunch critic of modern civilization that rests on rationalism, utilitarian ethics and 
machine-based production. He offered alternatives to it in course of protracted freedom struggle in evolving 
conceptual ideas that guide practice: Swaraj, Satyagraha and Non- violence. This essay attempts to read 
alternative possibilities made available by these concepts in reconstruction of post-Independence India and 
also to come out with interpretative nuances in interpreting Gandhi’s work  

Religion Morality and Politics: Mutual Relationship  

At the centre of his critique of modern civilization, Gandhi could clearly diagnose a major flaw in 
it: irreligion. Western civilization, with the advent of modernity, took pride in separation of religion from 
morality and politics. It tried this separation especially during a moment when it had to fight against the 
authority of the church. That is separation of secular, this worldly affair from the transcendent or the ideas 
of God. It is, apparently, to liberate the world of everydayness from the injunctions of the God or from the 
morality being determined by religion. This separation has been achieved by many traditions within 
philosophy. This is being called Anthropocentrism. It implies, there was a denial of a trans-human anchor 
for grounding the search for reality and truth. Such a search focused on man himself yielding what Iris 
Murdoch calls “broken totality”. That ‘man’ was interpreted and understood purely in body-centered 
materialistic terms. His goals were also those of material well-being. Thus, virtue as an intrinsic value in 
itself was lost.  The goal of a virtuous life as fulfilling in itself could not make prudential or rational sense 
and was therefore not rational. There was denial of a higher purpose in life. The meaning of life was 
gradually the satisfaction of ordinary needs” (Puri, 2004, p. 80). 

 Gandhi precisely identifies this conception as giving rise to immorality. Individuals are considered 
as separate from each other. They are understood to be located in competitive relationship with each other. 
It is understood that individual’s ultimate appeal is to reason as a guide to one’s action. But he doesn’t 
appeal to anything that lies beyond one’s senses. Gandhi precisely sees this as a problem. One’s sense of 
right and justice should emanate from what lies beyond our sense and apparent. Gandhi does not dispense 
the idea of God from the human world. But he makes this idea as central to one’s action in the human world, 
which essentially makes it moral. Hence the idea of transcendental as integral to one’s action in the world 
is crucial to Gandhi’s idea of personal action. Gandhi does not view human action as mechanical and 
narrowly rational in sense of calculating benefits and costs. He takes moral action as informed by the 
transcendental. An action is moral and constantly being improved by inner voice of conscience. The inner 
voice of conscience Gandhi calls it as God. It constantly helps one to transcend one’s egoistic desires and 
its projected desires. That is how spiritual, moral and the political are mutually informed and inform one’s 
action in the world in the light of voice of the God. This idea is very crucial to any conceptualization of 
Gandhian ideas for constructing modern political concepts. There is an idea of social order rationally 
conceptualized which consists of various elements within which it would balance the ‘order’ by mechanical 
actions of elements constituting it. Gandhi did not think it terms of any such order. Gandhi considers social 
world as being constituted by a norm of Dharma borne out of specific conception and purpose of human 
nature. Western civilization is organized in such a way that humans aim at aggrandizement of their desires. 
For Gandhi a social world is constituted in India for ages in such a way that the desire is restrained. The 
mechanisms which create avalanche of desire have been discouraged. It is a social world in which virtuous 
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conduct has been given constitutive significance than satisfaction of egoistic desires. 

 The basis of thought and practice is the conviction that “our existence is spiritually grounded that 
spirituality and moral purity must necessarily inform each other, that man’s true fulfillment lies in moral-
spiritual self knowledge and action that necessarily flows from such self knowledge” (Miri, 2003, p. 122).      

 “But he is no God who morally satisfies the intellect if he ever does. God to be God must rule the 
heart and transform it. He must express his self in every the smallest act of his votary. This can only be 
done through a definite realization more real than the five senses can ever produce. Sense perceptions can 
be, often are false and deceptive however real they may appear” (Young India, 1931, as cited in Miri, 2003). 

 “As soon as we lose the moral basis we cease to be religious. There is no such thing as religion 
overriding morality. Man for instance cannot be untruthful, cruel and incontinent and claim to have God on 
his side” (Young India, 1921, as cited in Miri, 2003).  

