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ABHINAVAGUPTA’S AESTHETICS AS
A SPECULATIVE PARADIGM*

Epwin GErROW

REeED COLLEGE

An argument is made for the aesthetic grounding of the great Kashmiri philosopher’s metaphysi-
cal theology—rather than the more usual reverse argument. A new translation of the Santa-
rasaprakarana of Abhinava’s Bharati is appended, which both improves Masson’s and Patwardhan’s

version, and supports the above interpretation.

Since THE PUBLICATION OF K. C. Pandey’s pioneering
Indian Aesthetics, one of the leitmotifs of scholarship
on Abhinavagupta’s remarkable aesthetic theory has
been commentary on its “philosophical” basis.! The
main thrust of this inquiry has borne on Abhinava’s
own expositions of the Kasmiri Saiva tradition, which
provide the necessary background for an assessment of
his aesthetics.? While not wishing in any way to contest
the usefulness of this approach, I have wondered for
some time whether it would be equally illuminating to
examine the main theses of Abhinava’s metaphysics in
the light of his aesthetics.” In an equally important

* The author wishes to thank Sunthar Visuvalingam for his
many helpful comments on and criticisms of an earlier draft of
this paper. This version has been materially improved by re-
sponding to, and indeed incorporating some of, them. Need-
less to say, any remaining infelicities should be attributed to
me.

! Ch. 2, pp. 741, esp. p. 91: “The main object of the[se] vol-
umes, which are being written on Abhinavagupta, is, therefore,
to revive the monistic Saiva tradition and to put his aesthetic
theory in the proper perspective of his general philosophy.”

2 Esp. the voluminous Tantraloka and the two Vimarsinis—the
I($vara)P(ratyabhijiia)V. and the I(svara)P(ratyabhijia)V(ivrt-
ti)V.—Abhinava’s chief expositions of Saivism in the tantrika
and the $astraic perspectives. All have been published in the
Kashmir Sanskrit Series, but my references to the LP.V. herein
are to K. A. Subramania Iyer’s and K. C. Pandey’s edition (in two
volumes: Allahabad, 1938 and 1950), which also contains the
Bhaskari of Bhaskarakantha. Abhinava’s Paratrimsikavivarana
also makes many substantial comments on the arts, esp. music.

3 ... not, indeed, by adopting the straightforward strategy
of T. S. Eliot, who has at times seemed to want to consider re-
ligious liturgy an object of delectation, but nevertheless sug-
gesting that Abhinava’s “world view” owes as much to his
psychology of awareness as his theory of art does to his notion

186

study, Santarasa and Abhinavagupta’s Philosophy of
Aesthetics, J. L. Masson and M. V. Patwardhan indi-
rectly acknowledge this approach, when they describe
Abhinava’s famous tantrika image in terms of its evi-
dently aesthetic (rasika) framework. But in general,
they, like Pandey, are more concerned with aesthetics
as the dependent term of the relation—the term that
profits most from being explained through the other.*
Interestingly enough, this very choice of a problem cre-
ates for Masson and Patwardhan something of a non-
problem: they feel they have to ask why an essentially
“religious man” such as Abhinava would expend such
energy to buttress philosophically his aesthetics. Their
answer, that he felt obliged to justify a secular literature
in which he felt a “deep interest,”> rings false; Abhina-
va’s literary musings do not strike one as apologetic. I

of salvation. See Eliot’s essay on Lancelot Andrewes, quoted
in F. O. Matthiessen, The Achievement of T. S. Eliot, 125; also
the remarks on Eliot which conclude my essay “Rasa as a
Category of Literary Criticism” (in Sanskrit Drama in Perfor-
mance, ¢d. R. V. Baumer and R. Brandon [Honolulu, 1981},
253-54).

4 Santarasa and Abhinavagupta’s Philosophy of Aesthetics
(Poona: B.O.R.I,, 1969), a work which brings together conve-
niently many of Abhinava’s dispersed pronouncements on aes-
thetics. The authors observe (p. 158): “This then is Abhinava’s
final position. To have provided a coherent philosophy of aes-
thetic experience is no small achievement.” The brief text
conveying the rasika image, the “Dhyanasloka,” is translated
by Pandey (Abhinavagupta, 2nd ed. [Varanasi, 1963], 20-22).
In that connection, Masson and Patwardhan observe (p. 40),
“What is of interest to us is the similarity this process bears to
a dramatic performance. ...” Yeats’ two poems, “Sailing to
Byzantium” and “Byzantium,” might also be adduced as illus-
trations of the transformation of ritual into art.

5 SAPA, viii, “Introduction.”
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think, rather, we may better appreciate Abhinava's
problem by asking how a sovereign aesthetics might
help a Saiva mystic develop a philosophically account-
able notion of the Lord, who is, after all, at play.

The problem we propose accords as well most
straightforwardly with the chronology of Abhinava’s
works accepted by Pandey.’ On his view, Abhinava’s
mature period is defined by his two Vimarsinis, which
present a fully developed theory of recognition [pratya-
bhijia]—that the world in its active multiplicity is a real
manifestation (spanda) of a single conscious essence.’
Our task here will be to ask how these works may
profitably be read in the light of Abhinava’s novel and
remarkable aesthetic speculations.?

I believe, as do Masson and Patwardhan, that Abhi-
nava’'s notion of §anta rasa (‘tranquillity’) provides the
nexus through which the relation between philosophy
and aesthetics is characteristically developed. Santa
rasa, indeed, occurs at the cutting edge of the issue we
are both concerned with. But while they seem content
to view this unprecedented ninth rasa as the philosoph-
ical “buttress” that the aesthetic theory needs, I will
again’ concentrate on the paradox that it implies, both
for Abhinava’s aesthetics and his metaphysics. The
ninth rasa is a rasa in a different sense than the other
eight of the tradition. To assert it as a rasa involves an
aesthetic paradox, for while the eight rasas are clearly

S Abhinavagupta, ch. 2 (pp. 27-77, esp. pp. 32-34); in general,
the sequence of works provides a basis for dividing Abhinava’s
literary life into three periods: the tantrika, the alamkarika, and
the $astrika.

7 This has been called a “realistic monism”—to distinguish
it from Samkara's idealistic monism. Both Vimarsinis are
commentaries on the [§varapratyabhijfigkarika of Utpaladeva
(to whom we owe the term pratyabhijiia), the first (also called
the Brhati) on Utpala’s auto-commentary (Vrrti), the second
(or, Laghvi) directly on the Karika. It is usual to abbreviate
the former, L.P.V.V,, the latter, I.P.V. Nota bene, by Pandey’s
account the shorter work is also the later work.

8 We will not make the stronger claim, though it is implied,
that his theoretical work also owes a great deal to his aesthetic
speculations.

9 See Edwin Gerow and Ashok Aklujkar, “On Santa Rasa in
Sanskrit Poetics” (JAOS 92 [1972]: 80-87) for an earlier treat-
ment—exclusively from the perspective of aesthetic theory.
(This was a review article of Masson’s and Patwardhan’s book.)
Kamaleshwar Bhattacharya’s very laudatory review of SAPA
may also be consulted: “Santarasa et Advaita,” Journal Asia-
tique CCLX (1972): 89—105. Bhattacharya, however, succeeds
only in emphasizing the fundamentally “philosophical” char-
acter of Abhinava’s aesthetics.

understood as modifications!® of the basic emotional
constituents [pbhava] of our mundane personality, the
new rasa implies rather a suppression of those very
constituents: it is a state untroubled by emotion of any
sort. That is why, of course, the discussion of santa
rasa, in the Indian texts, is chiefly an inquiry into its
sthayin, that is, is an effort to discover the bhava that
may without contradiction be assigned to it, and of
which it is a “modification.” If it should appear that
§anta rasa has, in fact, no corresponding bhava, then its
status as a rasa would not only be paradoxical in expla-
nation, but impossible of manifestation—something
like a “hare’s horn.”'! I will discuss Abhinava’s solu-
tion to this paradox below, as well as Masson’s and Pat-
wardhan’s account of his solution, but first, I want to
point out that §anta rasa poses also a paradox, in an
even greater sense, for Abhinavagupta’s philosophical
thesis.

Santa rasa, all agree, derives its pretext from the
fourth purusartha (‘life goal’): moksa, ‘liberation.” But
§anta rasa, if indeed it functions as claimed by Abhi-
nava, and is accomplished in the terms he proposes,
would appear to possess the attributes of moksa, the su-
preme goal of life, and thus becomes either a synonym
of moksa, or renders the latter notion superfluous. In
either case, the boundary between “art” and “reality”
(which is as important to Abhinava as it is to Aristotle)
would disappear, and metaphysics would in effect have
been reduced to aesthetics. There are several ways of
stating the implications of this unpalatable reduction,
but one of them is that the view thus sketched appears

10 Mutatis musandis. The question of what kind of modifica-
tion—whether a real transformation or a “manifestation” of
something more basic—has been discussed at length, and we
may take Abhinava’s answer to the question as a given. What
we experience when we experience “rasa” is nothing more
than those constituents themselves, freed from the contingent
qualifications of concrete situation, etc. In other words, the
aesthetic experience brings us, reflexively, into contact with
the generalized possibility of experience itself: that vdsana,
which in Indian psychology denotes not only the latent
impressions that our present life enlivens, but the vehicle un-
derlying the continuity, and therefore the possibility, of expe-
rience from one life to the next. We experience, in art, not
love for X, but love as such, insofar as all men share such a
determination.

1 See Abhinava’s treatment of §anta rasa: Abhinavabhdrati
(G.O.S. ed.), 1:332fF.; cited in extenso, and translated, SAPA,
113ff. My translation, which differs from theirs on several
points, and solves many of the riddles they leave unresolved,
follows.
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too close to that of the Bengali Vaisnavas: aesthetics
has become, not a theory of beauty, but a formula for
action—a practical ethic that does in fact not only im-
prove us but fundamentally alters our condition. To see
such a view already implied in Abhinava is not only
anachronistic, but conflicts with several positions Abhi-
nava clearly adopts, and which seem central both to his
poetics and his metaphysics: for instance, that pleasure
[ananda] is the predominant mode of aesthetic experi-
ence, not instruction [§asana, vidhi];'? that the locus of
the aesthetic experience in its primary form is the
contemplative spectator, not the working actor (to say
nothing of the author);!® and most importantly, that
rasdasvada and brahmasvada are analogically related,
but differentiable, experiences.'*

For these reasons and others, $anta rasa represents a
challenge to Abhinava’s philosophical position, as well
as to his aesthetics. Because he cannot be equated with
the activist Vaisnavas, he must be understood as some-
how distinguishing $anta and moksa. In this sense, his
metaphysics does in fact depend on the solution to a
problem that is “aesthetic’—the reality paradox of
§anta rasa (vis-a-vis moksa) depends on resolving satis-
factorily the aesthetic paradox of santa (vis-a-vis the

12 “tarra ye svabhavato nirmalamukurahrdayis ta eva sam-

sarocitakrodhamohabhilasaparavasamanaso na bhavanti | tesam
tathavidhadasariipakakarpanasamaye sadharanarasanatmakacar-
vanagrihyo rasasaficayo natyalaksanah sphuta eva... tena
natya eva rasa na loke” (Bharati ad N.S. 6.33 [vol. 1, p- 291]).
See also I.P.V. ad 1.5.12 (vol. 1, p. 249).

13 «ata eva tesam (sahrdayanam) kdvyam eva pritivyutpat-
tikrt...| tatra ca nato dhyayindm ivedarhdhyanapadam”
(Bharati ad rasasiitra [vol. 1, p. 287]). “ ... ye tv atathabhiitas
tesam pratyaksocitatathavidharcarvanalabhaya natadiprakriya |
svagatakrodhasokadisankatahrdayagranthibhafijanaya gitadipra-
kriyd ca munina viraciti | sarvanugrahakam hi §astram iti nyayat”
(Bhdrati ad N.S. 6.33 [vol. 1, p. 291]).

