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26, Ibid., p. 90.
0. Sce: Understanding Mysticism, (ed.) Richard Woods, Image Books, Garden

City, NY. 1OR0. Also: Mysticism wund the Modern Mind. (ed.y Alfred P.
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he above titeral reading of Descartes in the context ol traditional mysticism
a4 number of his other claims much more understandable.
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also makes
These include (1) his claim to have an idca of unbounded consciousness

{'God").? his claim that this idea and that of self are the two most ‘clear
and distinet’ Ideas that he has, and that they are both innate, and* that he
experienced ‘light’ and great bliss i the contemplation of this “idea’ of
God. The fact that such a subjective mode of experience exist of course

says nothing about the objective truth of its contents, but the supposition -/

that Descartes may have had this experience might make his insistence on
his doctrine of clear and distinct Ideas somewhat easier to understand.

33. Both Hume and Kant kept open at least the logical possibility of experience :

that could fulfil the otherwise rcjected notion of self. Hume allows the
possibility that someone else might be able to conceive of a notion of self
existing entirely without perceptions. but adds: ‘I must confess 1 can reason
no longer with him. All I can allow him 1s, that he may be in the right
as well as L. and that we are essentially different in this particular’ (Hume
D., A Treatise of Human Nature, (ed.) L.A. Selby Bigge, Oxford, 1958,
p. 252). Kant allows the logical possibility of experience of “noumena’
such as the sclf completely independent of all perceptions, but he maintains
that it is impossible for us as human beings not only to have but even
adequately to conceive of such experience. (Kant 1., Critique of Puré
Reason, trans. N.X. Smith, New York, 1995, p. 157. See also pp. 90, 164,
250, etc.) .
34. This thought experience is first articulated by Ibn Sina, al-Shifa [De Animal;
Tehran, 1978, V.I, p. 281. Copleston describes Avicenna’s thoug
experiment as follows: ‘Imagine a man suddenly created, who cannot §

or hear, who is floating in space and whose members are so disposed that

they cannot touch one another. On the supposition that he cannot exerci
the senses and acquire the notion of being through sight or touch, will
thereby be unable to form the notion? No, because he will be conscig
of and affirm his own existence, so that, cven if he cannot acquire;ihe
notion of being through external experience, he will at least acquire
through self-consciousness. ‘Copleston F., 4 History of Philosophy, Londg
1968, v. 11, part I, p. 216. See also: Edwards P. (cd.). Encyclopaed)
Philosophy, London, 1972, vol. 1, p. 228. ‘
35. Hume D., 4 Treatise of Human Nature, (ed.), L.A. Selby Bigge, Oxft
1958, p. 252. See also pp. 634-5.
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subsequent tradition, with rare exceptions, accepted what he had said
on the subject.

Each art is autonomous and independent and to think of it only in
the context of Najva—or Kavva, as was done later— is not only to do
mjustice to them but fail to understand that which pervades, encompasses
and envelops them all, distinguishing the activity that creates them and
the distinctive purusartha that sets it apart from all the other activitics
of man. The idea of alamkdra developed in the context of reflection
on kivya proved as inadequate as that of rasa developed in refation to
the reflection on ndrya in Bharata. The former misied the thinkers into
treating all art as being a ‘craft’, just as the latter was misled by its
understanding of the human situation in terms of the ‘emotional meaning’
it has, and not the ideal value or values it pursues in terms of a
meaningfulness, which includes man's relation not only with other
men and women. but also nature, transcendence and one’s own self,
Art does involve prolonged apprenticeship, learning the ‘tricks of the
trade’, amassing “skills” of all sorts. but it is not just this. Also, human
beings do live immersed in a world of feelings and emotions, but the
‘enterprise’ of human life is never Jjust that. Man sceks something
beyond what he is, something more than Just feeling or emotion, and
the creation of art itself is an evidence of this, Just as his enterprises
in other fields such as ‘knowledge” and ‘action” do. Art is not an casy
thing to achieve. and a ‘hedonistic’ perspective on it which the rasa
theory---bereft of all its subtle subterfuges—-is basically incorreet as it
forgets the far-reaching Indian insight that man is defined by what he
'seeks’ which basically involves the distinction between ‘is’ and “ought’,
and not what he ‘is’. What is the ideal seeking involved in the creation
of narva or of any other art, Bharata does not ask; nor does anybody
else in the long tradition of thinking on this subject in a country which
has prided itself in thinking that every sastra must have a prayojana,
if it is to be a meaningful enterprise significant enough for man to
engage in. Uddyotakara, the well-known Naiyayika belonging to the
early seventh century ap, formulated the contention in the clearest
manner when he said that every vidya has its own nihsrevasa which
defines and distinguishes it from all others. giving concretely the
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examples of v, dandaniti, anaviksiki- and adhyvame vidva i order
to Mustrate his point. ~