 As Miri puts it very effectively, one’s existence is spiritually grounded. It is no morally available 
within the grip of senses. Existence is rooted in something that lies beyond sense perception. As one 
practices, one tend to realize the limited perceptual vision of one’s life and to change one’s perceptions in 
the light of inner conscience or God. In course of one’s practice one moves towards purity because it lies 
in true human nature undistorted by external goods like power and wealth to reach truth in the sense of 
overcoming illusory perceptions of desires and be pure. It is the ground of spirituality what lies beyond 
mere sense perception. As Gandhi understands morality, one cannot be religious without being moral. The 
idea of morality is one’s truthful commitment to what one is doing (Miri, 2003, p. 122). 

 “To be spiritual and to be moral is to respond with utter ahimsa (nonviolence) to what requires our 
response” (Miri, 2003, p. 125). To respond morally is to respond with utmost care both in action and 
intention to all kinds of human action. To be spiritual is not to renounce sansarik world, but to participate 
in all human activities with utmost care. Thus morality requires validation of God as truth to all human 
actions. Thus morality and spirituality are inextricably interlinked.  

 Spiritual practice is the ground of morality. Spiritual does not mean withdrawal from sansarik 
world. It involves deeper engagement with everyday world. As the spiritual practice goes deeper, one 
realizes responsibility towards. Others in the process of spiritual practice, one attains self-knowledge. This 
transcends the familiar subject/object dichotomy of western epistemology. Spiritual practice is also a 
process of knowing oneself as related to other selves through manifold actions of one’s life by which one 
attains self-knowledge. Hence the process of knowing oneself is both moral and epistemic.   

 Religion and politics are also interconnected. No sphere of human activity can be exempted from 
ethical evaluation. All human activity needs to be subjected to ethical evaluation. Each human activity 
should be conducted with full spiritual attention. Politics is a spiritual activity. According to Gandhi, the 
present age is an age of democracy in which politics occupies a major space in human affairs. It is this field 
where the largest possibility of moral growth is ensured (Puri, 2004, pp. 77-78). Hence it is in political 
realm that one can realize truth best for himself. In politics alone, overcoming of the self-projection of the 
ego can have the best and most for reaching results. 

 “To me political power is not an end but one of the means of enabling people to better their 
condition in every department of life” (Puri, 2004, pp. 77-78).  

 “Politics pervades all our activities. I know that in this country all constructive activities are part of 
politics.  In my view this is true politics” (Young India, 1931, as cited in Puri, 2004, pp. 77-78). Politics 
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is one realm of human activity where ethical principles should be applied. For that matter no realm of human 
activity is ethical and requires equal attention. For him politics is not competition for power. The aim of 
politics is doing service to others. This is an in eliminable part of spirituality. In political practice one is to 
go beyond one’s ego centric illusions. By going beyond one’s ego, one is going nearer to truth. Truth does 
not lie in competition with others’ power. But it lies in thinking beyond such competitive spirit. “The whole 
exercise can be one of self purification and overcoming of ego-aggrandizement by a practical ahimsa 
interpreted in terms of love and service, beautifully coordinating the political and religious into an enterprise 
of moral growth and development” (Young India, 1931, as cited in Puri, 2004, p. 78).  

 Thus politics has been viewed as self-realizing, self-transforming and self-transcending activity. 
Politics is not merely for satisfying one’s ever increasing desires. Politics is concerned with reaching truth. 
Gandhi could very well recognize that the other is constituted by the self. If the other is viewed as a thing 
or an instrument or an object, the self itself imagines itself as one trying to indulge in the desires. If the 
other is understood as an end in itself, then the self defines itself in relation to the other as serving the other. 
Gandhi’s ideas help one in understanding this complexity. Gandhi’s idea of politics are aimed at self-reform 
and self-transcendence, but not at self-aggrandizement of the divine. Neither of them can be imagined as 
mechanical politics as an activity is world-transforming and self-transcending. 

 Thus spirituality, morality and politics as three different activities of human life mutually inform 
each other. According to Gandhi, in the western tradition, the three different spheres have emerged as 
distinct spheres having separate logic. In a certain manner of speaking the separation between the three 
spheres is central to European modernity. Spirituality and morality mutually inform each other, so is the 
politics. Human existence has no meaning unless it is being spiritually grounded. It implies that human life 
is not merely guided by utilitarian considerations of advantage.   