14 For Abhinava, as for Samkara, the experience of absolute

«

reality is marked by a “bliss” ne plus ultra: “ . . . yad api va
(sukham) lokottaram rasacarvanatmakam tatah ... parames-
varavisrantyanandah prakrsyate | tadanandaviprunmitriva-
bhaso hi rasasvada ity uktam...asmabhih” Locana ad
Dhvanyaloka 3.44 (p. 228, N.S.P. ed.; quoted also SAPA,
154). Thus, though the relation between rasasvada and brah-
masvada remains analogical, it confirms, by its quasiaesthetic
formulation, the justice of our proceeding from aesthetics to
metaphysics! Cf. K. Bhattacharya, “Santarasa et Advaita,”
95ff., who also stresses the anticipatory character of rasds-
vada, citing (and retranslating) the difficult passage from
Abhinava’s I.P.V.V. (vol. 2, pp. 178-79) that Masson and
Patwardhan translate on pp. 44-45 of SAPA.

other rasas). Abhinava’s solution, I would claim, is
ingenious, for he turns these twin paradoxes to his ad-
vantage: the paradoxes themselves contribute to his
philosophical argument.

Moksa, indeed, gives opportunity to santa rasa, and
the ambiguity of the rasa vis-a-vis the other rasas is in
part a function of the ambiguity of the purusartha vis-
a-vis the other purusarthas. Recognizing this parallel-
ism constitutes the first step in confronting the para-
dox. To the prima facie objection that $anta does not
belong to the realm of art at all, because the “absence
of affection” is not worth representing and cannot be
enjoyed, Abhinava replies that it would be unusual if
one of the four purusarthas—and the most important,
by all accounts—were so different from the others, in
terms of its grounding in the human psyche, that it
could not be seen as arising out of the human condi-
tion, and be incapable of appreciation in some sense.
Just as the rasa §rigara is grounded on the fact of
“passion” [rati], and its appreciation involves a certain
generalization and depersonalization of that common
experience (which is evidently linked to the purusartha
kama [desire]), so it seems likely that the phenomenon
of moksa is competent to sustain our fascination, espe-
cially as it already involves, as its essence, a certain
kind of depersonalization and generalization of experi-
ence.!”> But this likelihood is grounded on a very ab-
stract notion of rasa and purusartha; if §anta is to be
defended as a rasa, it must be shown concretely in the
same psychological nexus as the other rasas—which
means, in fine, that it must be shown in proper and
essential relationship to a concrete experience [bhaval],
of which it is a pleasurable modification. If we can an-
swer the question: what is its bhava? then the ancillary
questions: how is it represented? [what are its vibha-
vas] and what are its dramatic effects? {what are its
anubhavas] will be readily answerable. But it seems
that we have simply restated the aesthetic paradox.

Abhinava concludes, after a very intricate argument,
that the bhava, or concrete experience, on which §anta
rasa depends is none other than the “Self” itself:!¢ the
atman, understood both as the permanent background!’
against which all transient experiences (including the
other rasas) are projected, and as the object of that ex-

15 SAPA, 114,11 1-3,

16 atmaiva . . . atra sthayi: SAPA, 115, 11. 26-27.

17 The metaphor of the “wall” (bhitti) occurs both in Abhi-
nava’s philosophic and in his aesthetic writings, e.g., LP.V. ad
1.5.12 (p. 246), and Bharati (vol. 1, p. 336). It is doubtless re-
lated to the mirror metaphor: below, n. 37.
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perience which consists of total clarity and perspicuity
(tattvajfidna). But the dtman is also both the mode (as
tattvajfiana) and the object of the tapasvin, the mu-
muksu. Is then the aesthetic experience that which the
yogin realizes? Or, is it art that provides the via facilior
which then obviates the arduous journey of the yo-
gin?'® If, like Plato, Abhinava has, at this point, col-
lapsed the distinction,!? it is at the cost of the problems
already noted. He seems to suggest this by referring ap-
provingly to Gautama’s view that tartvajiidgna is a rec-
ognized stage in the achievement of moksa.’® And as
well, by pointing to the well-known yogic stages of
yama and niyama as perhaps “helping” in the portrayal
of $anta rasa.?! Yet this is an appearance only. Since
Abhinava cannot be reasonably seen to have abandoned
the distinction between “art” and “life,” we are obliged
to understand what he has in fact done by putting santa
rasa in the deadly serious context of salvation; to wit:
the metaphysical paradox.

All roads thus converge on Abhinava’s notion of
$anta rasa. To resume: it is a rasa essentially different
from the other rasas, pointing us toward philosophy;
yet as having a psychic configuration similar to that of
moksa, it risks, by its generality and ease, to make sal-
vation “aesthetic.” In aesthetic terms, it appears to lead
us away from aesthetics; in philosophical terms, it ap-
pears to make philosophy unnecessary. If we can see
that these conundra are versions of the same problem,
perhaps we will get closer to Abhinava’s meaning. By

18 we have, it seems, stumbled upon an Indian version of
the art/life problem: witnessing a play is (or is not) activity es-
sentially other than living the good life, is not (or is) reducible
to (judgeable in terms of) life outside the theatre. In the
West, the two opposed positions go back to (and have
achieved their canonical formulation in) the moral aesthetics
of Plato (the highest good is also the most beautiful thing;
flute-playing is a danger to the state) and the imitative poetics
of Aristotle (art is modelled on life; but its principles of con-
struction and judgment are its own).

19 Of course, Plato’s aim in not recognizing a distinction be-
tween art and life was to devalue art and subject it to the dis-
cipline of life (censorship, etc.); what Abhinava seems to be
doing here is rather the reverse: the way to capture what is
most serious in life is to value its aesthetic component.

20 Nyayasatra 1.1.2 (SAPA, 126, n. 5).

21 SAPA, 116, 11. 18—19. These are the preliminary and basic
forms of yogic discipline: abstaining from actions not condu-
cive to self-realization, and suppression of passions that dis-
tract the mind from concentration. Yogasitra 2.30 and 32:
“actions” such as hirisa, “suppressions” such as Sauca.

all accounts, not only does Abhinava’s aesthetics in-
fringe upon the matter of his philosophy, but his ac-
count of philosophical matters is distinctly “aesthetic.”
His doctrines themselves not only revolve around the
paradoxes of §anta rasa; the paradoxes are also perhaps
a way of asserting his doctrine. The key, I believe, lies
in seeing why his philosophy presumes his aesthetics.

The fundamental difference between Abhinava’s ad-
vaita®® and Sarmkara’s consists in the former’s effort to
explain and account for activity as a constituent element
of the absolute—for Samkara, of course, activity is it-
self a sign of lesser reality (maya), which will fall away
in the gnosis of the absolute. Logically, Abhinava’s is a
very risky thesis, for it appears to admit multiplicity and
variety into the supreme principle.? Abhinava appears
to abet this ambiguity by speaking of two powers
(Sakti) which together characterize the absolute: that of
knowing (jAiana) and that of acting (kriya).?* On the
face of it, a duvalism similar to that of the Samkhya
seems to have been posited. The absolute, in its guise of
“knowing” is manifested in the subjective world of
awareness and reflection;? in its guise of “acting,” in
the objective world of presentation, typology and
change.?¢ Indeed, these postulates would appear to “re-
alize” activity in a way more satisfying than Sarnkara’s,
but at the expense of positing an inconsistency in the
character of the absolute itself.?’

The dilemma, of course, repeats the problem we
have posed above: the principle of the subject, whose
idealization is a repose in the absolute consciousness—
would appear inseparable from the principle of the ob-
ject, which is realized in variety and activity; on the

22 The following outline is not intended in any sense to be
original; it follows, in the main, the accounts of Pandey and
Chatterji, and is seconded, where relevant, with appropriate
quotations. My aim is to focus on those aspects of Abhinava’s
metaphysics which in themselves appear to presume, or to
have the structure of, an “aesthetic.”

23« ekam anekasvabhavarm kathat syat?”: LP.V. ad
2.1.1 (vol. 2, p. 9).

W | jfianarh kriya ca bhiitinarm jivatarm jivanath matam’:
LP.V. 113 (vol. 1, p. 61).

25 Treated in the jiianadhikdra, and esp. in 1.5.11ff. Reality
in this mode appears as prakasa, ‘illumination’ or ‘awareness.’

26 Treated in the kriyadhikara, esp. 2.1.1ff. Reality in this
mode appears as kriyd, ‘activity.” Evidently, the inspiration for
Abhinava’s “dualism” is not the Samkhya, but Bhartrhari.

27« . nanu paramarso nama vikalpah | sa ca avikalpasud-
dhasarividvapusi bhagavati katharm syat?”: LP.V. ad 1.5.11
(vol. 1, p. 241).
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other hand, a (re)active (or emotional)*® consciousness,
multiple as it is, would appear to stain the absolute, if
it is to be involved in it, with the variety of ordinary
life. For Abhinava, the dilemma is resolved in much
the same way a similar paradox is resolved by Bhar-
trhari:?® the seemingly opposed worlds of object and
subject are made over into always corresponding as-
pects of a single consciousness, whose business (unlike
the Samkhya purusa) is not simply to be passively
aware, but to provide for the underlying correspon-
dence which every act of awareness supposes. Thus, its
unity is in fact functionally dependent on maintaining a
multiplicity; in being aware, the “I” is seen as a func-
tioning agent®® of this universal consciousness, which
even to be possible, must have been given its objects.
Consciousness, now understood as providing those ob-
jects which appear in their appropriate awareness in the
individual consciousness, is termed spanda: the ever
renewing and ever present ‘urge’ to be,3! an essential
aspect of which is reflexive being, or individual aware-
ness.’? In this way, the seemingly opposed aspects of
subject and object—jiiana and kriya—are made over,
by the notion of creative correspondence—into the
modus of realization of the one principle. The one is
thus not the abstract and essentially empty unity of
Sariikara, but is a plenitude in which we are privileged
to share (by being conscious).?3 Abhinava is also better
able to account for the apparent unreality of the given
world, accepting the cognitive implications of the Bud-
dhist doctrine of momentariness (as did Sarnkara), but
without accepting its ontological implications: nihil-

28 1t should be borne in mind that the emotions are (re)ac-
tive, in the sense of tying us to our environment and previous
lives.

29 Cf. karika 1.5.13 (vol. 1, p- 250): “citih pratyavamar§atma
para vaksvarasoditd | svatantryam etan mukhyar tad aisvaryarm
paramatmanah”; and Abhinava thereon: “. .. plirnatvat para,
vakti viSvam abhilapati pratyavamarsena iti ca vak, ata eva sa
svarasena cidrupataya svatmavisrantivapusa udita sadanasta-
mita nityd aham ity eva” (pp. 253-54).

30 See preceding note and citation.

Mo ghato hi sphurati mama. ..| madiyar sphuranam
spandanam avistam iti | spandanam nama kificiccalanam,
esaiva ca kificidriipata yad acalam api calam abhasate iti”
(I.P.V. ad 1.5.14 [vol. 1, pp. 256-57]).

32« . evam i$varasyapi . . . yad icchatmakam vimar§anam
aham ity etavanmatratattvarh (na tatra kascit kramah...)”:
LP.V. ad 2.1.8 (vol. 2, pp. 25-26).

33 « .. svatmavartina icchaspandodayasphutasphuritavisva-
bhavanirbharatatmanah purnatvasya...”: LP.V. ad 2.3.17
(vol. 2, p. 142).

ism—*“nothing” is.3* In fact, what is, is the power of
the Lord, who in each instant, maintains and renews an
ever active creation—not only for the subject, but in-
cluding the subject, whose activity is thus also “real.”