But even if one lcaves aside Bharata's forgetfulness about the
pravojana ov nihsreysa of the $astra that he was creating, one cannot
but wonder why he did not €ven attempt to give a vvavartaka laksang
of that of which he was building a sastra. Perhaps, he was too éar.ly
in the tradition to do that as the formal characteristics of what constitutes
a sastra had not crystalized by then, Even 50, 1t remains a moot
question wivy his successors did not do anything to rectify the situation.
In fact, even his definition of rasa has not been reformulated inspite
of the obvious tnadequacies and inapplicability to other arts, including
poefry and literature. )

The fact thu! no need was felt for redefining Bharata's definition
even in respect of the art form he wag writing on, suggests a deeper
problem about the nature of reflection on art in this country. What,
after all, is to be the object of reflection in the case of art? The ‘object’
created or the complex creative act which brings it into being, or bbtl]'.’
In the casc of any work of art, the problem is intrinsically complicated
by the fact that it is not a ‘natural’” object at all and hence cannot be
understood like any normal object. Abhinavagupta had raised this Issue
at the beginning of his treatise on Bharata’s work called Abhinava
Bharati, but did not pursue it further after citing reasons as to why it
COU]d not be assimilated, classified or defined as the other objects that
we ‘know’ of Nor did any of the thinkers who thought after him seem
to have done that,

But the case of natya is different from all the other arts as it
presupposes a ‘written’ text or a text adapted for purposes of being
performed as a ‘play’. There is a person to take charge of this enactiment
and ‘actors’, both male and female, who try to give it a ‘living’ reality
which has to be seen with the eye and heard by the car and understood
for the meaning conveyed by it all. It consists of 4 sequence of acts and
scenes, and has a beginning and an end indicated by the rise and fa]]
of the curtain which signals the ‘opening’ and ‘closing’ of the
performance.

What, thus, demands to be reflected upon is whether the idea of rasa
captures the meaning or significance of that which is convéyed by the
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‘story” embodied and enacted through the acts and scenes performed
on the stage. Bharata uses the term anukrti and its analogues such as
anukiratana, amikarana, etc., to convey this meaning. But, surely, the
actual story of human life as it is ‘lived” and which is sought to be
represented, does not seek rasa, or be understood or defined in its
terms. 1f it is so, how can that which 1s its anukrti or anukirtana cver
be understood i its terms without distorting it completely and making
it seem what it is not, a superimposition, an ad/ivasa from which not
only thinking about Indian aesthetics has not been able to recover up
till now, but also the far-reaching influence that it has had on the life
of the cultured na@gara in this continent as it began to be conceived of
and modelled on its model and in its terms. The subtie inter-influencing
of art and life has seldom been reflected upon, but the Indian case can
provide a classic example if one wants to do so. The sclf-conscious
formulations of Bharata influenced the writers and artists in their literary
and artistic creations and these, in turn, ‘determined’ the ‘ideal’ way in
which civilized and cultured men were supposed to live in the tradition
which. in turn, affccted the art-productions as that was the way they
were wanted to be.

Yet, though this “circular self-effectivity and self-validation” has
misled most observers of the scene into thinking that what appeared
to be the case was also really so and that, besides this, 1t also captured
the ‘reality” of what art ‘really’ is. even though there was also some
counter evidence to them. The claboration of the theories of dhvani
and alamkara in the context of Kavva and the almost total non-
applicability of the theory to non-representational arts which have
nothing to do with the human situation are the obvious counter examples.
Bharata's theory cannot be applied in principle to non-representational
art because of the way he defined it. All this was deliberately 1gnored
or underplayed in the picture that modern writing on the subject has
built regarding thinking about aesthetics in the Indian tradition. The
tradition itself might have helped in this, but only at the cost of a
‘collusion’ whose incalculable costs have not been thought of by those
party to it. How, for example, can dhvani or alamkéra be accommodated
in a rasa-centric theory of even kavya without fundamentally challenging
the definition of rasa which is essentially tied to the diverse human
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Slfl}iltlons in terms of which the specific particularity of each rasa i
defined and which can never be understood without refexl'cnw t: 'Its
Does cach situation have its own dhvani, just as it is supposed to ha\/'c;
its own rasa? Cr, does the rasq itself create its own dhvan; which 1s
the heart of the matter? Or, is dhvani the resultant that emerges out f
the tplalit§f of the whole and, if so, how is it different fron: tile g O
that is also supposed to characterize the whole and is supposed i‘(})af;f
an emergent quality from the different specific rasas that (I:)In‘ teri L
the parts from which it is built? e
—Furrvherf .whaz about alamkara which has dominated thinking about
k@vya in this country and whose proliferation has known no end? (D '
cach alamiéira have a rasg of its own? If so. there would be 'm‘ 'OCS'
rasas as there ave alamkaras and, in any case, they would qul‘\;c]11]ittli]]z