Human existence sustains itself by having faith in and beyond what merely benefits. It is faith into 
the God as truth. Truth is the fountain of justice. Being truthful is to recognize human as human or human 
as an end in himself. treating others as an instrument would lead to violence at the core of the self because 
it considers other as that which brings advantage for the self is constantly insecure because whether the 
other would make self-secure or not. If the other is considered as human, than the self is secure because it 
is serving the other. Thus, morality and politics involve constant appeal to the right as available in the 
spiritual, with which one improves oneself in the world. This conception is crucial to Gandhi`s idea of 
practical action. This conception of practical action remains valid only in a small society. The small society, 
by its character, is constituted by exemplary actions of individuals to influence each other. This is possible 
in a society which is no fully oriented to pursuit of power or wealth. In a small society, public sphere is 
constituted by personal actions of many exemplary individuals. The new structures of economy and polity 
should not have yet made individuals to pursue merely power or wealth. Individuals should still be choosing 
and applying ethical principles to all fields of practical action. It is a society in which all realms of human 
activity are informed by ethical principles. On the other hand, there could be an alternative picture of society 
in which all fields of action orient themselves according to instrumental rationality or the calculus of costs 
and advantages. The society in which ethical ideas inform practical action, would be called traditional social 
order, though it is not exactly traditional order as he wouldn’t conceive traditional in the sense of fixed and 
unchanging. For him, traditional social order is in need of transformation. Such a transformation should 
take place as from within.  It should not involve a process of objection of social relation and viewing them 
as instruments in evolving a good society. Gandhi evolved alternative ideas and ideals in evolving a good 
society that is not radically discontinuous with traditional society. A modern society is radically 
discontinuous with traditional society, but as someone from within. To understand the contours of 
alternative society that he proposed, it would be useful to look at his ideas on Swaraj, Satyagrah and 
Ahimsa. 
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Swaraj 

Gandhian idea of swaraj fundamentally aimed at a thorough critique of western civilization and laid the 
basis for true civilization. 

Swaraj in politics or economics or in ideas or whatever is etymologically the kingdom or order or 
dispensation of swa, self, myself, consequently in all seeking of swaraj I seek sva seeks, to be the ruler, 
centre, is the source of all things, and this seeking is both wisdom and sickness. Sarvodoya and not self 
/selfishness only in and through the truth of a adviata the truth that you and I are not other that one another” 
(Gandhi, 1998, p. 302).  

“Self-communication involves a realizing of the self as an evolving self, constantly constituting itself 
according to what is outside itself and yet simultaneously locating within itself” (Rao, 1987, p. 268).  

“It is this notion of self in God and God in self. That constitutes for Gandhi self-communication or religious 
life or accepting God” (Rao, 1987, p. 268). 

Swaraj means self-rule or kingdom or the self. It is also a process of overcoming non-self. It is also a process 
of realizing or becoming one with transcendental self. In the process of attaining control over one’s passion 
and mind one also realises the limited nature of the perceptual world. In the process, one attains self-
knowledge, swaraj as the kingdom of self-underpins certain fundamental ideas of Gandhi’s thought like 
selflessness, Self-sacrifice, interdependence of all humans and self-situatedness or rootedness in one’s own 
soil. 

According to Swarajist ideal, the self is related to others and to the one self through the medium of God or 
transcendental self. Modern civilization precisely denies this medium of God in mutual relations and 
relation to one self. Instead these relationships are premised on the possibility of reason or knowledge’s 
ability to organize human affairs for collective good. Gandhi’s swarajist ideal depends on primacy of each 
person in relation to the others as human. It views other’s existence as necessary for realization of one self. 
More importantly one’s relation to one self is not mediated by desubjectivised knowledge of science or 
reason or rationally formulated schemes of justice. Swarajist society is an ideal in which one is related to 
the other and oneself through the medium of God/Religion in which self pursues truth by overcoming 
limitations of the body and the mind. It implies, in a swarajist conception, communication between humans 
is direct which denies the role of any impersonal force. Swarajist conception can legitimize only those 
institutional arrangements which do not reduce human to human communication. It does not support the 
use of machinery, railways etc. and nation-state in the political realm.  

Gandhi follows Gita’s conception of the self. There are two aspects to the self, “The self in itself as man, 
the imperishable substratum of our being, and the embodied self, the dehin, the spatio-temporal self joined 
to the psychosomatic organism comprising body, senses, mind and soul” (Parel, 1995, p. 65).  