Put in another way, it may be said that the view which
simply opposes subject and object is arbitrary, and fails
to grasp the most essential fact of the opposition—that
for every act of awareness, there is a corresponding con-
tent of awareness. The duality, which appears to be a
precondition of consciousness, is in fact, when rightly
understood, nothing more than a sign that consciousness
is occurring: the spanda, which involves (indeed, re-
quires) “me,”33 but is equally implied by the mere pres-
ence of the object.3®

When we describe the absolute in this way, it does
appear that the concrete multiplicity of awareness is not
alien to it, but is, so to speak, its manner of being.?” In
the same way, it would make eminent sense for Abhi-
nava to suppose that an aesthetic mode would figure in
the very statement of the absolute principle itself.3®
Of course, the mere fact of concrete awareness is the
absolute only in a sense; the mundane is the mundane,
and we must make a major effort to acquire the abso-
lute—or at least the sense of the absolute.® In this, the
Saivas and the Advaitins do not disagree. But if the ab-
solute is as we have described it, the only apprehension
of it that is possible is that of reflective awareness: the
mundane consciousness becoming aware (not of its ob-
ject—in this system, that is the given, the mundane) but
of itself in the act of grasping its object: vimarsa.*®

34 Nor is the world a “mistake.”
B |, kumbhakaravyaparo nama paramdrthatah isvarec-
chaiva tadavabhasitakayaspandaparyanta” (LP.V. ad 1.8.9
[vol. 1, p. 419]).

36 “bahyatvarh nama abhasantaram i§varepa svatantryabalad
eva” (LP.V. ad 1.8.5 [vol. 1, p. 409]).

37 The image of the mirror recurs frequently, e.g., I.P.V. ad
2.1.1 (vol. 2, p. 9): “atra ca uktarh citsvabhavasya darpa-
nasyeva ekatanapabadhanena abhasasambhave ka iva virodha
iti tasmat pratyabhijiianabalat eko ’pi asau padarthitma sva-
bhavabhedan viruddhan yavat angikurute tavat te virodhad
eva...tam ekam kriyasrayarm sampadayanti.” [Pandey’s text
resolves sarmndhi between words where clarity would benefit.]

38 “Aesthetic,” after all, derives from the Greek aiofnoic,
‘awareness’.

3 « . freedom consists in transcendency from the temporal
order” (K. C. Pandey, “Introduction,” LP.V., xxxv).

40 50 *ham iti vimar$ah” (LP.V. ad 1.1.1 [vol. 1, p. 35] et
passim). The vimarsa in and through which freedom is realized
is called, simply, “recognition”—pratyabhijiia: “tasya [mahes-
varasya] dasyam ity anena tatpratyabhijiopapadanasya ma-
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Thus is consciousness also essentially active, in its
highest form.! In this way, it may be understood that
the primary reflexive apprehension of which we are ca-
pable is that of rasa itself—the emotional conscious-
ness; not satisfied with delectation of itself in its
appropriate content, be it the amorous act, or the heroic
deed—it becomes aware of itself, as a generic aware-
ness consisting of pure delight, utterly centered in it-
self—a condition we might call rasatvam (if it were
not too Naiyayika an expression).*> The content of this
new awareness is then the very fact that consciousness
has a content—but that original content must then ap-
pear as transient, for it is seen against the more funda-
mental background?? of the act of apprehension itself.
It seems, in other words, that we have again discovered
$anta rasa—for Abhinavagupta, that emotional aware-
ness in which all the other rasas are apprehended as
possible. That this still may be termed an emotional
awareness may be doubted by some; but for Abhinava,
at least, it is not moksa that we therein apprehend (any
more than rasdsvada is identical to brahmasvada).*
This is the essential point of difference: even though
the concrete rasas, like the bhavas they arise from, are

haphalatvam asutrayati [karikakrt]” (I.P.V. ad 1.1.1 [vol. 1,
p- 29)). Vimarsa differs from prakasa in that the reflexivity is
explicit, that is, has itself become a content of consciousness.
See Pandey, Abhinavagupta, 324-25. Prakasa is pure immedi-
acy: “tasmat prakasah prakasa eva” (I.P.V. ad 1.5.4-5 [vol. 1,
p- 211)).

41 Would it be too Spenglerian to suggest that in Abhinava
we have found the Indian counterpart to Hegelian thought?
Not only is the supreme principle a notion of refiexive (self-
objectifying) consciousness, but Abhinava’s Sanskrit is at
least as German as Hegel's German is Sanskrit: “yady api ca
prakasavimarsatmakar cidekaghanam ekam eva samvidriipam
tathapi vyutpadanaya tatparighatita eva ayarn vibhagah...”
(L.P.V. ad 1.8.1 [vol. 1, pp. 397-98]).

42 Not implying the “genus” present in the species, or the
“species” present in the individual (which is not the usual In-
dian view, in any case)—but simply that “awareness” which is
a generic thing, has (alone among genera) the capacity to posit
itself as its object. See n. 131, below.

43 bhiri: see n. 17, above.

4 The celebrated analogy is most explicitly formulated in
Abhinava’s rasasiitra commentary: “rasah . . . sattvodrekapra-
kasanandamayanijasamvidvisrantilaksanena parabrahmasvada-
savidhena bhogena pararh bhujyata iti” (G.O.S. ed., vol. 1,
p. 277). Though it appears there in a characterization of Bhat-
tanayaka’s view, it is, along with most of Nayaka’s thesis,
accepted by Abhinava.

transient, they are essential in their very transiency—
philosophically, if not indeed experientially—to the
awareness that is santa.

The notion of moksa, in this system, may, if anything,
be said to be modelled on that of $anta rasa: the princi-
ple of reflexivity whose concrete (affective) realization
is a kind of appreciation of transciency is given a rigor-
ous cognitive dress in the “recognition” that the percip-
ient subject® is the Lord’s agency. That this is also
accompanied by delight may truly be said to express the
fundamentally “aesthetic” character of moksa in this
system.*® But of course, it is not simply delight—as was
the easier “recognition” of $anta. Liberation represents
an active, and thorough, transformation of the life
which sustains the cognition: it is not satisfied with a
“delight” itself fundamentally impermanent.

In the final correspondence, then, it may be said that
$anta rasa is to moksa as the concrete rasas are to the
apprehension of “reality”; and the ratio works also ver-
tically: both $anta and moksa involve reflexive appre-
hension of the act of awareness itself—which in its
sense of immediacy, givenness, is variously manifested
as purely cognitive “illumination” [prakasa] on the
one hand, and by the affective, or “reactive” absorption
[vimar$a] in the collective substratum [vasana] of our
being, on the other.

In Abhinava’s world, then, the duality of subject and
object has been replaced by a duality of modes of
awareness: one immediate, involving as its essence
transciency and dependence; the other reflective, sur-
mounting that transciency and fully autonomous [sva-
tantra]. But it may well be that the only “end” to
transciency available to Abhinava is the. awareness of
the utterly creative power of the Lord—which does not
so much put an end to the coruscating series of images
[vaicitrya], as enfold them all: the understanding of the
immanence of all things.*” On this level, $anta rasa and
moksa may indeed converge—but the standpoint is
that of Siva, and not perhaps that of the devotee.
Moksa (or santa) is as much as he may hope (in this

4;
4

5 ... that (indeed)—but also by—the percipient subject!

6 ... doubtless accompanied, as it was for the Buddhist, by
horripilation: “ ... anandaikaghanatvam, tad evasya mahes-
varyam” (I.P.V. ad 1.8.11 [vol. 1, p. 423]).

47 Or, what is the same thing, the understanding of all things
as mere possibilities—not as givens. Which is to say: the un-
derstanding that is all things ... (Thus again does Abhinava
“realize” the Buddhist position: “ata eva pratiksanam prama-
trsamyojanaviyojanavaicitryena paramesvaro vi§varn srstisarn-
haradina prapaficayati” [L.P.V. ad 1.5.10 (vol. 1, p. 239)]).
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life) to win. To Siva alone is it given to laugh as his
mode of creation.*

Many theories of metaphor call attention to its re-
flexive character.*® A general view on the subject of po-
etic diction is that it is self-referential—calls attention
to itself as well as to what it says. If metaphor is the ba-
sic formal device of poetry’®—by which poetry itself is
differentiated from non-poetic discourse—it would ap-
pear that Abhinava’s notion that the absolute reality is
reflexive consciousness is a necessarily poetic notion.
And it has been given a psychology of aesthetics that
firmly grounds its metaphysics in the processes of ordi-
nary experience. Abhinava’s world is thus doubly re-
flexive: one recognition moves the witness from private
experience (bhava) to a universal experience (rasa), the
second moves him from a world that merely appears fo
him (i.e., seems to be before him), to one that is essen-
tially his contemplation of it (i.e., one that is for him)."!
The link between the two reflections is perhaps $anta
rasa: the aesthetic contemplation of a world in which
the centrality of experience is the chief feature; wherein
all merely concrete experiences are reduced to possibil-
ities—experienced, that is, only in their becoming and
passing away.

AVATARANIKA TO A NEW TRANSLATION OF
SANTARASAPRAKARANA

Believing indeed that the understanding of santa
rasa is central to an understanding of Abhinavagupta’s
thought, and that the widely available translation by
Masson and Patwardhan on many crucial points is mis-
leading or incomplete,3? I offer as my contribution to

48 Perhaps the final symbol of the convergence of the aes-
thetic and practical modes. See also S. Visuvalingam’s recent
study: Abhinavagupta’s Conception of Humor (Albany, 1987).

49 See Philip Wheelwright, “The Semantics of Poetry,”
Kenyon Review 2 (1940): 263-83, and, in general, the discus-
sion of metaphor in Wellek and Warren, Theory of Literature
(2nd ed., New York, 1956), 175fF. (ch. 15).

A position the Indians would not find troublesome.

5! These terms suggest Hegel’s fiir sich sein and an und fiir
sich sein. Contemplation that grasps that it (contemplation) is
the central fact of being.

52 The authors have frequently indicated their puzzlement,
and have occasionally thrown up their hands in dismay. Just
one line of the text, however, is essentially corrupt, by Ragha-
van’s judgment (The Number of Rasas [Adyar, 1940], 100).
The rest will, if it is approached with the right set of expecta-
tions, yield a most adequate meaning. I follow V. Raghavan’s

the discussion this new translation. Masson and Pat-
wardhan, I am convinced, were frequently wide of the
mark not because of any lack of philological sophisti-
cation, but because they had prejudged the text in one
crucial respect: they saw it as an essentially philosoph-
ical or metaphysical defense of the notion of santa rasa.
The text is indeed highly abstract and thoroughly ar-
gued; but in my view, its chief aim is to defend the aes-
thetic adequacy of the notion—that is, to argue the
place of this rasa among the rasas. Abhinava never (to
my knowledge) addresses directly the question of santa
rasa and moksa, or tries to defend $anta rasa in terms of
his understanding of moksa.’® The latter issue he has
taken up for consideration in his later work—where his
debt to his aesthetics is obvious, but again, where po-
etic issues figure as illuminating asides, never as con-
ceptual bases. We are left to draw our own conclusions,
and mine have been indicated above.

While taking issue with Masson and Patwardhan, I
must acknowledge my (I think obvious) indebtedness
to their work. Abhinava’s text is immensely difficult;
Abhinava’s successors and copyists had as much diffi-
culty with it as we do. The process of understanding
Abhinava is essentially dialectical, and Masson and
Patwardhan, by making the most difficult first step,
have made the rest, if not easy, at least easier. My own
ideas have often taken shape in reaction to theirs. So let
not my frequent quibbles with their results obscure the
respect I have for the effort they have made. The differ-
ences I have indicated are intended to highlight funda-
mental disagreements about the force of the text. And
also to point out where I think I have been able to clar-
ify what for them was obscure. But with Abhinava, one
never knows.

I have translated all significant technical terms—
with the major exception of rasa. Translators often take
refuge in non-translation either to hide their insecurity,

edition (as did Masson and Patwardhan, for the most part),
published in Number, 91-106.

