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applied” but both exhibit the same way of thinking about architecture, including the same kinds of
modular proportion (p. 255). Instead of equating the use of vastushastra texts with “constraint, stagnation
and an absence of creativity” he argues that there is a continued process of creativity in filling the
omissions and determining the aspects the texts do not delineate. Vastushastras are concerned with
design, with drawing; they describe a building from the front as an abstraction and the instructions are
for drawing not built construction (p. 265).

Adam Hardy is the author of this book, but his extensive and productive collaboration with other
scholars – architects, archaeologists, Sanskritists, art historians - is evident throughout; this book
is the most substantial published outcome of a three-year AHRC project on ‘The Indian Temple:
Production, Place, Patronage’ (See also JRAS vol. 22.1, January 2012). This book demonstrates the
merit of such academic teamwork across disciplinary expertise. The IGNCA and Dev Publishers are
to be commended for their high quality production with full-colour illustrations throughout and
good quality paper (a notable contrast with some longer-established Delhi publishers). A few typos
and spelling mistakes have slipped through: in a book where accurate measurements are part of the
discussion, the Rajarajeshvara temple’s vimana at Tanjavur is, for example, stated to be 36m (p. 4) and
elsewhere 66m. (p. 71) – Pierre Pichard states it to be 59.82m. (Tanjavur-Brihadisvara, 1995).

Hardy concludes his discussion of the relationship of vastushastra to the built forms of temples by
stating that “If these texts are like recipe books, they cannot determine the dish, only set out the
essentials of its ingredients, their manner of combination and their relative proportions; but they can
be an inspiration”. This book is an inspiration itself. <cb68@soas.ac.uk>

Crispin Branfoot
School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London
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N. Balakrishnan and Deepa Bhatnagar. pp. 511. Hyderabad, Black Swan, 2014.
doi:10.1017/S1356186315000267

For a man of indifferent health, 1922 was an extraordinarily demanding year for Rangarajan. On his
release from Vellore jail 20th March he all but ran the Congress party as General Secretary. On Ist
June he took on the Editorship of Young India. He was a member of the Congress Civil Disobedience
Committee, set up to decide if India was ready for its renewal, and this entailed extensive travel. He
took on the role of protagonist of Gandhi’s views as he believed them to be, against all opponents, and
was seemingly to triumph at the 37th Gaya INC Congress. So phenomenal is this burden of office
that the Editors have given a whole volume to but one year. I wonder if some brief introductory
biographical and political narrative might not helpfully accompany the chronology provided and
whether the decision to require the reader to refer back to Volume 1 for biographical notes will work
as the series proceeds.

The Volume begins with Rangarajan’s remarkable Jail Diary. He was sentenced for three months,
a sentence surely that ranks alongside the likes of those by Thoreau, Gramsci, Peter Wildeblood or
Terry Waite. Initially he rejoiced in imprisonment: “I feel it is a delightful place, I was free and had
thrown off the foreign yoke”. (p. 3) But quite soon he saw jail as “a little degraded world of itself
where beasts are out to rule over beasts”. (p. 9) He had mistakenly hoped his health would improve
in prison. In fact he was plagued with both asthma, particularly on one night of “real horror”, and
with boils and had to spend time in the hospital wing. This was to prove even worse than solitary
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confinement, tormented by bed bugs, lice, mosquitoes, and with an intolerable doctor in charge: “I
never thought that an educated young man could be so little-minded”. (p. 25) How did he survive?
He resorted to prayer: “I hope to grow strong enough to commune with the Highest to break the
prison bars”. (p. 7) Was it ignorance of Sanskrit and music that stood in the way of yoga? “In spite of
strenuous prayer the vision of the true God had not yet come to me”. (p. 35) His mother’s death had
led him to “doubt, atheism and anarchy” (p. 46), and it seemed that his belief was still wayward. He
read, the Indian classics, the Ramayana, the Tamil Kural, Robinson Crusoe and Plato’s texts on Socrates.
He was to finish a book on Socrates in jail and contemplated one on the martyrdom of Christ. But it
seems it was his daily spell of spinning that saved him. He welcomed the company of fellow prisoners:
“it is a rare privilege to live here in such strange company”. (p. 38) Political and criminal were all
mixed together. He was kept apart from Andhra non-co-operators, mingled with Moplah prisoners,
and got to know well the colourful Hira Singh from the Lahore Conspiracy case and the Ghadr
movement. Initially Rangarajan resolved to put up with these harsh conditions and not ask for any
special favours from the politicals, despite them being free of any “moral depravity”. He took pride
in being a prisoner: “short of yielding up our lives, imprisonment is the fullest expression of our
revolt against the evil which we seek to end”. (p. 14) The last thing they should do was seek favours
from this regime: “it is to suffer unjust punishments without complaint that we have come here”. (p.
40) “If we show unhappiness over any of the rigours imposed the Government wins”. (p. 25) Even
so, he admitted his resistance to any appeal was “against the inclinations of my emotions”. (p. 57).
Clearly there was no likelihood of non-co-operators anticipating the dirty campaign of Sinn Fein in H
Block. In time the prison administration itself relented and the politicals were removed from the close
prison which housed the criminals. He was aware of how fellow prisoners ran the prison: “I think
this is a slave system made self-supporting”. (p. 40) He seemed to accept capital punishment: three
prisoners were executed while he was there. During the last 20 days, all the ‘politicals’ were placed
in a single space which Rangarajan described as a kind of student hostel. On his release he wrote
of prison as one of the happiest periods of his life. He showered praise on the jail superintendent,
Major Anderson.