) s o :
lt;;es)o with the human situations in terms of which Bharata defined
Thus, neither dhvani nor alamkarg can be accommodated within the
theory of rasa. though most writers have assumed that this can easjl
be dor?e and~ that there is no problem in doing so. The f:nct(tlmr llh>*/
extension of the theory to other arts raises ;\’GI] more intra(‘:rablg
pyoblcms has been masked by two facts. First, Bharata himself had
dlscugscd nriva and sangita, or dance and music in detail an(i treated
thfm n tl.ns confext alone as they were to subserve the purposes f(t]e
nanva which was the primary object of his reflection and diicils;i(())n I]s

ﬂu"t. 1!'-1S not\ quict clear if he conceived of the former as consisting
prm‘lanly ot abhinava conveyed through dance s‘upi)ortckd"« S
augllle‘nlcd by music which was its nevitable accé;ﬁpaniment ';I}:
analysn'; of each part &)f the body in terms of its possible r)lo\'e“ X
and tben‘ combination into angaharas depicting and expressing v‘n"'em?
emotional states is an evidence of this. Dr Kz:pilﬁ Vﬁtsyzililellix'§divl'(?;;s
known work on the subject documents this, though she strange] i\(fn s
ahngst completely its relation to natya and concentrates Eoni/ on i
.relatlon toh Indian temple sculpture Which, according to her 12/ ron 1Its
llustrates 1? in stone, but also defines its history as it cvolvcd’ovc')' i y
and space in different regions of India. e
The trcz'nmcnt of dance in the narvasastra seems to have ojven :
strange twist to the development of both nrtya and natya, ’taki:n eacli)1
B - =]
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away from its own immanent cthos and nisus, making cach losc its
autonomy in trying to accommodate itself to the other in terms of the
theory propounded by their author. Bharata's analysis of dance is as
rasa-centred as that of natya; only this time, it is abhinaya-centred, if
presentations of classical Indian dance in modern times are to be
believed, in spite of the karanas and the angahdras he delineates and
describes. In fact, even the latter are explicitly seen in terms of the
emotions they express and the abhinaya may only be said to bring this
out. Natya, thus, disappeared mnto the dance and the dance into the
nédtva, and both became subservient to the theorctician’s formulation
which became so rasa-centred that it did not know how to escape
from it.

This became clear in the author’s treatment oi’ music which he treated
as completely subservient to the ndrya, having no independent autonomy
of its own, its sole purpose being to enhance the ‘emotional being’ of
the scene enacted by the actors on the stage. The nanva, of course, was
his central concern and everything had to be subservient to it, but the
mistake lay in his ‘understanding” of the /oka of which it was to be an
anukrti or anukarana, or even anukirtana, terms that Bharata himself
has used. The /oka constituted by ‘human beings’ is not only ‘feeling-
centred’ but also centred in ‘knowledge’ and ‘action” which have only
a tangential relation to ‘feeling’ and which, in any case, can never be
defined in its terms. The loka, thus, which Bharata is supposed to be
concerned with 1s not the ‘actual’ /oka, but an idealized abstraction of
persons in interaction whose life 1s centred in the feelings they feel and
who have nothing else to ‘do” in their lives.