3 In one passage, at least, of the I.P.V., Abhinava refers ex-
plicitly to the rasas—and to santa rasa—but enigmatically, and
without implying the distinction that occupies him in the

3

$antarasaprakarana here translated: “ ... tatha antahkaran-

agocaribhiita api iti ko visesah | sukhaduhkhaprayas tu bharata-
naikagocaribhtuita bahirdtmana bhanti...” (ILP.V. ad 1.8.9
[vol. 1, pp. 419-20]). The realm of rasa is inner immediacy,
just as immediate as that of the “outer”—but manifesting per-
haps the essentially reflective immediacy that, with cultivation,
will enable us also to overcome the more obdurate exterior im-
mediacy-—that does not appear as “reflective.”
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or (which is worse) to make the text appear more accu-
rate and technical than it is.>* The net result is a trans-
lation that no one can read except those who don’t need
to. And one slides easily into the false security of the
Sanskrit, which now has become a jargon that exists
entirely aside from normal communicative language.
Thus it is easy to forget that sthayibhava always meant
something to Abhinava. Whether my translation ‘stable
emotional base’ is correct or not, at least the reader will
have to grapple with a text that not only comments on
the Sanskrit, but demands to be made sense of as an
argument—ijust as Abhinava intended. '

The style, at least, of Abhinava’s Vimar§inis often
calls attention to his earlier speculations on poetics.
Many similarities in his use of language are apparent;
many metaphors are common to the two enterprises.
Striking is his use of bhirti ‘wall’ in similar contexts, to
call attention to the Self or atman in its function as sta-
ble background on which the images of the emotions,
and of real objects, are cast.> The “mirror” metaphor as
well, indicates the limitations of the “wall” metaphor—
for in the last analysis there is no “external” source of
projection, as there is in the case of the mirror.3¢

The image of the dancer recalls the same usage in the
Samkhyakarika.5? But references to the “beloved” show
how easily Abhinava relies on rasasastra, and, for em-
phasis, among the rasas, on the erotic.®® The crucial
poetic term camatkara, ‘striking, vivid’, occurs with
“striking” effect in a discussion of the supreme con-
sciousness.> Terms such as uparaga and uparafijaka—

3% This is one of the flaws of Masson’s and Patwardhan’s
translations generally.

55 Supra, n. 17. Also see I.P.V. ad 1.8.1 (vol. 1, p. 401); ad
1.5.13 (vol. 1, p. 253).

36 Supra, n. 37. Also see L.P.V. ad 2.1.8 (vol. 2, p. 27), and
ad 1.8.11 (vol. 1, p. 423).

57« .tatrapi kvacit abhase pramatfn ekikaroti nitam-
bininrtta iva preksakan” (LP.V. ad 1.5.10 [vol. 1, p. 239]);
S.K. 59.

8 “sa hi arthakriyd abhasabhedaniyatd | tathd ca kanta-
bhasasya bahyatve 'pi sati dbhasantarasya alinganalaksanasya
vyapagame duribhavati, iyam iti ca abhasantarasya upagame
‘nyaiva praktanahladaviparita drsyate arthakriya” (LP.V. ad
1.8.6 [vol. 1, p. 414]; also ad 1.8.5, etc.). The simile seems
unmotivated, except as providing vividness.

e, tasyah (citikriyayah) pratyavamarsah svatmacamatka-
ralaksana atmasvabhavah | tatha hi ghatena svatmani na camat-
kriyate, svatma na paramrsyate, na svatmani tena prakasyate . . . |
caitrena tu svatmani aham iti sarirambhodyogollasavibhiutiyogat
camatkriyate, svatma paramréyate, svatmany eva prakasyate”
(ILP.V. ad 1.5.13 [vol. 1, pp. 250-51)).

though they probably have the status of frozen meta-
phors—occur frequently in description of the relation
between the transient multiplicity (of emotions, of
consciousness-contents: vikalpa) and the “stable back-
ground” (the atman).% The interesting term visranti is,
of course, ubiquitous in both periods of writing.®! It de-
notes the “repose,” which is perhaps not the “nature,”
but is at least the token, of the Self.? Its absence marks
all that is “insentient” {jada].® It is a term that affects
all cognitive activity—as when a word or a proposition
“comes to rest” in complete understanding.% For Abhi-
nava, perhaps, it is the key operational term expressing
his notion that the universe is a correspondence of two
realms: truth is thus also a visranti.®

THE SECTION ON $ANTARASA FROM ABHINAVAGUPTA’S
COMMENTARY ON THE NATYASASTRA OF BHARATAMUNI

The nature of “tranquillity” (ought also) to be stated,
in the view of those who, on the other hand, read “nine
rasas.”® Some (of them) say that tranquillity (is the
rasa) whose stable emotional basis [sthayibhava] is
“peace” [Sama], that it is produced by conditional
factors [vibhava] such as ascetic practice, association
with ascetics, etc., that it is portrayed through conse-
quential factors [anubhava] such as the absence of de-
sire and anger, and that its transitory (affective states)

80 Compare LP.V. ad 1.8.5 (p. 409); ad 1.8.11 (p. 422:
. .. visayoparagamahimna . . . , 423); with N.S. (G.0.S. ed.)
p. 337: . .. yat kalusyoparagavisesa evatmano ratyadayah.

SLCf.IPV.ad 1.4 passim, esp. karikas 5 and 6.

62 «tatha paramarsanam eva ajadyajivitam . . . svatantryari-
parh svabhavikam avabhasasya svatmavisrantilaksanam ananya-
mukhapreksitvam nama” (I.P.V. ad 1.5.11 [vol. 1, pp. 242-43]).

63 « . nirvimarsatvat jadam” (ibid.).

6« i asmadarthavisrantih” (I.P.V. ad 1.5.17 [vol. 1,
p. 276]); “yata idvara ity api paramars$ah sa iSanasile jfatr-
tvakartrtvatattve visramyati” (ibid., p. 275).

65 See also n. 180, below.

% The reference is to Natya Sastra 6.15, which in the tradi-
tional reading, states the standard eight rasas:

$rigarahasyakaruna raudravirabhayanakah |
bibhatsadbhutasarhjfiau cety astau natye rasih smrtah ||

These terms, in Sanskrit, are sometimes nouns, sometimes
adjectives; remembering that rasa is a term that means ‘taste,’
‘flavor,’ or ‘sentiment,” the names of the various rasas should
doubtless be taken as descriptive adjectives: the “heroic”
sentiment, etc.—or their appropriate abstractions: “heroism” (as a
kind of sentiment). So “tranquillity.”
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[vyabhicari(bhava)) are steadfastness [dhrti ], reflection
[mati], etc.®

This (view) others do not tolerate, because ‘“tran-
quillity” and “peace” are synonyms.®® And also be-
cause the (traditional) number of affective states [bhava]
is given as forty-nine.%® Moreover, (they say) it is en-
tirely proper, for example, that conditional factors
such as seasons and garlands are distinctly appre-
hended [anusamdhiyate] (as elements) within the erotic
(rasa)—which comes into being immediately after their
(apprehension); (but) ascetic (practices) and Vedic
study (which are alleged to be among the conditional
factors of §anta) are not immediate causes of (the rasa)
tranquillity.” If it be proposed that they are the imme-
diate causes of the knowledge of the truth [tattva-
JAanal” (which in turn occasions tranquillity), (these
others reply:) in that case, effectiveness [prayojyata] is
attributed to the knowledge of the truth that has arisen
(immediately) prior (to $§anta rasa); consequently as-
cetic practice, Vedic study, etc., have (in effect) been
given up as the conditional factors (which directly
produce sinta rasa).”?> Furthermore, the “absence of
desire,” and so on, is not a consequential factor (appro-
priate to the portrayal of this rasa), because it is often in
evidence when the very opposite” of tranquillity (is

7 The argument so summarily here stated follows closely
Bharata’s outline of $anta rasa (G.O.S. ed., vol. 1, pp. 332-
33), and is intended as a reply to an opponent’s view that $anta
is not a rasa, because it has no sthayin, and cannot be pro-
duced, or portrayed. See the following discussion. The terms
vibhdava and anubhava are part of the technical vocabulary of
the natyasastra, and designate (roughly) the ‘conditions’ which
a particular rasa presumes (and which, being in evidence, will
be sufficient to provoke that rasa), and the ‘resultant manifes-
tations’ of that rasa—such consequential behavior as is suit-
ably associated with that rasa as its expression. E.g., for the
erotic: “moonlit nights” and a “distracted air.”

% Le., no proper sthayin has been named.

% le., Sama is not mentioned by Bharata among either the
sthayibhavas (8), the sattvikabhavas (8), or the vyabhicari-
bhavas (33).

0 Le., the sense of tranquillity does not arise immediately
after witnessing them, but (see next) only after some interme-
diate event.

"1 The first occurrence here of this crucial term.

"2 Implied in this argument is the view that the vibhavas are im-
mediate preconditions of the rasa with which they are associated.

7 The note of Masson and Patwardhan to this term [vipak-
sar] (SAPA, 121) is unnecessarily confused. Vipaksa here has
its logical sense of ‘the anti-locus,’ that is, the domain where

being portrayed); because (in itself) it conveys noth-
ing;™ and because it is not something that can be suit-
ably represented on the stage [prayogasamavayirvat].
For the cessation of activity is not a suitable subject for
stage presentation. Even (conditions) such as sleep, de-
lirium, and the like, are given consequential represen-
tation [anubhavyante] by actions such as regular
breathing,”® sighing, falling down, and lying on the
ground. And (as for this rasa’s supposed transitory
affective states) how can such things as “steadfastness,”
in which a passion for (attainable) objects is pre-
sumed,’ occur in (the context of) tranquillity (which,
by definition, involves no passion for any object). It is
not by doing nothing that the spiritual trainee [vineya]
is educated in the means of knowing the truth;”’ they
whose minds are pained at (the spectacle of) another’s
pain have not reached the condition of seeing correctly,
but are (still) in worldly travail (samsara). Thus, “tran-
quillity” is not a rasa.

the term to be proven (sadhya) is never observed: e.g., a
“lake,” in the case of “is on fire.” The paksa, of course, is the
mountain, etc. Abhinava means then quite directly what Mas-
son and Patwardhan propose after considerable contortion: be-
cause the “absence of desire” is often observed where santa
rasa is impossible (for instance, in the hasya rasa), it cannot be
considered an anubhava of santa.

" Masson and Patwardhan do not appear to have translated
this term (agamakatvar), the idea is that the “absence” of an
emotion does not convey an affective response in the same
way the presence of an emotion does. The “absence” of one
emotion, perhaps, is the same as the absence of any other . . .

5 Lit., ‘breathing out’ (nih$vasa) and ‘breathing in’ (ucchvasa).

76 The compound praptavisayoparagah 1 take to be a bahu-
vrihi with a tatpurusa as final member. Prapta, it seems to me,
is intended here in its $astraic sense of ‘patent, presumed.’
“praptasya punar upadese na kificit prayojanam asti” (Kuma-
rila ad P.M.S. 10.8.40). “Steadfastness,” in other words, is
usually seen in cases of determined pursuit of objects, goals,
etc. But (in this paksa at least) $anta cannot be thought of as
“goal-oriented.” Masson and Patwardhan (SAPA, 121, note)
take prapta with visaya (as in the unusual grammatical com-
pound prdptodakah [gramah?]—yarh grimam praptam udakam,
sa praptodako gramah). But as the example shows, what is
“reached” (the direct object) is the extrinsic head (the “vil-
lage”), not the term in agreement (“water”). Pandit Srinivasa
Sastri’s explanation (though it does not seem to have been un-
derstood by Masson and Patwardhan as we have done) is
doubtless the correct one.

7 This directed at the thesis that if “absence of passion”
does not produce the rasa, at least it may produce the interme-
diate condition: tattvajiana.