In jail he had to come to terms with Gandhi’s controversial suspension of civil disobedience because
of the atrocity at Chauri Chaura. He reflected: “the decision to let things remain in active now is
wrong. To set a stale programme before the people at a time when repression is in full swing is likely
to set the clock back”. (p. 66) But he came round. Maybe individual satyagraha would be as strong as
civil disobedience? He even found himself speculating that we “will look regretfully back to the old
regime of comparative justice and efficient, peaceful, more or less honest administration”. (p. 44) But
it was he who had to address the consequences of Gandhi’s decision.

Rangarajan identified three main causes in the Gandhian agenda, khaddar and the constructive
programme, Hindu-Muslim unity, and non-co-operation, embracing withdrawal from government
schools and colleges, lawyers from the courts, and above all, a continuing boycott of the newly
reformed legislatures. And behind these was his surely misguided deification of Gandhi as leader: “a
man greater than the Kaiser, greater than Napoleon of St Helena, a man of world-value, one whose
fellows in history and companions in Heaven will be Buddha, Socrates, and Jesus and others of that
class”. (p. 93) Admittedly, with Gandhi locked away and out of touch, Rangarajan was pragmatic
enough to ascribe to Congress the right to make adjustments in strategy. He could comment on just
about any event within or outside India. His was the sharpest mind that elucidated Gandhism at the
time and it is a pity he never gathered these disparate thoughts in his journalism and speeches into
a coherent whole. There was an almost blind faith in spinning, the means of teaching Indians self-
reliance, the way of fashioning a mind-set of non-violence. But Rangarajan was always the politician,
and here he also saw the way to build up a Congress electorate and, above all, prepare Indians for a
renewal of civil disobedience. To raise any alternative strategy would fatally weaken “the atmosphere”
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that was accumulating. To recommend extending the boycott of British cloth to all British goods, for
example, would merely stoke up anger. He would not brook any change: “tolerance does not mean
there should be the least surrender of judgement or compromise of principle”. (p. 124)

This was sustained by a hugely optimistic view of humankind. Human nature, he believed, was
naturally good, and would respond to suffering, that “the law of life is love”, “to put things in the
right path we have only to apply the forces of love”. Ruefully, he had to recognise that the raj was
“unsportsmanlike” in its failure to respond to the Congress withdrawal from all violence and he had
to accept that brute force could usurp human nature: “we cannot be angels but certainly we strive at
not being bigger-brained beasts”. (p. 277) He endorsed Gandhi’s belief that the water-tight barriers
between religion and politics be broken down, a need “for spiritualising our political life”. (p. 225)
Liberals like Srinivasa Sastri ridiculed this faith in saintliness.

Rangarajan refused to acknowledge that the odds were increasingly against Hindu-Muslim unity. He
accepted that the communal violence in Malabar was a huge set-back, together with further outbreaks
in Multan. But here was another virtue of the constructive programme, its strengthening of communal
ties. Amazingly, by way of endorsing the khilafat movement, he never ceased to support Turkey under
Kemal Ataturk: “it rests only with India by the oceanic strength of her soul to stop Britain in her
course and save Turkey”. (p. 373) He took Ataturk’s deposition of the Sultan in his stride. No doubt
the next volume will tell us how he took secular Ataturk’s abolition of the Caliphate.