Realization of embodied self requires putting order in the various forces at work in the embodied 
self. It requires self-knowledge and self-transformation. It produces and inner awakening in the embodied 
self which comes to recognize that there are deeper layers to one’s  being than as mere selfish individual. 
The actual process of putting order in the embodied soul requires vigorous disciplining of the body and the 
mind. Thus swaraj is nothing other than the rule that one exercises over one’s mind. Home rule is self-rule 
or self-control. The task in life is to attain deeper and deeper levels of self-knowledge when the mind and 
the senses are properly disciplined. Shielding the soul from ignorance enables to it act its natural way, that 
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is according to truth, love and Dharma. Only a purified soul can exercise soul force and hold on to truth 
with firmness and conviction without pray to anger and desire. Thus swaraj is seen as a state of affairs in 
which all factors of the human personality are brought under proper discipline, the mind ruling the sense, 
the soul ruling the mind and the self ruling the soul. The overall experience of swaraj is the attainment of a 
new mental condition metaneia, swaraj should be the basis of any true civilization. 

Gandhian approach, as it has been shown above, does not share western liberal conception of the self as 
individuals attempting to maximize their pleasures. For Gandhi, human beings were necessarily 
interdependent and formed an organic whole. They became rational, reflective and moral being within a 
rich civilization created by scares of sages, saints and scientists. Every human being owed humanity to 
others and benefited from the world to the creation of which he contributed nothing. Since human beings 
were necessarily interdependent beings they do not degrade themselves or inflict psychic and moral 
damages on others without inflecting on themselves as well. Since human beings were interdependent, they 
cannot continue oppression without necessarily brutalizing themselves. This offers an alternative ethic to 
look at domination and discrimination both domestic and international.  

Swaraj also implies not just to pursue material prosperity both personal and social. Swaraj means 
freedom in relation to one’s self-realization or based on nature of self understood in terms of its 
interdependence. In the search for freedom how are we related to each other. In this context, “swaraj means 
swadeshi i’e., at homeness. This means being rooted in one’s immediate surroundings” (Pattery, 2001, p. 
48).  

Swaraj does not means nativism in its pejorative sense. Nativism in its pejorative sense implies unreflective, 
unexamined commitment to one’s culture and thought. It does not consider what is valuable and worth 
learning from other cultures. It does not remain open to possibilities of exchange of ideas internationally 
and prefers security of one’s home to adventurous possibilities of venturing out into the world. It remains 
nervous of gross cultural possibilities and cosmopolitanism. 

Swarajist ideal cannot be treated as nativist in this sense. It strongly argues for being rooted in one’s own 
environment and at the same time let the windows remain open to feel the breeze from all other cultures. 
This does not mean total loss of one’s culture and life to alien forms.  

Swaraj does not rule out the possibility of borrowing from other cultures. Cultural borrowing must 
freely flow from one’s self, but not as an alien imposition or untruth at the core of the being or selfish 
imitation. 

Swaraj in the context of individual and society can be realized only in a society functioning according to 
Dharma. 

“Let there be no mistake about my conception of swaraj. It is complete independence of alien control and 
complete economic independence. So at one you have political independence at other the economic. It has 
two other ends. One of them is moral and social the corresponding end is Dharma i’e. religion in the high 
sense of the term… let us call this the square of swaraj which will be out of shape if any of its angles is 
untrue” (Bhattacharya, 2003, p. 77).  
So, the ideal of swaraj is encompassed in the ideal of Dharma in the sense of control of mind over sense 
ingrained in social norms itself. This is the overarching framework within which economic and political 
independence assumes relevance. For Gandhi, swaraj does not mean mere political independence. Political 
independence can be realized only in a society of Dharma. Gandhi was pointing to the inherent powers in 
Indian society which accrue to it because of its Dharma and it makes possible the realization of Gandhian 
idea of Satyagraha and Non-Violence. 