This content downloaded from 141.211.4.224 on Fri, 06 Oct 2017 18:26:12 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



Gerow: Abhinavagupta’s Aesthetics as a Speculative Paradigm 195

To this, (it is reasonable) to respond (atrocyate):”®
just as now the triad (of human goals, namely) religious
duty, (well-being, and pleasure) is here” (well known),
equally well established is (the fourth) goal, viz., “lib-
eration,” (which) has been expounded (vyutpddyate)
primarily in the §astras, and in traditional religious
[smrti] and epic [itihasa] texts, (whose study serves) as
means (to its attainment). But (those who insist that
moksa is not suitable to kavya) should be asked: why
may not the state of mind [cittavrtti] conducive to
“liberation,” the highest human goal, not also be capa-
ble of transformation into rasa [kimiti rasatvam nani-
yate] 7 —just as those states of mind associated with
pleasure, (which are) called “sexual passion,” etc., are
indeed transformed into rasa, as the “erotic”—for an
audience suitably endowed with a sympathetic sensibil-
ity [hrdayasamvadal, and through the agency of poet
and actor—means whereby (the states) are brought to a
condition capable of being enjoyed.®!

That state of mind which is so (capable of transfor-
mation) is nothing but the stable emotional basis [stha-
yibhaval] (of the rasa in question: santa). The question is
now posed: what is its name?%? Some assert: (it is the)

8 The use of an impersonal passive leaves us in some doubt
as to whether the view presented here may be strictly iden-
tified as Abhinava’s position. But of course it is not unusual
for classical authors to seek an impersonal mode of expres-
sion. Abhinava, too, rarely rejects in toto the views of his
interlocutors.

7 iha probably refers to the world of kavya: belles-lettres—
rather than (as Masson and Patwardhan), ‘in this world.” The
context of the sentence supports this. It would be odd for
Abhinava to take so historicistic a stance as Masson and
Patwardhan suggest (SAPA, 122, note); rather Abhinava is
probably stipulating the accepted fact that the triad is the sta-
ple of kavya; the fourth purusartha, however, though equally
well known, is not well established in kavya, but is attested in
the other genres, of which he names three.

0ye., why may they not be capable of being expressed as
rasa?

81 The rasa, of course, is always pleasurable, even though
the raw emotional state on which it is based is not always so.
The play, in general, is seen as means to that transmutation
into “bliss.” Abhinava’s point is that, qua cittavrtti, nothing
prima facie excludes the fourth purusartha from this rasa-
transformation.

82 The argument so far, as can be seen, is by indirection: if
the purusarthas are parallel in other respects, why not in re-
spect of rasa? But if so, then what shall we call the bhava
thereby implied? (All rasas must have an emotional basis.) [
don’t think Abhinava has declared his view yet.

“indifference” [nirveda] which arises from knowledge
of the truth.®® Indeed (they continue:) this “indiffer-
ence” is different from the “indifference”® which arises
from poverty, etc., because the cause (of the former),
knowledge of the truth, is different. It is for this reason
that (Bharata) reads this (term at the juncture) between
the (list of) stable emotions and the (list of) transitory
affective states [sthayisaficarimadhye].?> Otherwise, the
sage, who always has his eye on the auspicious (utter-
ance), would never have read (the verses) 50.86 And
when he denies that “disgust” [jugupsa] (may be used)
as a transitory affective state in the erotic rasa,
Bharata®’” recognizes that all the (stable) emotional

83 pirveda may mean both ‘indifference’ and ‘revulsion’; it is

apparently intended in this latter sense by Bharata, who lists it
as the first vyabhicaribhava (6.18); the partisans of the view
here presented (definitely not Abhinava’s, as will be clear)
have apparently sought to kill two birds with one stone: they
discover a sthayin suitable to §anta, but one that is mentioned
in Bharata. Thus they have a “new” bhava without violating
the 49-bhava limit! By adding the discrimination: tastvajian-
otthita, the sense of nirveda is restricted to the former of the
two senses. Gary Tubb [personal communication] has sug-
gested for nirveda the translation ‘disillusionment’—which is
fine, provided the specifically ethical (and Indian) shading of
the term is stipulated: that sense of futility following upon the
recognition of the transiency of all attainments, and leading to
the desire for liberation.

84 See preceding note. “Revulsion” is here meant. In what
‘worldly”
[laukika] sense of nirveda from the other (ipso facto) alaukika

«

follows, the tendency will be to discriminate this

sense. “Revulsion” involves a surfeit of emotion; “indiffer-
ence,” none.

85 The (sthayi)bhavas are given in 6.17; the vyabhicaribhavas
in 6.18-21. Nirveda is the first vyabhicarin listed. The defender
of this view is alleging that nirveda may be read as the last
sthayin (in one sense), or the first vyabhicarin (in the other).

8 I.e., if nirveda were intended only in the second—inaus-
picious—sense (viz., ‘loathing’) it would never have been men-
tioned first (the auspicious position) among the vyabhicarins.
Masson and Patwardhan regard this as a “weak argument”
(SAPA, 123, note), but indeed among Indian interpreters of ca-
nonical texts, it figures as a very powerful one. Cf. the gram-
marians’ jiapaka. (This is “authorial” intention authenticated!)

87 jugupsa is given as the sthayibhava of the rasa bibhatsa
‘the fearsome’; yet Bharata (text 6.45/46: [G.O.S. ed., p. 306))
denies its use as a vyabhicarin in §riigara. The clear implica-
tion is that he views the sthayibhavas as “stable” in relation to
their primary rasa, but, in relation to others (where they may
also occur), as “transitory.” The category is thus relative, and
not absolute.
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states®® may figure (sometimes) as primary, (sometimes)
as ancillary, and (even) as involuntary® or (voluntary)
consequential factors®*—inserted (in the play) as suit-
ability (demands), and brought out by circumstances or
by language. Now the “indifference” which arises from
knowledge of the truth suppresses all the other stable
emotions.”’ Would not that stable (emotion), which is

8 The text reads ambiguously: bhavanam sarvesam eva.
Masson and Patwardhan take this to refer literally to “all the
bhavas”—the sthayi-, vyabhicari-, sattvika-, and anubhavas—
which would make the statement appear to say that any one of
them can become any other of them—circumstances demand-
ing. They adduce a passage in the Locana (pp. 174-75, N.S.P.
ed.) in support of Abhinava’s acceptance of this view. But that
passage, like this one, is clearly labelled as a representation of
an alternative standpoint (. . . iti kecid vydcacaksire), and the
text does not unambiguously support even the broad interpre-
tation they give it. The statement of Anandavardhana’s on
which the comment is made (etac ca sarvam yesam raso
rasantarasya. . .) asserts only the view that one rasa may be
vyabhicarin to another, and the question seems to be whether
the other “rasa” really means ‘rasa,” or (as the others believe)
‘bhava.’ In our present case as well, the passage makes perfect
sense as referring only to the supposed “stable” bhavas—the
question then being whether they must always be “stable” or
may also function as transitory bhavas. It is hard enough to
conceive what Abhinava may mean by suggesting that the sta-
ble bhava may become as well an anubhava or even a sartvika
bhava (see next), without making him say that sartvika bhavas
and anubhavas (to say nothing of the 33 vyabhicarins) may
become stable bhavas! That would imply that there should be
a rasa corresponding to the transitory bhava marana ‘death!”

89 cittaja is a synonym for sattvika(bhava)—a special kind
of anubhava which appears to be differentiated from the gen-
eral class only because it is (normally) involuntary, and thus
not easily simulated on the stage—sweating and horripilation
are examples (N.S. 6.22). According to R. K. Sen, the sartvika
bhavas are also signs of the veracity of the rasa experience in
the spectator (Aesthetic Enjoyment [Calcutta, 1966], 264fF.).
He traces their discussion (and much else relevant to the rasa
theory) back to the medical literature. See esp. his treatment
of nirveda [pp. 295-300].

% If this text is genuine, it represents a point of view not
otherwise advanced (as far as I know) by anyone, including
Abhinavagupta. Whether the sthayin may assume the charac-
ter of a vyabhicaribhava is of course another matter. But it is
hard to see what Abhinava may mean by allowing a stable
emotion (such as “sexual passion,” or the present “disgust”)
the status of an involuntary bodily reflex!

! Masson and Patwardhan are puzzled by this statement, but
surely it is the capstone of the position being advanced here,

stable by nature, truly suppress the others—in contrast
with sexual passion, etc., which thrive on the variety of
emotions [bhava]?

This (position) must be investigated.®> He who as-
serts that indifference born of knowledge of the truth is
the stable emotional basis (of the rasa “tranquillity”) in
effect asserts that knowledge of the truth (is the stable
basis of the rasa “tranquillity”).>®> How can (activities
such as ascetic practice, association with yogins, Vedic
study, etc., which) bear the seeds of detachment [viz.,
eventuate in detachment: vairagyasabijadisu], be un-
derstood as conditional factors (to this “indifference”)?
If it is maintained that they promote it, such a usage
would attribute “conditionality” to the cause of a cause,
and this extends (the notion of “conditional factor”) be-
yond is accepted range.** Now, “indifference,” which
ever consists in an attitude that (such and such) is not
to be sought after, may be defined as “detachment”—
and it, on the contrary, is helpful to knowing the
truth.% For the detached person always strives so that
in himself knowledge of the truth arises—indeed it is
from knowledge of the truth that liberation (comes); it
is not that first knowing the truth he then becomes in-
different, and from indifference (arises) liberation. For
these gentlemen agree that “from detachment comes
mergence into material nature.”%

which begins with the observation that there is a bhava (viz.,
nirveda) that may be both sthayin and sarcarin, proceeds with
the observation that Bharata allows this flexibility to all the
(sthayi-) bhavas, and now concludes with the clincher that this
one is so potent as to supersede the others (which, in relation
to it, are “by nature” transient!). What the text means then, is
only that nirveda must be the sthayin, whenever it figures in
the context of the other bhavas, not that it “cannot . . . tolerate
the presence” of the others (SAPA, 124, note).

92 This “investigation” is directed at the position stated, not
by those holding the position (“They also raise the following
objection . . .,” SAPA, 124).

93 Masson and Patwardhan take this as an objection. It is, in
fact, Abhinava’s position.

94 The model Abhinava is anticipating here is, in fact, the
reverse causal chain: nirveda causes tattvajiiana. So if it is as-
serted that a certain vibhava (say, detachment) causes nirveda,
it will not be the vibhava of tattvajiiana. Nirveda itself is (as
Abhinava will say) the vibhava. One vibhava does not condi-
tion another, in normal usage.

95 The reverse had been maintained by the opponent:
“knowing the truth” was the source of “indifference.”

9 Sarmkhyakarika 45. This implies that the position Abhi-
nava is here examining is held by some or all Sarnkhyas. In-
deed, the Sarmkhyas hold that tattvajiiana is alone the cause of
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It if be countered that the detachment of him who
knows the truth always becomes stronger—for even
these gentlemen say, “and beyond (even) that [viz.,
vairagya) is the absence of appetite, which proceeds
from knowledge of the spiritual essence [purusa]”®’—
(we reply:) let that be so; (but) the revered Pataiijali
himself has stated: “this type of detachment is the final
state of knowledge.”®® And so, (even on this view, we
find) a series of (progressively more adequate) knowl-
edges of the truth (each one) furthering the next; (we
still discover) no “indifference” as stable basis (for lib-
eration).*” The only stable basis would be knowledge of
the truth itself.1%

As for the “correct knowledge” [samyagjfianal
which, as we will explain in our commentary on the
transitory affective (states), tends to the cessation of
what had for a long time been sought in erroneous de-
ception!'®—that (alone) may be taken as a conditional

liberation, and this karika explains that even detachment (with-
out it) results in a return to samsara. By conflating nirveda
with the vairagya of the Samkhya, Abhinava makes his oppo-
nents agree with his view—that nirveda is not the immediate
cause (and therefore the srhayin) of moksa/sinta. Suddenly,
the ambiguity between $inta and moksa has become acute.

