During the 1930s I strongly disagree that Gandhi’s campaign methods were effective in marching India towards further independence. Gandhi’s methods, which involved satyagraha and ahimsa, were effective in creating a growing disposition towards British rule, however, as supported in source 3, ‘intensive public protests’ and growing opposition towards British rule have ‘never come close to toppling the Raj’ itself.
In the early 1930s, the Salt March is inarguably the most potent demonstration of Gandhi’s peaceful opposition which was to voice against the Salt Tax introduced on Indian soil. The march, which involved a sea of nationalists, demonstrated against the ludicrous tax policies being inflicted on ordinary Indians’ lives, and the demonstration, as said in source 1, was to ‘prepare for civil disobedience’ and to ‘stop payment of taxes without violence’. The rally was extremely effective in demonstrating opposition to the Raj, but abstaining from paying Salt Tax had a laughable impact on Britain’s economic activity and didn’t at all effect the Raj’s economic aims in India. In addition, in source 3, it suggests how ‘mass arrests including Gandhi’ allowed ‘authorities to keep the upper hand’ on Indian soil. This is significant because even though Gandhi is rallying a force of hundreds of protesters, ultimately, ‘mass arrests’ and a ‘loyal police force’ are still able to deflate any growing tension inflicted upon Indians. This leads me to infer that Gandhi’s methods of campaigning were ineffective because his actions, and that of his supporters, aren’t wholly impacting the way in which India’s governed, and aren’t hurting the Raj’s rule in India on a larger scale. 
However, though the Salt March didn’t impact Britain’s economic policy in India, some would argue its main focus was to bring attention to an ‘inhumane rule’ through the ‘withdrawal of voluntary association [with] the British government’ – as stated in source 1. This is supported in source 2 which suggests ‘repression by force would only make matters worse in the long run’. The two sources are significant in that they highlight growing dissatisfaction with British rule, and source 2, commenting on the views of Lord Irwin, the then viceroy, suggests that the British are already on damaged fringes with the Indian people. This could suggest Gandhi’s tactics are effective because it’s creating an opposition towards the Raj whereby ‘repression by force’ from the British would provoke an ‘even larger and more effective mass movement’. This is because Gandhi and his supporters firmly adhere to ahimsa, and thus an aggressive retaliation towards Gandhi activists would ‘make matters worse’, as it would confirm as suggested by Gandhi in source 1, of an ‘inhumane rule’. Nonetheless, going back to source 3, it states how the British maintained ‘a loyal police force, the backing of an army which numbered 194,000… and a considerable degree of determination among its officials’. This is clear evidence of Gandhi’s methods being ineffective because the peace keepers, the law makers and the servicemen of India are all still loyal to Britain – and if the police force and army, both of which imperative to society and its control, are loyal to the Raj, it allows Britain ‘to hang on [to India] without too much strain on its resources’. And linking back to source 1, how can India ‘topple’ an ‘inhumane rule’ if India’s most powerful people don’t concur? And albeit, as suggested in source 2, ‘repression by force’ would ‘make matters worse’, ‘political dialogue’, which, as said in source 3, involving ‘mass arrests of leading activists’ and with ‘disorders’ being ‘held in check’, the British were able to sustain peace which meant Indians ‘had never come close to toppling the Raj’.
The government of India Act in 1933 is to some symbolism of progressing Indian devolution from the British. The three main principles of the act included eventual federation at a national level, provincial autonomy and special responsibilities at an executive level. This might suggest that Gandhi’s methods of non-cooperation and ahimsa are effective because it is showing a weakening British influence on Indian peoples’ lives and society. It also shows that the power of the people, through mass protests and satyagraha, have managed to provoke a response from the British – even from a parliamentary level. This relates to source 1 where Gandhi reiterates that ‘freedom is not through violence’, and, following significant provincial and executive devolution, might suggest that Gandhi’s non-violent campaign is wholly impact the Raj, furthermore making his campaign methods effective. However, what’s plain from the each Government of India Act is that the British are continuing to withhold certain powers such as defence and foreign affairs – both of which are arguably the two most defining features of a self-governing nation. This is evidence that Gandhi’s methods are ineffective because, though significant devolution has occurred on a social level, the country’s main political and global power and resources are still controlled by London, which shows that India is no closer to independence than it was subsequent or prior to the reforms. In addition, it’s plain to argue the reforms were simply to deflate public anger, namely Gandhi activists. Source 2 suggests ‘political dialogue was the only safe way forward’ which is evidence, as it’s the words of the then viceroy, Lord Irwin, that the British are prepared to make political changed in order to not ‘make matters worse’, as it’s seen as ‘the only safe way forward’. The political monopolisation is supported in source 3 as it suggests the Raj was ‘never beyond doubt that India was ungovernable’. Albeit it seems significant new powers are being devolved, which is true, the main powers are staying with the British which means India is nowhere closer to independence. This is plain evidence that Gandhi’s methods were ineffective because his methods, as said in source 3, have little strain ‘on [Britain’s] resources’ and don’t ever ‘come close to toppling the Raj’.
Finally, some would say the round table conferences are evidence that Gandhi’s methods are effective because some would argue ‘no progress without Gandhi’. This is evidence of him being effective because it suggests he’s the only Indian figure who can further India’s position. Moreover, source 2 suggests it’s important ‘to make perfectly plain to India that the ultimate purpose for her is not one… subordination in a white empire’. This is further evidence of Gandhi being effective because it highlights that there’s growing opposition, and considering it’s said by the then viceroy to India, suggests that Indians believe the aforementioned to be so, which suggests Gandhi has been effective in manipulating peoples’ perception of the British. However, I would argue that the viceroy’s comments from source 2 is evidence of an earlier comment suggesting ‘political dialogue… is the only… way forward’. Therefore, this is evidence that the viceroy’s comments are examples of political dialogue, and a method of deflating the Indian opposition, without doing so through violence. In addition, Gandhi was arrested within a week of the Gandhi-Irwin agreement, linking to source 3 which says ‘mass arrests, including Ghandi, maintained civil obedience’, which is further evidence of ‘political dialogue’ as said in source 2. Furthermore, Gandhi states in source 1 that ‘civil disobedience… will end this inhumane rule’, yet one of basic agreements in the Gandhi-Irwin Pact stated, on Gandhi’s side, that civil disobedience would be halted. This is evidence of Gandhi’s methods being ineffective because ahimsa and satyagraha, his two main methods of protest against the British, have been outlawed in the agreement, and to defy the terms, wouldn’t just halt Indian progress, but could provoke Indian regression as consequence.
[bookmark: _GoBack]To conclude, albeit Gandhi was effective in manipulating a mass opposition movement against the Raj, source 3 summarises it best in stating ‘intensive public protests… had never come close to toppling the Raj’. This is because ‘Irwin rightly recognised the dangers of an even larger… mass movements’ – as said in source 2, and used ‘political dialogue’ over ‘repression by force’ to monopolise Indian opposition. This leads me to conclude that Gandhi was wholly ineffective in progressing India towards full independence, and purna swaraj, as the British ‘was able to hang on without too much a strain on its resource’.