The situation may be saved by pomting out that. after all, all ant
does this, and the ndrya does it pre-eminently as it has to be performed
before an audience which wants to have a ‘nice’ evening in a hall fully
packed with the smell of perfume floating in the air. and beautiful
ladics and gentiemen addimg their own charm to the occasion. No
greater contrast could be imagined than the mood and expectancy
prevailing n the auditorium and the one behind the curtain which is
still to rise and reveal the ‘magic world” for which every one is waiting,
The rasa certainly cannot be behind the curtain: neither the director
nor the actors could possibly have seen that way in the innumerable
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rc\hcm'szll]s that had preceded or “feel’ the impending result of their
efforts in that manner. In fact, even the successiul cvnzlctmcnt of the
r‘)lay would hardly be said to produce any rasa in them unless (he
feeling of relicf “that it was all over’, be said to be that S
But what about the audience? Who would deny that th'cy have gone
through an “experience’ which, whatever be its name. was, in‘ a @gllil‘L
the pravojana and purusartha of everything that went b,CfOI‘Cl)‘ Wl:
Bharata. then. talking about this when he talked of rasa? Wis ](1‘
Concc‘med with the spectators alone who watched the spécitacl; 'mg
were 1111;71¢r'scc1 n it often visiting another world and., for 4 time Iiv(" ey
and participating in it? T
But, then. who were these spectators in respect of whom the theor
really applies though, by a projective superimposition, it may be ;1pplic§
to the play as enacted and even the play as written. The tradi’tion calls
F}xese people sahradava, a term which s misleading in the C\'trcmc( 1s
it SEEmSs to suggest that the only quality required for it \\I’:zs to bc
fesponsive. or to be in tune with what was going on, on the stage. But
how can one be responsive or be in tune with whatever is goify 01;
un]c§§ one cultivates and develops almost an infinite plasticité ot;
scnsmvxty not only to the subtlest shades and nuances of fcc“nﬁcy'md
en?om?ns, b:xt :1.*’\"0 awareness of the multiple dimensions of 4 lim(wn
Lbemg n both i,hlc>1r Eicpth and height in all directions? Keats called this
ncgatx.\fc capability’, but he thought it was necessary for the creator
forgetting that it was cven more necessary for the r'cadérs or the \/i“V\("
as they have to read or view the most éontr:\rv creations of 11)'1; ?(:]
this, however. one needs a long self-training or sc]t‘-]c;lmin”( \\;I‘ich
ma‘kcs one perpetually open (o new possibilit?cs that the ‘01'011;131'97"11‘0
Q'ymg to actualize all the time and also judge them critically i;l ;1
light of the immanent standards and id‘ealsv that man hq(s 1/'1 l]e
apprehended in the creations he has encountered in the pa&s\t e
The ;'.udxicm'c" thus, is not a ‘raw’ audience, a tabula m.s'(; <'m which
the playwright, the director and the actors may create the emotional
con@chon they like, but a culturally trained: critical judge of thL‘
performance. a function which Bharatas analysis in terms of m‘L
seems Iom.li_\,' unaware of, and which the idea of m/u'a(/m"ka fm’!siz
capture as i does not take into account the cognitive—cﬁticﬂ judgn‘wm
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invoived in the creation of a work of art and its appreciation. Both the
creation and appreciation involve a continuous process of rejection,
and most of the creations and productions arc a “failure’, facts which
Bharata’s theory cannot explain.

The dismal failure of Bharata’s theory is clearly revealed in its
incapacity to handle the notion of rasdbhasa, which should have been
just the place to come to grips with the problems raised by any theory
which tries to be exclusively ‘feeling-centred’. Can one be mistaken
about the rasa that one apprehends? This should have been the central
question for the theory, but it just is not so. The issue, when it is raised,
is answered not in the context in which the theory was propounded or
formulated, but in relation to the ‘moral appropriateness’ of the situation
which is the occasion for the arousal of the rusa in the reader or the
spectator. The stock example is that of Ravana and the way he feels
for Sita. Why should this not be an example of srangdra, but only of
rasabhasa, or pseudo-srangara, remains the unanswered question for
the theory. 1f moral considerations are held to be relevant for the very
arousal of rasa, then the theory itself would have to be formulated
differently. The reformulation, however, would find it difficult to limit
itself to just this, as judging’ whether the ascription of some property—
be it simple or complex—is correct, is a cognitive act fraught with all
the problems that any ‘truth-claim’ involves. The claim that some

creation has this particular rasa can escape this requirement only by
claiming it to be self-validating because of its being a judgment of
taste, having nothing to do with inter-subjective validation through
mutual discussion. But rasa is an ‘objective’ ascription, both to the
whole and the parts out of which the whole is said to be built, and yet
the theory does not tell us what is the relation between the rasas that
characterizes the parts and the one that characterizes the whole. The
latter if 1t is an emergent property—has to be different from those
which characterize the parts, but Bharata has no distinct name for it.
One may opt for something like that which later on was added and
called santa. but then it would characterize all nana cqually and, in
any case, be difficult to accommodate within Bharata’s definition of

the same.
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In'facr, the later additions of $ansa and bhakti to the list of rasas
m\cntmpcd by Bharata raises problems not only about the exhz\xu@tiven‘e ‘A
ot ﬂ]c hsﬁl given by Bharata, but also about the adequacy of his dlrcf'mitiosrf
of 1t. Neither §anta nor bhakti can be related to speciﬁcvhuman situations
whose anukarana or anitkrti can be said to give rise to tl;em Th
fomjer has generally been attributed to the Mahabharata, which 1:< no(;
a n('z[.w/ oreven a kavva, and has been a subject of d’ispute il; the
tradltx'on, As for the latter, the attempt of Madﬁusﬁdana Saraswati t
establish hhakti as a rasq has been examined in detai] b); I";'ofceﬁsoi
R.B. Patankara in his article in India’s Intelicctugl Traditions wl;ose
second edition has recently appeared under the auspices of thé Indian
Cou.ncﬁ. of Philosophical Research. Bhakti, if taken seriously as th
arcn]'lzntlon of a ‘feeling relationship® with whatever is x'@ﬂ&'(i(:li as
ultimately real’, destroys the distinction between ‘art’ and ‘rc:htv’ ar;gi
thus camm.t give rise to an experience which could be called /:}1;(1 in
the sen.?c in which it has been used in the tradition about ‘EICQY‘]]CU’“
thmﬂ)g}hr‘, or thought about the arts that has occurred in India ‘ )
‘ This 1svub\'iously correct. but what Patankara does not see is.thz‘i the
art creations” in India tried to Create an entirely ‘objective’ \x;'orld
where only one character dominated the scene and became not only the
source of all rasas, but also more ‘real’ to the ‘imagination-ccntrcd/’ life
of the pcople than any ‘living” person, and this was Krsna, Mird, Stir: |
:Jaynd;m and a myriad others in the different Iang.t'lég’cs of’Indij’
including Sanskrit, and the arts concretizing them through pictori;ti
3‘61)1‘9sex?rat10115 found far and wide all over the country and their
rcAahzanon’ nto “felt-forms” in dance and music is more than sufficient
9\/1(‘101we of this. The Gita-Govinda is a classic example comiﬂnimz as
1t do.csx the poetic, the pictorial, the musical and IhL: dance fokl_’n;;