97 Yogasitra 1.16. Abhinava seems not to distinguish here
the Samkhya and Yoga darsanas, referring to partisans of both
as tatrabhavantah.

8 As Masson and Patwardhan point out, this quote (approx-
imately) appears in Vyasa's gloss ad Y.S. 1.16 (“jfidnasyaiva
para kastha vairagyam™), but Abhinava attributes it to Patafijali
himself (using an attribute “whose lord is the serpent” that
usually belongs to the Vaiyakarana Patafijali—which implies
also that Abhinava thought the two Patafijalis one). The first
confusion is more curious than the second.

9 Throughout this passage, which we take to be a Samkhya
view, no distinction seems to be drawn between santa and
moksa. It is on this ground alone not Abhinava’s final position.
Similarly, the terms sthayin and hetu are used, if not synony-
mously, at least interchangeably.

1% Masson and Patwardhan (§APA, 125, note) take this as
‘“Abhinava’s own position,” but are puzzled by the optative
bhaver. If I am right in seeing here a Sarmkhya thesis under ex-
amination, there is no problem: Abhinava is saying somewhat
magnanimously: even they would have to accept this view—
which (indeed) is close to my view! He has not yet announced
his own position, but this argument does anticipate it: tattva-
JAana will be an essential element, but not the entirety.

101 ¢., because of a deception based on a mistaken judg-
ment. This mundane “knowledge” is of course not the tartva-
JAdna which results from the cessation of a transcendental
error. See nn. 83 and 84, above.

factor to “indifference,” (but “indifference” in this
sense amounts to) “revulsion” [kheda). For example:

Useless—milking a bull

that I had taken for a cow heavy with udder!
Useless—embracing a eunuch

that I had taken for a lovely girl!

I hoped for beryl

when I saw the piece of glass shining!

O foolish me who worshipped

miserable you! worthless and unsophisticated!

We will (further) explain this (mundane indiffer-
ence) at that time.!92

But has the revered Aksapada'® not asserted, in the
aphorism beginning “the source of suffering . . .,” that
the predilection for objects of sense, which has its root
in false knowledge, is quieted by knowledge of the
truth? (This implies, does it not, that) knowledge of the
truth—which destroys false knowledge, is the cause of
detachment—defined as the falling away of (such) de-
fects (as false knowledge)?

If so, what of it?

Well, isn’t “indifference” [nirveda] (a form of) “de-
tachment” [vairagya]?'*

Who asserts such (a proposition)? “Indifference” (af-
ter all) is a mental state characterized by an effusion of
the current of grief; “detachment” is the cessation of
passions and the like.

Or, let us assume (for the purposes of argument) that
“indifference” is (a kind of) “detachment.”!%% Still, the
teacher did not include it in the aphorism, understand-
ing that liberation was (the effect thereby) to be accom-
plished, because, even though it would have come
between (cause and effect), it is under the control of its
own cause.'% He would, rather, on the ground that

102 Presumably, in the commentary on N.S. 7 (the bha-
vaprakarana), now lost, except for a short section at the
beginning.

103 Gautama. The reference is to Nyayasatra 1.2. The Sam-
khya here defends the view that indifference may be the effect
of knowledge (as cause).

104 The point is not that they are “the same thing” (SAPA,
127, note), but that nirveda belongs to the genus vairagya—
hence falls under the scope of the siitra cited. The net effect
would be to salvage nirveda as a possible sthayin of $anta.

105 we are still attempting to ascertain the purport of N.S.
1.2. The two paksas considered appear to be based on the two
senses of nirveda. See above, nn. 83, 84 and 101.

108 Viz., tatrvajiiana [N.S. 1.11. If we accept the view that
vairagya cum nirveda is a consequence of tattvajiiana, we

This content downloaded from 141.211.4.224 on Fri, 06 Oct 2017 18:26:12 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



198 Journal of the American Oriental Society 114.2 (1994)

indifference arises from knowledge of the truth, have
used the term “indifference” (in the aphorism) instead of
“peace” [§ama]. The terms “peace” and “tranquillity”
have been understood (here) as synonyms—just as are
“laughter” [hasa] and the “comic (rasa)” [hasya]; their
difference can (also) easily be stated (as it has been in
our own aesthetics) in terms of the relation between the
given and that which is to be realized, or that between
the mundane and the transcendental, or between the
common and the special.!?’ Therefore, “indifference” is
not the stable (emotional basis of “tranquillity”).1%

will simply have adduced an intermediate cause between tat-
tvajiiana and moksa—the ultimate effect in the causal chain.
Abhinava explains that it is for this reason that vairagya was
not mentioned in the siitra—even if it be regarded as a conse-
quence; the operative cause of moksa is still tattvajiiana; vai-
ragya is only an intermediate condition—something like the
stick between the potter’s hand and the pot. Masson and Pat-
wardhan have translated svakaranavasat loosely (or not at
all?): sva must refer, not to moksa, but to nirveda.

107 Masson and Patwardhan (SAPA, 127-28, note) have, I
think, misunderstood this passage. It is not, as they aver, the
siddhantin’s position, but continues the indirect argument
against those Naiyayikas who assert nirveda as the sthayin
of santa rasa. The difficulties alleged disappear when it is
remembered that Bharata (in the probably spurious santa-
rasaprakarana) has mentioned Sama as the sthayi of $anta
(see above, note 67); it is this view that those who adduce
nirveda are attempting to rescue (supra, notes 68, 83). Abhi-
nava is here saying simply that if this nirveda had been in-
tended by Gautama as a proximate cause of moksa (and hence
a possible sthayin of santa), he could hardly have failed to
mention it—for it would have supported the view that the
$ama mentioned by Bharata was indeed the sthayin! The only
stipulations that would have had to be made are that Sama and
nirveda be synonyms (and this is easily granted), and that
$ama and Santa be related as the names for bhava and rasa—
according to one of the criteria stated. The fact that Gautama
did not take this straightforward route proves conclusively
that he did not accept Sama as sthayin, and that those of his
followers who do, are wrong. 1t is, of course, the case that the
siddhantin would not disagree with the view here expressed.

108 1t is odd, perhaps, that Abhinava dismisses with such a
flourish the view that in our editions of the sinta rasa section
seems to be Bharata’s also. V. Raghavan (Number, 15-16)
adduces this is still another reason for considering the san-
tarasaprakarana spurious. Certainly, the view on which Abhi-
nava is commenting takes its major stand on nirveda, not on
Sama, but this may be a sign only that Bharata’s view had been
by Abhinava’s time superseded. The view now attributed to
Bharata is—here and at the beginning of the commentary—
considered by Abhinava (c.f n. 3, p. 35).

Still others affirm the following: eight particular
mental states only have been spoken of (by Bharata)—
sexual passion, etc.!®® They become even more varie-
gated [vicitra]l when (over and above the factors al-
ready mentioned) they are conjoined with special
otherworldly conditional factors such as (the study of)
revealed texts in solitude.!'” One among these (extraor-
dinary varieties) (must be) the stable (emotional basis
of santa). Indeed, sexual passion (itself) may be the
stable (emotional basis, for) having as its object the un-
interrupted, blissful Self,!'! it is the means to libera-
tion. As has been said:

He alone has no task left to do
Whose delight is in the Self,

Who is satisfied with the Self,
Who is pleased by the Self.!!2

In this way, any one of the (permanent mental states),
from sexual passion and laughter up to amazement!!?
may be posited as the stable (emotional basis of §anta)—
insofar as liberation is achieved by him who perceives
that the entire (realm of sense-)objects is incongruous
[hasa]; or who looks on everything as lamentable [§oka];
or who sees worldly affairs as offensive [krodha); or who
has taken refuge in a heroism both uncompromising and
undeluded [utsaha]; or who is afraid of all sense objects
[bhaya); or who has conceived disgust for those things,
such as young women, etc., that are sought after in the
world [jugupsal;, or who is amazed at the extremity of
the unprecedented attainment of his Self [vismaya].

Nor is this (view) disapproved of by the sage
(Bharata). Inasmuch as he enumerates specific emo-
tional states [bhava], using terms like “sexual passion,”
etc., and then incorporates others which are modes of
these, using the term “and”—he acknowledges that
sexual passion and the rest (also may) aim at final re-
lease [apavargavisaya), brought into play by transcen-
dental causes that are different from those (which bring
about the ordinary states listed).!'* But those who

109 yiz., the eight sthayibhavas of the eight canonical rasas.
10 This is perhaps not, as Masson and Patwardhan have
taken it, simply a reference to upanisadic study, but (in keep-
ing with the parallelism of the example) also an intentionally
ambiguous reference to esoteric tantric sexual practices.
1 Je., the alaukika form of rati—again, a reference to the
tantra.
Y2 Bhagavad Gita 3.117.
13 yismaya is the sthayin of adbhuta rasa, typically the last
of the eight mentioned.
14 N.§. 1.17 reads:
rati$ ca hasa$ ca Sokas ca krodhotsahau bhayarn tathi |
jugupsi vismayas ceti sthayibhavah prakirtitah ||
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speak thusly—who allow (the sthayins) alternately to
replace one another, in effect undermine the stability of
(any) one.''> The notion contradicts itself on its face
which asserts that any one [tasya tasya] (of the eight
bhavas) may become the stable (basis), depending on
this or that condition.!!6 (Furthermore), because the
stable (emotional basis) is different for each person, the
rasa itself arguably would be infinite.!"” If (in response
to this, it is argued that) the rasa would be one, because
it is the cause of a single (result, namely) liberation—
then (one might as well argue that) the heroic [vira]
and the violent [raudra] (rasas) were one because they
eventuated in a single result, namely, the destruction
(of the enemy)!

Still others say that it is because sexual passion and
the rest have become indistinguishable—like the flavors
in a drink—that they (together constitute) the stable
(emotional basis of §anta rasa).!!® This also is not an at-
tractive (thesis), because the mental states do not occur
simultaneously, and because (some of them) are incom-
patible (with others).

What then is the stable (emotional basis of $anta
rasa)? It is said:!'"? to the extent that knowledge of the

The several ca ‘and’ in this $loka are alleged to justify refer-
ence to bhavas other than the eight named—particularly the
alaukika forms of each that are the ground of $anta.

115 This is one of Abhinava’s most telling remarks—directed
against those who, despairing of fixing one bhava as the sthayin
of §anta, would allow any of the bhavas (alternately) as sthayin,
and thus not preserve the distinctiveness of any rasa; this ap-
plies as well to §anta: however unusual or differently motivated
it is, it cannot be reduced to the others (or the essence of the
others: see Gerow and Aklujkar, “On Santa Rasa,” 81).

116 1 don’t think Masson and Patwardhan have got the exact
flavor of this sally. It does not claim that the bhavas, on the
opponent’s view, “would cancel each other out”—but rather
that the notion of sthayin itself has been sacrificed, if it is
made conditional on variation among the other bhavas. The
assertion of a conditional sthayin, in fact, contradicts itself—
not that it is “(as good as) already refuted” (SAPA, 129).

117 Le., even the “$anta rasa” which this paksa hopes to jus-
tify would disappear in a myriad of private “rasas.” I agree
with Masson and Patwardhan here (SAPA, 130, note).

118 This view must have been intended as a reply to the
deficiencies alleged in the former position. Only by mixing
them up does the sthayin emerge!