 

 
www.ijmer.in                                                                                                                    355 

 

 

Satyagraha 

Swaraj and Satyagraha are ideas invented and made popular by Gandhi. These ideas may have their 
antecedents in Indian traditions. They have developed distinct connotations in his use. They have been 
tailored to face the onslaught of colonialism. There were others working in the field of politics during 
colonial rule, who were fighting against it. There were extremists, revolutionary terrorist, Muslim 
separatists etc. Gandhi didn’t succumb to familiar strategies of either moderates or revolutionary terrorists. 
He was particularly skeptical of reproducing of repressive coercion, in alternative futures imagined for free 
India. Because swaraj for him does not mean merely freedom from alien rule, but it includes freedom from 
all forms of colonial domination from institutional to ideas to colonial ideas. He did not follow methods of 
struggle of any of the political groups’ dominant in the field of politics at that time. He invented a new 
political weapon, satyagraha, which had grown out of his own practical experiences in fighting oppressive 
and unjust regimes in South Africa and India. He found the traditional method of politics of securing power 
and transforming society with that power as ethically undesirable. It reproduces the forms of state and 
politics that one is struggling against. He did not want to replace the people occupying the seat of power. 
He wanted to institutionalize alternative values into common institutions of society and politics through 
public action. The existing political groups in the field of politics, he saw, perpetuating the colonial forms 
of politics and model of public action. Bhikhu Parekh (1997, pp. 63-67) mentions two ideas that traditional 
colonial politics rely upon: violence and rational discussion. Violence and rational discussion are limited 
weapons in the fight against colonialism as well as in building a society on alternative values. 

For Parekh, rational discussion is a limited possibility is a weapon to fight against injustice “if a person did 
not care for others, had no fellow feeling for them or thought them subhuman he would not take their 
interests into account and would find all kinds of reason to ignore those interests. Even if he rationally 
appreciated the equal claim of their interests, he would lack the motive to respect and promote them” 
(Parekh, 1997, p. 65). Thus, rational discussion is a limited option to fight injustice because it appeals to 
mind. The mind may be convinced of the rightness of reason but heart remains away from what mind says, 
rational discussion cannot take to desired destination. Rational discussion does not address the possibility 
of range of sympathy. The limitedness of violence as a strategy to fight against injustice, Parekh interprets 
Gandhi is due to not merely its practical consequence, but due to it ethical undesirability in human societies.  

“The use of violence derived the ontological facts that all human beings had soul that they were capable of 
appreciating and pursuing good and that no one was so degenerate that he could not be won over by 
appealing to his fellow feeling and humanity. Furthermore, human beings sincerely disagreed about what 
was the right thing to do, saw truth in fragment and from different angles of vision and all their beliefs were 
falliable and corrigible. In Gandhi’s view the use of violence denied this” (Parekh, 1997, p. 66). 

Thus, Gandhi’s idea and practice of satyagraha denied fundamental premises on which colonial civil society 
is based upon. He denied those principles not for any strategic reason. Those principles violated the nature 
of Indian civilization which could function as principles for the entire humanity. One such principle is 
control of sense by the mind to evolve a virtuous personal conduct. Social structure should provide 
background and foundation to sustain such a virtuous ethical conduct. Gandhi invented alternative ideas to 
sustain such a society and to face the onslaught of violence of colonial civil society. Colonial civil society 
by its constitutional logic, makes social relations as instrumental or premised on occurring advantage. It 
produces violence and hatred both in social and political life. Gandhi’s basic aim was to retain such a 
horizon necessary for virtuous conduct. His struggle against colonialism was not to achieve political power, 
but to retain form of life in which swaraj and satayagrah can be practiced as they sustain a form of society 
that functions according to Dharma, a dynamic principle of human sustenance. 
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Swaraj and satyagraha are critical ideas in sustaining a form of life which operates according to the 
principles of Dharma. Traditional politics destroys such a society and brings into existence a society in 
which members are bound together by mutual advantage and live in mutual competition with each other, 
but not mutual cooperation. Gandhi’s efforts had been directed at preserving such a society. Both his 
political struggle and programmes of social reconstruction aimed at this goal. Gandhian effort does not 
merely limit itself to a negative criticism of modern civilization. It also aims at reorganization of society 
according to principles of swaraj and satyagraha. Partha Chatterjee (Chatterjee, n.d.) reads these principles 
as set of political principles that made possible a cohesive nationalism organizing disparate forces. It was 
these principles which made dominant forces to become hegemonic. It could be also interpreted to argue 
that swaraj and satyagraya offer ideas and ideals to think about alternative form of organization of society. 
Such an organization does not take a bourgeoisie form of life. But sustaining forms of life that are counter-
bourgeoisie in nature and translating them into a society built on the idea of cooperation. Hence it is 
essential to explicate the components of idea of satyagraha in detail. It is intimately connected with two 
other ideas satya and ahimsha. 