cc'n'lrmg around the life of Krsna in Vindavana, The V/'m/m—/);/m/\'/i 0}‘
which ‘v‘»"ilhclm Hardy wrote is perhaﬁs found here rather than in’.the
]sotlfh ‘w.hcrc‘ 57‘1‘{71(:5/ Bhﬁgm»ad was composed and Andal’s passionate
love for the lord burst into uncontrollable song and vet found no
pz;mtcrj to ;)z}izlt. or dancers to express what she felt iy thosc.lvrics
W Ty N yie, T faals o i N
I\L(:g:n mtensity of feeling hardly comes out in th= translations one
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Yet all this, though true, can hardly do anything to ‘save’ the rasa
theory from all the shortcomings we have pointed out earlier. In fact,
the situation seems to worsen if we confront the theory with the actual
plays found in Sanskrit and ask the simple question whether the theory
helps us to understand or appreciate them any bctter.,Kalidﬁsa is said
to have written three plays, Vikramoravasium, Sakuntalam and
Malvikagnimitram. How does the rasa theory help us in illuminating
our understanding of these plays? It would be difficult even to honestly
answer the simple question, ‘what is the rasa in these plays?’ And, if
one were to ask this about Mudrardksasa, what would, or could. one
say? It 1s not that there are not plays about which there is little doubt
or dispute. Bhavabhtiti’s Uttararamacaritam is one such case. But what
about his Malati-Mddhava? One would find it difficult to give any
unhesitating answer, as nothing seems to be clear in the matter.

One may multiply examples, but whether one does so or not, one
thing is clear: the theory, in spite of its prestige, was not used either
by the critic or the creator to seriously reflect or evaluate the work that
was being produced in the realm of natya in this country. It is true that
sometimes the writers seem to be deliberately trying to create scenes
so that rasas like raudra or bhavanaka or vibhatsa may arise as, say,
in Malati-Madhava, but then these seem so obviously "forced” as to mar
the play. In fact, many of the scenes located in cremation grounds or
even those relating to execution of human sacrifice belong to this
class. Yet, though these scenes abound in deference to Bharata’s
cnumeration of these as distinct rasas, no one scems to have asked
why one cannot have a play with these as its predominant rasa, or
those who equate it with what he called sthayi-bhava, as its sthayi-
bhava. To think of a play as being any of these would be strange
indeed. But the same will be true of hdsya, though to a less extent.

But, 1f so, the very 1dea of rasa would have to be seen in a disjointed
way, as some of them can never characterize the play as a whole. while
others may do so. The distinction would strike at the very roots of the
theory as 1t assumes that all rasas are equally so, and that qua rasa,
there cannot be much to choose between them. On the other hand, if
a distinction were o be made, one would have to offer a ground for
the distinction, and a justification for the same.
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Not much thought has been given to the problem, as it has been
assumed there is no problem at all. Take, for example, the rasa called
adbhuta and the sthavi-bhava associated with it called vismaya. How
can it be a separate rasa on its own and, in any case, what can be the
human situation whose anukrti is supposed to give rise to this rasa,
and whose sthavi-bhava is supposed to be vismaya? But vismaya is
short-lived and can hardly be sthayi for very long. As for adbhuta, it
can hardly be a characteristic of any particular creation, but rather
‘some thing’ that may characterize any outstanding creation if it is of
a certain kind. Here, it is like a camathara which is also actually a
characteristic of a few masterworks, even though Jagannatha seems to
offer it as a characteristic of kavva in general.