!9 This I take to be Abhinava's first sketch of his siddhanta.
The impersonal ucyate is not too surprising, inasmuch as the
question of tattvajfiana has already been broached in reference
to the Samkhya position discussed above. The difference be-
tween that statement and this is one of modality only: there it
was asserted that the (Samkhya) position under discussion

truth is a means to the (accomplishment of) liberation,
it is that alone that ought to be stable where liberation
(is concerned).!?° But “knowledge of the truth” is noth-
ing but knowledge of the Self—knowledge of a Self, as
it were, an object apart (from mundane objects). For if
the Self were indeed “beyond” [para], it would not be
a self.'?! This has been dealt with extensively by our
teacher,!?2 and we also have elsewhere expatiated upon
it—so we will not insist on it here.!?? It follows then
that the Self—possessed of untainted qualities such as
knowledge and joy, and untouched by affections for
presumptive objects!?*—is the stable (basis for $anta

would amount to identifying tattvajiiana as the sthayin—if
understood correctly; here that implication is taken as basis
for the further statement of the siddhantin’s position. As we
will see, it is not rartvajiidna as such that Abhinava accepts as
sthayin, but the ground of rartvajfiana—the atman.

120 My translation [tasyaiva mokse sthayita yukta] attempts
to retain the distinction (which I feel is essential to Abhinava’s
thesis) between the domains of art and reality. Tattvajiiana, if
it is a means to the achievement of moksa, is also a sthayin
where moksa is represented. The “oddness” in the reference to
moksa (SAPA, 130, note) stems only from Masson and Pat-
wardhan’s determination to obscure this distinction.

121 anatmaiva: could this be a bahuvrihi—‘have no (mun-
dane) self’? In other words, the Self cannot be known like
external objects, and yet must, because immanent in all
knowledge, be knowable! This understanding agrees with
K. Bhattacharya’s: “I'atman, étant un autre (para), ne serait
qu’un non-atman (anatman)” (“S’dntarasa et Advaita,” 90).

122 Perhaps Bhatta Tauta, his teacher in poetics, or Laks-
managupta, his teacher in Pratyabhijiia. Abhinava also uses
the honorific plural in referring to his teacher (there doubtless
Tauta) in the Bharati [G.O.S. ed., p. 274).

123 Of course we cannot be sure what Abhinava intends
here—the works of his teachers have not survived. But I must
register my disagreement with Masson and Patwardhan who
consider these obscure phrases “very clumsy.” Such an imper-
fect judgment reveals only their determination to force a view
on the words—which I have taken literally, and I think, made
them say what they can. Indeed, considerations of grammar
alone would rule out their translation: “The knowledge of any
object other than the Self is the knowledge of worldly objects.
For anything that is different from the Self is nothing but non-
self.” Abhinava is simply pointing out that the “Self” [para
demal) exists on a different level of reality than do the mundane
“selves”—and so its poetics would also involve an element of
transcendence. I accept Raghavan’s reading visayasyeva.

124 parikalpitavisaya: “objects” (in the mundane world) are
always presented to, or postulated by the Self—they do not
correspond to its “nature.” Masson’s and Patwardhan’s “imag-
ined” (SAPA, 131) is too Buddhist!
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rasa).!? Its “stableness” is not to be argued in terms of
the “stableness” (of the other emotive states).!?6 (The
other states) such as sexual passion, whose mode of ex-
istence (ever) is to be (either) facilitated or obstructed,
in accordance with the appearance or disappearance of
various causal factors, are said to be “stable” relatively
[@peksikataya), to the extent that they attach them-
selves for a time to the wall'?”’ of the Self, whose
nature it is to be “stable.” Knowledge of the truth,
however, represents the wall itself (on which are dis-
played) all the other emotions [bhdvantara], and is
(thus), among all the stable (emotive states), the most
stable.!?8 It need not be separately mentioned (among
the sthayibhavas)!?® because it by nature is an always
realized stable emotional basis, which converts all the
mental states, such as sexual passion and the others,
into ancillaries [vyabhicaribhavayan) (of itself).13° For
the same reason, it is not proper to count it separately
(as a “ninth” bhava). One does not count “bovinity” a
third, in addition to (the bull) with half-grown horns,
and with no horns.'3! Thus the figure of forty-nine, (for

125 This, finally, is Abhinava’s siddhanta. Its examination
will occupy the rest of the §antarasaprakarana.

126 Masson’s and Patwardhan’s translation is garbled, but I
think we agree on the sense.

127 phini: is it only our Platonic upbringing that makes us
hear echoes of the cave in this metaphor? Masson and Pat-
wardhan see rather the “canvas” of the painter—which, albeit
attractive, is not supported by the lexica (cf. s.v. citrabhitti
[BR, 5:279]).

128 1t would be difficult, on the basis of this line alone,
to claim that rattvajidgna was not an ‘emotive state’
[(sthayi)bhava)!

129 This remark does not necessarily prove that our text “is
not likely to be precisely the one that Abhinava commented
upon” (S‘APA, 35, and note): the fact that tartvajfigna has been
mentioned among the vibhdavas of santa is not germane to Abhi-
nava’s point here.

130 This is not as great a concession as might at first appear,
for all the “stable” emotions may, on occasion, serve as “tran-
sitory” emotions to another sthdyibhdva. Abhinava is saying,
though, that the process of conversion is here not occasional,
but natural.

131 But the bull with fully developed horns would be a third!
By this remark, Abhinava seems to assert that tattvajfidna, and
by implication §dnta, are genera—something like bhavatva
and rasatva. It should be remembered that his concern here is
to account for Bharata’s “failure” to mention the “ninth”
items. I think the point of the comparison is rather that, exist-
ing on a different level of being, they need not be “counted”

the) emotions, remains intact. If'3? we are asked: why
has it not been separately mentioned? we would reply:
because it is not associated with any separable bliss.!33
Unlike sexual passion, and the rest, this form of the
Self we have described is not, in its unalloyed form
[asamprktena vapusa], within the province of the ordi-
nary understanding.!?* It appears, though in itself [sva-
gatal] not subject to any predication [avikalparapa], as
soiled by the other mental states,'>> when it is exam-
ined at the moment in which its permanent characteris-
tics'* (have been recognized).!’

Or, let it appear so in the world.!’® Nevertheless,
there is no counting of stable (emotions) simply be-
cause they are possible, because such would not be

among entities they inform; they are indeed not separable
from (= not opposable to) the other rasas, being presumed by
them. Whether this makes them into Aristotelian genera is an
open question. Note also that ‘bovinity’ [gotva] here is in-
tended as the abstract universal [samanya], which on the usual
Indian view, does not comprehend the individuals—and is
more akin to a property [dharma) than what we would call a
genus. Putting it on the same “counting” level as the vifesa is
clearly improper.

132 We have established that there is no need to mention fat-
tvajfiana. Now we advance a positive reason for not mention-
ing it.

133 Abhinava means that the “blisses” associated with sex,
heroism, etc., appear to be different; when one occurs, the other
does not, etc. The “bliss” of the Self of course is not “separa-
ble” in this sense—but ubiquitous. The reading dsvadayogat
which Masson and Patwardhan prefer (contra Raghavan) is
clearly a lectio facilior, and I see no reason to adopt it. If
adopted, nevertheless, the line would refer to the 49 bhavas,
not to tattvajiiana: “why have they been separately mentioned?
Because their respective blisses are discriminable. . . .~

134 . answering the question: why, if it is ubiquitous, are
we not constantly aware of it?

135 because these states appear to be predicated of it:
“the Self experiences (sexual) joy, etc.”

136 A vyutthanasarmskdra is one that is not suppressed, when
those that are suppressible are: see Y.S. 3.9. Normally, such
samskaras are cognized only during meditation, etc.

137 This accounts for the “appearance” of the Self, seem-
ingly as transitory, and as associated with the other states of
consciousness. But it is not for these reasons to be “counted
separately.”

138 This is not really a “concession” on Abhinava’s part. It
is simply a restatement of the implication of the preceding
conclusion. The atman does appear so in the world—whatever
it may be really. Thus there is no reason to attribute that con-
clusion to a “parvapaksin” (SAPA, 131, note).
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useful given the rasas that have been declared.'®® But
rather they would have been defined (simply) as transi-
tory (emotions)—and not otherwise.!® Thus (again)
the version is sound (which accepts) forty-nine emo-
tional states.

Now, further, the nature of the Self does not admit of
transitoriness—because this is impossible,'*! and be-
cause (the Self) does not convey diversity [vaicit-
rya],'*? and because (even if such a Self were possible,
it would) not be suitable (to dramatic representation).!*3
The “nature of the Self” is (indeed) “peace”—and the
sage (Bharata) has indicated this (nature) by using the
term “peace.”'* Whether he indicates this by using
the term “peace,” or the term “indifference,” does not
compromise (our position).!*> Only (it appears) that
“peace” is one mental state, “indifference” another;
(the latter) is akin to the (mundane) “indifference” that
arises from other conditional factors, such as poverty,
etc. Being kin (to that other state) it may be designated
by the term for it, even though there is a difference of
cause—as are sexual passion, fear, etc.!*® And so,
“peace” (mutatis mutandis) is nothing but this “nature

139 On the level of appearance, the appearance of the atman
(in meditation, etc.) would otherwise justify the separate
counting of sthayibhava, etc. But as explained above, this
sthdyin is a sthayin of a different sort—nor “apparent” (as are
the eight bhavas).

149 And even the bhiva underlying $anta would have been
“transitory”—that is, apparent.

T, self-contradictory. We now address the question: is
this rasa capable of dramatic representation? It is interesting
that this section has presented more problems to Masson and
Patwardhan than any other—probably because they were de-
termined to understand it as “philosophic” (SAPA, 130, note).
The problems for the most part disappear when Abhinava’s
reference is seen as the play.

142 Perhaps in the sense that “variety is the spice of life”—
and certainly of the other transitories—which are ever arising
and disappearing.

143 The view that “the Self is subject to diversity” is on its
face inadmissible. I follow here Visuvalingam’s understanding
of the series of hetus enchainés as referring to stages of aes-
thetic experience.

144 As the sthayibhava of santa, in the section of the text we
are now commenting on. What Bharata intends by sama will
help answer the question of the rasa’s playability.

145 Referring doubtless to the dispute among the purva-
paksins with which the commentary began: “some say ...
‘peace,’ others . . . ‘indifference’.” Supra, n. 67.

146 Masson’s and Patwardhan’s puzzlement at this line stems
perhaps from not having appreciated the implications of the

of the Self”—viz., knowledge of the truth.!*’” Moreover
[tatha ca], sexual passion and the rest are specific
(forms) of affection which stain the Self; even though it
is accompanied by them, (he who), by dint of uninter-
rupted meditation, understands its pure form, (achieves
their) pacification as soon as its permanent characteris-
tics (have been recognized).!*® It is said: “(Its) pacifica-
tion is conveyed by (suppression of the antagonistic)
affections.”'*® Before the stable (affective state),
knowledge of the truth, the entire group of mental
states, both mundane and transcendental, becomes
“transitory.” (They become) its consequential factors
[tadanubhava eval, together with the consequential fac-
tors that are aided by abstinence and suppression,!°
and those natural gestures that will be explained in the
three chapters beginning with “glances . .."!3! Thus

term tadvyapadesya—Pataiijali the grammarian’s term for me-
tonymy. The issue is how two different things can have the
same name. Now neither rati nor bhaya (which stand here for
the sthayibhavas of the eight rasas), when considered from the
point of view of their various causes (or, in the drama, their
vibhavas), appears to be a single phenomenon—and yet, be-
cause of other similarities, a single term is used. Abhinava’s
point here is not only that the laukika and alaukika nirveda
are called by the same term; he thereby implies (this is the
main point) that any difference between the alaukika nirveda
and $§ama may be discounted.

147 The terms of the predication are reversed.

148 See above, n. 137. Or: “remains in a state of utter tran-
quillity even after the meditative recognition (i.e., the return
to normal consciousness: vyutthana) is accomplished” (so
Visuvalingam).