But the biggest debate within Congress was over the boycott of the Councils. Rangarajan was
an unyielding opponent of Council entry. He fired off in all directions. He saw how weird it was
that the Vice-Roy, Lord Reading, assumed the leadership of those ready to work the system. (The
concept of ‘collaborator’ had not yet been identified.) It is curious he never mentions the non-
Brahmin Justice party playing just this role in the Presidency of Madras. He mocked all attempts at
constitution-making by the Moderates like Annie Besant and J R Jayakar, with some Congress leaders,
like Motilal Nehru, moving in that direction. Intriguingly, he draws on the example of the First and
Second Socialist Internationals to make his point: “they studiously avoided all discussion of the detailed
form of organisation and concrete polices of the proposed socialist Government”. (p. 256) He also
played down the importance of the Indianisation of the administration: “it matters little whether it
is composed of Englishmen, Scotchmen or Indians”, providing it is clean. (p. 243) But Rangarajan
was up against a formidable opponent in the Bengal Congress leader C. R. Das. Note that Das was
the guru Subhas Chandra Bose, Gandhi’s later most powerful opponent-who pursued a policy on the
Irish model of entering the Councils to wreck them from within, deadlock versus boycott, chose.
Rangarajan believed Das had got the Irish parallel wrong, it only worked there through as a result of
vitality in its local institutions. Such institutions were lacking in India. In his view Das “has got out of
the groove of direct war and is running along the path of Parliamentarism”. (p. 291) With the paralysis
of the Councils, there would simply be Civil Service rule. This debate was thrashed out at the Calcutta
AICC meeting and the December Gaya INC Congress, C. R. Das its President. Rangarajan saw a risk
of India being plunged back into “its original trance” by raising this alternative to the constructive
programme: “look to the villages and cooperatives, here is the making of the civil revolt, this is the
real objective of the constructive programme”. (p. 359) And he was to prevail at Gaya. But in 1923
Gandhi was to give the nod to C. R. Das’s Swarajist party. There is of course a massive irony that one
of India’s greatest practitioners of parliamentary government, both in the Madras legislatures and the
Lok Sabha, was here its most brilliant opponent.

Ineluctably I suspect the editors are committed to a chronological approach. This can make for
heavy reading. I favoured a thematic, dividing Rangarajan’s career into three: the politics of power,
his conflict with the raj and his rivals; the politics of communalism, the issues of Hindu-Muslim
relationships and the challenge of the anti-Brahmin movement; the politics of principle, Rangarajan’s
commitment to economic and social reform. Later in the series the editors will have to find ways of
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editing his remarkable but very long parliamentary speeches. But we must continue to welcome and
support this ambitious project. <A.R.H.Copley@kent.ac.uk>

Antony Copley
Hon Senior Research Fellow, University of Kent

A Revolutionary History of Interwar India: Violence Image, Voice and Text. By Kama Maclean.
pp. xx, 342. London, 2015.
doi:10.1017/S1356186315000504

This monograph, built around four articles already published in academic journals (p. ix), is a study of
the revolutionary movement in North India with special reference to the crucial years between 1929
and 1931. Particular attention is paid to the career of Bhagat Singh (1907–31), a charismatic militant
leader hanged in 1931 for a political crime committed nearly two years earlier, and the enduring
popular cult which arose around his name. The author, Associate Professor Kama Maclean (University
of New South Wales), is Editor of South Asia and her earlier works include Pilgrimage and Power: The
Kumbh Mela in Allahabad, 1765–1954 (2008).

The term ‘revolutionary history’ might be understood in two ways: first, as a history of revolutionary
activity; but also, secondly, in the sense of a revisionary work of historiography overturning the previous
understanding of the events analysed. The purpose of the book is “to reconsider the impact of the
revolutionaries on nationalist agitation”. To this end it deploys oral histories and visual cultural artefacts
to illuminate debates about the ‘anti-imperial struggle’ in British India (p. 1).

At the forefront of the revolutionary movement was the Hindustan Socialist Republican Army
(HSRA), which was founded in September 1928 and dissolved in July 1933 (pp. 28, 106, 218). The
HSRA was an outgrowth of the earlier Hindustan Republican Association (HRA, 1924–8), which
aimed to establish a “Federated Republic of the United States of India by an organised and armed
revolution” (p. 28). The HRA was able to attract a membership of only one hundred and accomplished
little beyond a few armed robberies (p. 28). The HSRA, for its part, murdered two policemen (17
December 1928); it bombed the Legislative Assembly in Delhi (8 April 1929), but failed seriously to
injure anybody; it attempted to blow up the Viceroy’s train, again failing to hit the intended target
(Lord Irwin);1 it attempted to assassinate the Governor of the Punjab (Sir Geoffrey de Montmorency,
1876–1955) and failed yet again; it issued various manifestos and documents; and it organised prison
hunger strikes. The organisation was short of funds (p. 36) and weakened by arrests, its key leadership
soon either dead or imprisoned; riddled with informers, all internal trust was lost, and the movement
fizzled out after five years. It had failed to popularise socialism in India and it had failed to displace the
Congress leadership, which it denounced as ‘bourgeois’ (p. 223). Narodniks rather than Bolsheviks,
surviving HSRA personnel had leisure in gaol to reflect upon their ‘mistakes’ (p. 218); some emerged
as “mature convinced communists” (p. 220).

The exact size of the HSRA’s membership cannot be reliably established; but it clearly was not
very extensive (pp. 28–29). The leading light of the organisation, which sought to override caste and
communal categories, was its General Secretary, Bhagat Singh (p. 28). Born in 1907 (p. 30) into a family

1Later Lord Halifax (1881–1959). Viceroy of India, 1926–31. Foreign Secretary, UK, 1938–40. Ambassador to
the USA, 1941–6.
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