The shift of attention from Narva to Kavya revealed the essential
limitations of the rasa theory even more clearly, as the latter was
hardly concerned with the anukrii of human situations as was the
former. But the reflection should have freed the theory from its
limitations and led to a wide-ranging, all-encompassing theory of art
which saw hhdva or the world of feelings itself in a different way than
as it was seem by Bharata. This, however. did not happen as his
authority was too great to be set aside. Yet. the conflict is there in all
the theorists who reflected on kavya, whether they belonged to
the dhvani or the alamkara school, or any other. There was something
like rasa, but it could not be the rasa of Bharata, tied as it was to the
human situation and divided into the eight or nine forms he had classified
them into. Poetry was tied to language. and it was language that created
the bhdva and the rasa, and not the depiction of any human situation,
as Bharata had thought.

‘What was the relation between language and rasa?” This should
have been the question raised by the new theorists who reflected upon
kavya. But, instead of doing so, they got trapped in the mechanism of
poetic construction or the ‘crafting” of the poem, and gave us the
alamkara sastra with its unending proliferation and classification which,
married to the rasa theory, produced Sanskrit poetry, the most crafted
sensuous poetry ever written in the world. It was over-ornate and had
to be sensuous or even grossly sensual as the only rasa it could now
feel as rasa had to be those related to srangara, directly or indirectly.
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Strangely. the rasa born out of alankara was not paid any attention,
for, had this been the case, it would have taken thinking on the subject
away from the ‘content’ and turned it towards those formal clements
which arouse a ‘feeling-response’ that has little to do with human
situations as they are ‘lived’ in ordinary life, or even as they are
represented as mimesis in art. The mimetic or the anukarana element
has misled the theorists from Aristotle and Bharata onwards as thelr
thinking arose in the context of nafva or drama which, prima facie,
seem to be concerned with this and this alone. But poetry, which may
be seen as a halfway-house to music, need have nothing of this and yet
produce its effect in spite of, or even because of this. The meaning
aspect of words functions differently in poetry than it does in ordinary
language, something that perhaps was sought to be captured by the
dhvani theorists in the Indian tradition. But dhvani is not rasa, though
it may arouse one, but then it itself would have to arise not just from
the ‘meaning’ of the words in the poem. but from the hhava or the
feelings’ associated and contained in them.

From poetry to music 1s a little step, but if that had been taken, the
limitations of the traditional rasa theory would have been obvious as
language or even ‘mimicry’ would have been seen as totally contingent
to the experience of that which was sought to be conveyed by the

term rasa.
Yet, so strong was the tradition that instead of poetry and music

providing a corrective to a theory based on natya, they themselves
began to be seen and moulded in its terms. The innumerable paintings
of rdga and rdginis attest to this and, what is even stranger, 1s to find
practicing musicians articulating their ‘experience’ of these in terms of
the rasa theory of Bharata. Omkar Nath Thakur, the well-known
vocalist, 1s on record confirming what the painters of earlicr generations
had proclaimed aloud through their work. Perhaps, it was their work,
which shaped or influenced his imagination, as the ordmary listener
seldom ‘sces’ or feels classical music in this way. It 1s not that what
has been called bhiva ts totally absent, or that it is not sought to be
conveyed by the singer as, say, in thumyi or the bhajuns that he/she
invariably sings at the end of the performance, and which is even to
some extent, present in the khydla that precedes it. But what about the
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pure alapa which is supposed to be the real essence of all true music
and which comes into its own in the style of singing called dhrupac}
whose alapa is perhaps the purest example of what music seeks, at
least in its classical north Indian form today. ’
E The conflict and the tension between the two, i.e. the word-
1ndepe‘ndem and the word-dependent forms has not been noticed as the
}mmlqﬂn perforce has to take the ‘meaning’ in their ‘feeling’ or
emotional’ sense into account and convey them in their ‘living fcgl’ as
best as he/she can. The conflict is clear in khydla where the v;ords are
there but play only a secondary role to the svara-modulation, formation
f'md combination in which both thz artist and the audience are reall};
m'tcrestcd. Even the choice of the ‘wording’ is subtly chosen to subserve
this purpose. But the situation dramatically changes with the bhajan or
.the thumri and both the audience and the artist know it. Nobbdy is
interested in ragadari now; the atmosphere has changed and the ‘strain’
of ‘listening’ and ‘attending’ and ‘creating’ has eased and there is
relaxation all around. L
Thcr.c is, of course, rasa in both, but if it is to be called by the same
name', it can only lead to confusion, at least in thought, if not in
practxccf. The problem becomes still clearer, if we ask ourselves what
do.we feel” when we ‘see’ a great picce of sculpture or architecturc?
Is it rasa, or something else? It will be too difficult to classify it under
the former, but then we will have to find a different name for it and
ask ogrselves, is there nothing akin to this in the ‘experience’ that we
have in respect of other arts? In case there is, why does it get mixed
or submerged in something else which perhaps more appropriately is
convcyed by the term rasa? The latter still retains something “human’
about it, man ‘sceing’ himself ‘reflected’ in a ‘mirror’. The former, on
}1f1e 1(b)the’r lhand, seems ‘freed” from all such references and hencc*thc
celing’ that arises in respect of it also seems unburdenc a :
is ‘human. all too human’, breathing a purer, freshcf;(?:n(c)(lilcbi];\l} g:i;
it difﬁcult to stay long at those abstract, rarified levels, but there can
be little doubt that human consciousness seeks it always and in ¢l
fields, including that of the arts. Mathematics and philoéophy are the
clearest examples of this impulse towards “freeing’ ourselves from all
human sensuousness, including that involved in the notion of the ‘inner-