Satya does not mean truth of positivist cognitive science. It is not an empirical notion of truth. It is not 
factual conception. It is a moral notion for Gandhi; it is both social and epistemic notion. It is about truth 
of one’s perception about others. It is also about knowing in the sense of knowing someone as this or that 
which has the possibility of overcoming in the course of practice. Truth as one knows it changes the course 
of social and political practice. It does not establish a notion of factuality which is hard and stabilized for 
ever which can never change. This notion of factuality is the factuality of science. For Gandhi, truth is 
social and moral. It is concerning what one considers it to be true at the moment. It also changes over a 
period of time. 

It changes in course of practice. What one knows as true may be realized as false by the person in course 
of his actual practice. Change take place in interaction with external instance, but more importantly, it 
happens as form within by an appeal to a moral standard, voice of conscience or God. In course of practice 
one would understand it to be false or wrong because in course of practice, his inner conscience would tell 
him that it was wrong. His conception of truth does not lead to objectification of social life because it is a 
moral and experiential notion. This conception of truth overcomes subject-object dichotomy crucial to 
modern scientific knowledge. 

There are two notions of truth for Gandhi: Absolute Truth and Relative Truth. Both are related notions. One 
reaches absolute truth via relative truth.  

“We knew the fundamental truth we want to reach, we knew also the way. The details we do not know we 
shall never knew them all, because we are but very humble instruments among millions of such, moving 
consciously or unconsciously towards the divine event. We shall reach the Absolute Truth, if we will 
faithfully and steadfastly work out the relative truth as each one of us knew it” (Chatterjee, n.d., p. 179).  

“ ….for me, truth is the sovereign principle, which includes numerous other principles. This truth is not 
only truthfulness in word, but truthfulness in thought also, and not only the relative truth of our conception 
but the Absolute Truth, the Eternal principle that is God… But I worship God as Truth only, I have not yet 
found him, but I am seeking offer him…. But as long as I have not realized this Absolute Truth, so long 
must I held by the relative truth as I have conceived it. The relative truth must meanwhile, be my beacon, 
my shield and buckler” (Chatterjee, n.d., p. 179).  

Relative truth is what guides us. It is what we know it currently. This keeps on changing. We have to 
continuously hold on to it. We should not succumb to untruth, howsoever; tempting it may be we do not 
know the details of the ultimate truth. We can never know given our finiteness, we should also strive to 
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reach ultimate truth though we may never reach it. This offers a distinct logic to public action. Truth is not 
merely in terms of one specific field. Being truthful in all the spheres is important. Howsoever, powerful 
or tempting untruth may be one should not follow state or other powerful forces coming in the guise of 
truth. Along the way, one would aim to reach ultimate truth. One should constantly beware of Maya, illusion 
or self-deception. 

There is another dimension of absolute truth as ultimate reality. Truth is ultimate reality 

“Dharma derived from dhr (to be firm, to sustain or uphold), refers to the moral law which governs the 
cosmos. The essence or basis of this cosmic law, according to the Hindu tradition, is Satya (truth)” 
(Panthom, n.d., p. 300). It implies that Satya is what pervades entire reality. It is both an ontological entity 
and moral norm. As an ontological entity, truth pervades all aspects of reality. Ultimate reality is absolute 
truth which is the basis or essence of Dharma. So no field of human action can be treated as excluded in 
application of ethical principles. 

Thus, truth and Dharma are identical. Relative truth is what one holds to be true at any one moment or 
current opinion. Humans are finite beings. They cannot know truth in its infinite dimension and on the basis 
of it. It is perfect to act on the basis of one’s current conception of truth. This is what humans knew and do 
at the moment. This might ultimately lead one to final truth. Satya’s root is sat, means being abiding actual, 
right, wise, the essence of reality what is and what ought to be (Panthom, n.d., p. 300). Thus, truth also has 
a connotation of being sincere, pure, good, effectual or valid. On the one hand, there is a conception of truth 
in the sense of what one currently holds to be true which is backed by the force of personal conviction and 
the idea of truth as absolute truth. As one approaches truth as ultimate reality, one has to approach it from 
one’s own personal point of view. The very idea of truth acts as a moral critique of forces of oppression 
and domination. The critique is rooted and located in one’s being as a person as against forces of domination 
and oppression. The critique aims at not only the transformation of the world, but also the transformation 
of one self. It means a process of transcending delusion and self-deception. This truth helps as an instrument 
of moral critique of civilization based on illusions and false hoods. 