132 DAYA KRISHNA

sense’, and art tries to do this in the realm of ‘feclings™ in spite of the
fact that it is, and has to be, mevitably sensuous becausc of its very
nature. The search for absolute abstraction in the realm of feeling
through its complete detachment from the human reality from which
it arises and in which it is involved in a sensuous presentation, is the
ultimate impossibility it seeks, a contradiction which it shows challeng-
ing man to transform his life of feelings through the capacity for
sensuous-cum-non-sensuous imagination that he has within himself,

The search for “purity’ and ‘autonomy’ may be said to characterize
all the ‘seckings’ of man, but arts face the problem, burdened with the
dilemma that it is not only wedded to the sensuously “felt” and ‘lived’
life of man, but also that it has to please, attract and “entertain” without
which it cannot have a ‘life’ of its own. The distinction between the
popular and the classical epitomizes this, though the so-called “classical’
has to have the elements of the ‘popular’ in it to maintain its appeal
even to classical audiences. The rasa theory caters to this element and
derives its strength from it, as it is there everywhere in all cultures and
civilizations, whether acknowledged or not. But the self-conscious
formulation of a ‘temptation” into a norm has played havoc not only
with the ‘thinking” but also the ‘art-creations’ in the Indian tradition
which have had to try to come to terms with it, whether they liked it
or not. The story of their struggle to throw off the burden bequeathad
to them in the name of Bharata still has to be written. But what made
the thing increasingly difficult was the half-deliberate confusion by
bringing in the raso vai sah of the Upanisads and treating the @nanda
produced by the rasa as ‘hhrahmananda sahodara’. Now one could
indulge the temptation to one’s heart’s content and feel ‘good’ about it
if one was as close as one could be to the highest ideal of spirituality
propounded in one’s culture.

The mfluence, however, was not a one-way affair. The ‘ideal’ of
rasa-experience’ initiated by Bharata affected the ideal of spiritual
secking in the tradition in a way that has not been noticed primarily
because it has been seen not only as completely autonomous in itself,
but also as unrelated to the other ‘seekings’ of men and as being
unaffected by them. The transformation of the upanisadic raso vai sah
into the vanous rasika sanmpradavas of bhakii on the one hand and of
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/anjm on the other, are an, evidence of this, The development of
vajravana i Buddhism and of rasiky sampradava in Rima Bheafti
would have appeared theoretical impossibilities, if they had not been
thcr§ as actual “facts” in the tradition, Perhaps, the very formulation of
thg l‘dcal ol moksa in positive terms as ‘unalloyed bliss’ or ananda
facilitated thi‘j. The Brhadanyaka analogy was taken literally and the
cgntmlity of Srugdra as rasardja or preeminent amongst all the rasas
did the rest. ) ’
Thg deeper harm done by the theory of rasq was, thus, in the spiritual
domain where, in spite of the way Patanjali had seen it in the search
f(jr l‘hcﬂ{r:msrbrnu\li()n of consciousness by its own activity toward
fljccx{lg' i from all “objectivities” so that it may be able to experiment
with itse!f and find its truth and power i freedom, was forgotten for
something that appears only as a subtle substitute for gross sensory
;?lealsure. The lesson that art could have provided in case it had searched
‘tor Its own truth, or the immanent idea] that governed it from within
in tgrms of its own ‘secking’, Jjust could not be as it jtself had been
derailed by Bharata’s authority and his theory propounded about it.
PT.hc .ml‘ernal contradictions in the theory were not seen, nor its
limitations’ deriving from the context in which it had arisen. The
rhcpry purported to be about the ‘arts’, something created by man and
FImmmg to have a ‘reality’ of its own, alongside with and yet
md‘CpCI]dCDT of that which it presupposes and considers ag ‘really real’
or “actual’ and yet evolves g concept that is ‘consciousness-centred’
and makes it central to its theory. Rasa is centred in consciouéncss
and can be centred nowhere else, and so if a theory about the arts h‘as'
F() .be built, it has to be centred in the arts and has first to ask itself what
s 1.rs distinguishing or differentiating feature, and then think in terms
of it. Also, as arts are mn plural, it has to think not only in terms of the
gencralized differentiation, but also the “specificities’ that differentiate
the one art from the other. The concept of rasa is intrinsically unable to
do this, as consciousness has the capacity and the ability to ‘feel’ the
same or something analogous in respect of ‘nature’ or ’evcn what s
ccalle.d .‘acmaI“ at the human level, or even without reference to am‘/
reality’, whether actual or virtual or imagined. The meditative conscious-
ness that sceks to withdraw from all ‘objcctivity' attempts to do just thi:s‘.