As Pantham puts it satyagraha is an experiment for the introduction of truth and non-violence into the 
practico-political field. It was meant to rupture the dichotomy between political expediency and ethical 
principles. It unites the practical and the ethical (Panthom, n.d., pp. 300-301). 

As it was discussed earlier, one can know relative truth only, given the fact that humans are finite beings. 
They can know truth from their perspective only. Their perspective is also limited in the sense that it is 
clouded by illusions. One cannot know truth from others point of view since humans are finite in their 
perspective, the only possibility is to view others actions as emanating from them as seekers of truth. If one 
considers others actions as being flowered by untruth, one wouldn’t hesitate from using violence against 
others. As human beings are aware of their finiteness, they ought to believe that in each human there resides 
God, they shouldn’t use violence. Those who believe in truth, they wouldn’t use violent means to achieve 
their goals because it is violation of other as humans. 

For Gandhi, Ahimsa in the limited sense means non-injury to others. This is a negative connotation of the 
term. The positive connotation of it means love or charity. 

“In its negative form it (ahimsa) means not injuring any living being whether by body or mind. I may not 
therefore, hurt the person of any wrong-doer or bear any ill will to him and so cause him mental suffering. 
In its positive form, ahimsa means the largest love, the greatest charity. If I am a follower of ahimsa, I must 
love my enemy or a stranger to me as I would my wrong doing father or son. This active ahimsa necessarily 
includes truth and fearlessness” (Iyer, 2000, pp. 179-180).  
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Non-violence in its positive sense transforms the logic of social movements. Non-violent action requires a 
relationship of love towards one’s enemy. 

Non-violence as attitude overcomes the binary logic of social movements. Social movements posit a world 
of victors and victims, or oppressors and oppressed. In this world, each recognizes the other as oppressor 
or oppressed. It distorts the self image of a person as one becomes either oppressor or oppressed. The mutual 
perception also interpenetrates into each other’s vision, thereby distorting each others self-images and 
image of others. This is where non-violence as a weapon of satyagrahi transforms social and political world 
of colonialism. Colonialism with its objective knowledges of population shapes mutual perceptions of 
people. It introduces scientific ideas of society which unfolds the logic of the oppressor and the oppressed. 

Non-violence, it positive sense offers avenues to overcomes these colonial perceptions. At the heart of non-
violence, there lies an idea of self-sacrificing love. Non-violence, implies that attitude of love towards even 
enemies. It is not an egoistic love, but a self-sacrificing love. It includes a satyagrahi should not bear ill will 
even towards someone who caused harm. It brings into being hatred between people involved in a situation. 
A satyagrahi should have a pure heart. He should not have malice towards even his enemies. An impure 
heart does not help one to reach truth. Truth is clouded by impurities of the heart. A satyagrahi overcomes 
the social and political divisions with the purity of heart. This is possible only by self sacrificing love. Self-
sacrificing love is critical to non-violence and satyagrahi. Thus, non-violence in its positive connotation 
transcends social divisions and hatreds and created by colonial politics. 

“You do not become non-violent by merely saying, “I shall not use force.” It must be felt in the heart. There 
must be within you an upwelling of love and pity towards the wrong-doer. When there is that feeling. It 
will express itself through some action. It may be a sign, a glance, even silence. But such as it is it will melt 
the heart of the wrong doer and check the wrong” (Parekh, 1989, p. 130).  

Thus, non-violence is an ocean of compassion. It is a feeling which melts the hearth of the opponent. There 
by transforming the situation that one is located in. 

Conclusion 

Satyagraha, for Gandhi, is a method of transforming socio-political relations by conscious practice of a 
group of highly disciplined individuals. Satyagraha is consciously formulated to overcome the form 
imposed by colonial politics. Colonial politics are based on competitive pursuit of power which being 
amenity and ill-will between different groups of society. Gandhi consciously attempted overcoming that 
logic of normal politics. He tried going beyond that logic by the ideas of satyagraha and swaraj. These 
principles are evolved by Gandhi to preserve and foster a form of society in which Individuals ability to 
morally influence others remain as fundamental to its constitution. Dharma as the essence of moral law 
constituting social order, for Gandhi, should not be erased and replaced by a mechanical society being 
guided by forces of profit and wealth. Thus, for Gandhi his ideas and practice essentially are intended to 
sustain a kind of traditional social order in which moral still informs political, economic and social, unlike 
a modern mechanical society. 
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