14 BAYA KRISINA

It 15, of course, true that neither n actual life nor in meditative
consciousness, one can experience bhavéanaka. raudra, bibhatsa, karuna
as orava. As hédsva, viva and <engdra, they can certaimly occur and be
enjoyed in actual life. though not in meditative consciousness, unless
it chooses to live an ‘imagimed hfe’ as, sav. in Mhakii. The onlv rasqg
that remains for consciousness when it has withdrawn from ali
‘objectivities’ is adbhuta which the Siva-siiira talks about. or $anta,
which the latter theoreticians added.

The arts themselves are not all of a picee, and it will be difficult to
say 1f they share anvthing in common except that they seem to be
human creations based on the senses, and that their extension and
complication occur independent of considerations of ‘utility” relating to
the biological needs conceived fairly narrowly. The exploration of the
sensory realm relating to each of the senses in terms of the possibilities
inherent in it and the ideal values immanent in it gives 1o cach realm
an autonomy which has a cognitive dimension that has not been noticed
because of its close association with the ‘feelings’ that it arouses and
through which it s apprehended. A painter ‘knows’ colours, and a
dancer 'knows’ the body in a way that it cannot be known by a physicist
or chemist, or an anatomist or physiologist or doctor. They also know,
but their knowledge stops short just at the point where the knowledge’
of the artist begins. He or she “accepts’ the primacy and the ‘reality’ of
the sensed qualities in their sensuousness which the ‘objective’ scientist,
with all his instruments of observation and analysis, cannot. It is akin
to the knowledge of a stone which the sculpture has, a geologist cannot,
- and what an architect ‘sees’, an engineer cannot.

The last example should bring home the truth that arts differ very
widely in their relation to the “other’ kinds of knowledge which alone
is considered ‘knowledge’ these days and is deemed ‘scientific’. The
knowledge which is there in what we call ‘engineering’ is necessary in
a sense in which the knowledge involved in physics or chemistry or
anatomy or physiology does not. Not only this, knowledge in these
fields may not, and usually does not. help in understanding and
appreciating what a painter has painted or a dancer has danced.

Music is perhaps the clearest example of a total disconnection of
‘sound’ from the way it is ordinarily produced or heard. Poetry and the
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ht@‘ary arts are at the other end and though what is called ‘language’
aymcsfrmna the same physiological base. the two move in such different
direction as art forms’ that it is difficult to see any relation between
theme Linguistio s and pocties are worlds apart, and though music has
i"@m sought o Fe refated to sound frequencies and vibrations since the
chs of Greeks, both the musician who creates and the listener who
»II“SICHN know how irrelevant it is to the activity they are engaged 1n.
The .wo-gzxiiuz;! ‘music of the spheres’ is irrelevant to all except perhaps
the mystic who is not interested either in science or art, or the knowledgé
they embody and represent.

The worids that the arts make are thus diverse and distinct and
ilencc have 1o be ‘known’ in their own way. The ‘truth’ of each has to
€ seen i ferms of what it embodies and seeks. | ende J
‘subjectivity” of the consciousness that trics t‘ocill::\x{121(1{13):lxluccii:;;t:\)nf(i”i]:
Most ?le:f)r'im ot art do not do so, and the rasq theory certainly docs:
f?Ot. It takes one away from the work of art and sees it primarily in
mstrumental” terms as if it had no ‘individuality’ of its own, \vhc:n it
has not olnly a ‘uniqueness’ and ‘individuality’ about it, but is valued
1311(1 ctll)cn;s“hci(vi fgr {LlSt’ that reason. If rusa were the essence of it
€N the ndividuality” should make it /
‘umvcrsamy“ e S};fﬁce. e lttle difference, and only the
' But, besides the individuality and the uniqueness, there is also the
history and the plurality of the particular art form, which has also to
bc. tall(en into account. The rasa theory is just incapable of doing this
It is time to forget it; it has already done great harm to India’s thinkiné
gbouF the arts, and the effects this has had on the creation of artworks
m this country. Any insights that it may have given can, and should
be accommodated in the new thinking. But whatever th’c resistuncc’
cultural or otherwise, the arts and the thinking about the arts has to bé

rescued from the millennium-long adhydsa superimposed on it by

Bharata's authority, and the unquestioning way it has been accepted till
now.
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