149 y.S. 3.10. Masson and Patwardhan do not translate this
siitra, and profess to see no relation between it and the preced-
ing remark of Abhinava’s. I do not see their problem: prasan-
tata expresses exactly Abhinava’s view that the “colorations”
are essential to the experience of “tranquillity”—for it is the
recognition of them as transient that leads the aspirant to a
cognition of the permanent self. Throughout this section,
Bharata’s sama is shown to imply various views consistent
with Abhinava’s view that the purification of the Self is an apt
theme of poetic (as well as metaphysical) discourse.

130 yamaniyama: the first two stages of Yogic discipline; see
n. 21, above.

5 ypangabhinaya: the reference is to chs. 8-10 of the N.S,
Masson and Patwardhan (SAPA, 132, note) take this sentence
as a truism: “Its anubhavas are anubhavas. . ..” But, surely,
Abhinava is here asserting the three kinds of anubhava suit-
able to santa: tadanubhava eva presumes its logical subject
from the immediately preceding kalapah. svabhava I under-
stand as a reference to the sartvikabhava (supra, n. 89: cittaja).
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these (consequential factors) properly belong to it
[etadvisaya eva].!5? For this is (its) nature.!s3
Similarly, (its) conditional factors are such things as
the supreme Lord’s grace. And (thanks) to this,!3* (the
depiction of) sexual passion, etc., may be enjoyed as
about to be extinguished. Just as (are enjoyed) longing,
in (the rasa of) erotic separation; or the “complete fes-
tival of the beloved,” in (the rasa of) erotic union.!5
And as (are enjoyed) fierceness,'* in the violent rasa,
or disinterest, steadfastness, fright or joy,'s” in the
pitiful, heroic, fearsome, or marvellous (rasas). Even
though these (states) are transitory, they appear as
primary;!3 similarly, in (the rasa) tranquillity, (states
like) disgust (may appear to be primary), because
they are utterly antagonistic to passion.!® And simi-

152 The problem of §anta’s anubhavas has now been solved:
they are not the “absence” of certain states (supra, n. 67), but
may be found among three positive categories: laukika mental
states understood as transient; alaukika (yogic) mental states;
and among certain gestures natural to $anta. Again, the dra-
matic force of §anta is the issue. The question of anubhava—
to which the entrée was provided by the discussion of sama,
above—is after all the key issue where the play’s playability is
met. The questions of anubhava and abhinaya are inseparable;
Bharata constantly links them.

153 The remark seems to me to follow appropriately (SAPA,
132, note). The play is playable if it has suitable anubhavas.

134 The atra does not seem to have been picked up by Mas-
son and Patwardhan.

155 In the first case, a vyabhicaribhava, in the second, an
dlambhanavibhava. 1 think Abhinava means that, as subsid-
iary elements, they are, though adventitious and impermanent,
enjoyable—and indeed, because they are impermanent, they
are enjoyed.

156 A vyabhicarin associated with raudra (G.O.S., vol. 1,
p. 321).

157 These are variously vibhavas, anubhavas or vyabhicari-
bhavas of the rasas in question. The same remark applies.

158 1 think Abhinava is not using these terms here in their nar-
row technical sense: as objects of enjoyment, these imperma-
nent states and conditions occupy the center of our attention.

159 1n this passage, Abhinava stresses the similarities of
§anta, on a dramatic level, with the other rasas, despite the
metaphysical arguments adduced earlier which isolated it. It
seems to me that the “main point” (SAPA, 133, note) of his ar-
gument is that §anta may be enjoyed—precisely because, in
presentation, it employs (a fortiori!) the same technical means
as the other rasas. In addition, its surface texture is often pro-
vided by the other rasas!—though one must be careful to ob-
serve that when they appear to be primary, it is just an
appearance.

larly, in the Mahavrata (rite), the wearing of human
skulls .. .'% The anointing of his body with (foul-
smelling) oils, for the purpose of inducing disgust, is
enjoined on the husband’s brother, engaged in (the act
of ) procreating a son.!'s! His preeminent striving!®? is
here included within that class of acts—a synonym for
which is “compassion” [dayd]—whose form is that of
an effort (made to satisfy) a wish for another’s wel-
fare, in accordance with the maxim: “he who has ac-
complished in himself all that is to be accomplished,!¢3
will make an effort to achieve the aims of others.”
Therefore, on the strength of this'% being a transitory
(emotional state), some designate (these acts) as “hero-
ism of compassion,” others as “heroism of religious
duty.”165

But this “striving” (which you have seen in various
scenes suitable to the depiction of $§anta rasa) is the
life-breath of egoism;!%® “tranquillity” however con-
sists in the relaxation of egoism.

(To this objection, we reply: no), for (the depiction
of) even an antagonistic (emotive state) as transitory is
not inappropriate—witness the (depiction of) indiffer-

160 Abhinava’s point is probably that such practices are also
“antagonistic to passion.” The remainder of this line is “very
corrupt” and difficult to emend (Raghavan, Number, 100).
It may refer to other tantric or yogic practices apparently
“disgusting.”

161 As in the preceding cases, “disgust” is a necessary ancil-
lary to achieving equanimity. As Masson and Patwardhan
point out (SAPA, 133, note), the begetting of children by levi-
rate should not involve any intentional delight, but proceed
from duty alone.

162 ytsaha: the sthayibhava of vira rasa. Even this, in the
sample, is subordinated to a transcendent, and apparently
emotion-free, condition. Masson and Patwardhan appear to
take this statement as a general observation, not as further
comment on the levirate. But I think Abhinava’s point is that
even such matters are within the scope of drama.

163 [ e., who has realized in himself the Self.

164 orar; referring, I think, to the wuts@ha of the preceding
line.

165 [ see no evidence that it is §anta rasa that is being called
dayavira, etc. (SAPA, 133)—although it is clear that such
scenes will be the staple of those works emphasizing $anta
rasa. In all these examples, the antinomy “energy/peace” is or-
chestrated in such a way as to (1) make clear that peace is the
primary term; and (2) that the “attractiveness” of the scene
(which none would deny) is a function of the secondary term.

166 aharmkara: lit., the ‘I-term’. The principle of the narrow,
individual “self” or Ego.
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ence in (scenes of ) sexual passion.'®’ In verses such as:
“My bed is the grassy lawn . . . ”168 the preeminence of
striving in order to accomplish the welfare of others, is
noticed. No (human) condition is ever devoid of striv-
ing—apart from the effort (to fulfill one’s) desires, one
would be a stone! Since then they who have apprehended
the lower and the higher (selves) have nothing left to ac-
complish in reference to their own Self—their minds
now being tranquil—the sacrifice of their own body, or
wealth, for the welfare of others, is not incompatible
with (their) tranquillity.'®® The preservation of one’s
body, etc., is enjoined for those who have not accom-
plished what is to be accomplished—in accordance with
the maxim: “he should protect himself . . . 7170 Ascetic
renouncers, however, lack any intention to preserve such
(things). For example:

The life-breath is the established condition

Of religious duty, profit, desire, and liberation.
When it is gone, what is left to destroy?
When it is safe, what is not saved?!”!

The motivation [nidana) for preserving the body is
thus shown to be its instrumentality in achieving the
four well-known aims of life. One hears, in the case of
ascetic renunciation, that “he who has accomplished all
should fall'”? into water, into fire, into a chasm.” So, in
one way or another, (the renouncer) must abandon his
body. If it be abandoned for another’s sake, is there
something that is not realized thereby? If it be objected

167 Does Abhinava have the Sakuntala (act 5) in mind?

168 Nagananda 4.2. The discussion of this play—as a pos-
sible locus of §inta rasa, will now be taken up. Note that
Abhinava introduces the subject with a quotation, focussing
our attention on the dramatic manifestation—a quotation
which incidentally marks the major transition in the play,
from lovers’ intrigue (acts 1-3) to scenes of compassion and
self-sacrifice (acts 4 and 5).

169 Masson and Patwardhan (SAPA, 133) take this as a
direct reference to santa rasa. That is possible, but given the
earlier reference to “tranquil” minds, not entirely clear.

10 Gautamadharmasatra 1.9.34 (Anandasrama ed., p. 63).
The commentator, perhaps a New Yorker, adds: eko na gac-
ched adhvanam . . .

171 Source unknown.

172 patet: viz., throw himself into . . . The root §ru ‘*hear’ and
derivatives, generally indicate that the source is a revealed
text. If so, this one is unidentified. Masson and Patwardhan
(SAPA, 134, note) call attention to the legend of Abhinava’s
entering the Bhairava cave, never to be seen again.

that such as Jimiitavahana'”® were not renouncers, what
difference does that make to us? Certainly he (is under-
stood to have) possessed knowledge of the truth. Other-
wise, it is inconceivable that one who equated body
with self, and made (his) body into the be-all and end-
all (of existence), should abandon (it) for another’s
sake, without reference to religious duty, and the like.
Even in battle, the hero does not strive (directly) to
abandon his body; rather he acts in the interest of con-
quering the enemy.!’* So too, by throwing (one’s body)
off a cliff, one hopes!? rather to acquire a more resplen-
dent body (in the next life). Whatever is done—teach-
ing, giving of gifts, and finally the abandoning of the
body—without reference to one’s own interest and for
the sake of another, is wholly inconceivable on the part
of those who have not acquired a knowledge of the
truth of the self.17¢ Those (who have) do know the truth.
Both revealed texts and recollected authority (support
the view that) in all stages of life, liberation belongs to
those who are wise. As has been said:

Even the householder is liberated

Who is devoted to the service of the god,
Bases (his deeds) on knowledge of the truth,
Is kind to guests, performs the funeral rites,
And gives liberally of his substance.!?’

It is only from (performing) religious duties that are
done with the intention of helping another, and con-
ceived in connection with the essential result of an-
other’s welfare,!” that there arises (in the next life)
another body suitable to that (duty, and this is the body)
of Buddhas-to-be, and as well, of those who know the
truth.

173 The ascetic hero of the Nagananda. The play provides
the sub-text for this entire discussion. Jimiitavihana was a
king and vidyadhara, not a yati. The objection is literal.

174 Ergo, heroism of this sort is not really compatible with
santa: the hero of this sort is not so much abandoning his body
(which could be taken as a form of asceticism), but seeking
conquest: Arjuna’s very problem!

175 Lit., . . . the hope gapes [vijrmbhate]. The language is
also resplendent. Is Abhinava being ironic?

176 A very active ethic is superimposed here by Abhinava on
the Indian ideal of ascetic withdrawal. All meritorious activity
is derived from tartvajAiana! And if this be the case, the utility
of witnessing dramas and the like will not be compromised!

177 Source unknown.

178 Intention [abhisamdhi] and result [phala] are both
important.

This content downloaded from 141.211.4.224 on Fri, 06 Oct 2017 18:26:12 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



204 Journal of the American Oriental Society 114.2 (1994)

And even when (it figures properly among the)
subsidiaries,!” we observe that a calm [vi§ranti] is
reached, because this is also appropriate to (its own) na-
ture.'80 For example—Rama acceding to the command
of his father, where (it is) subsidiary to the heroic.!®!
The same (relationship) is to be supposed in the case of
the subsidiaries to the erotic and other rasas.'®? Thus,
even though tranquillity is stable (by the preceding ar-
gument), it may figure as secondary (in a work).!®? In
the case of Jimiutavahana, (it is so) because what is

179 The prior discussion has dealt with the question of $anta
as a pradhana rasa. This is what is implied in the search for its
sthayibhava: if such a sthayin can be found, ipso facto, $anta
is a possible “major” rasa in a work of art. But the rasas also
frequently figure as subsidiary to another (as pradhana).
Anandavardhana, in book 3 (vs. 18ff) of the Dhvanyaloka,
discusses the “blending” of rasas, emphasizing that the quality
of the work is often a function of maintaining the primary rasa
in and through its dynamic contrasts [aucitya]. In this section
of the commentary, we take up the even thornier question of
§anta as a possible “subordinate” to other rasas. This of course
is the usual mode of its appearance in drama—but Abhinava’s
theoretical defence of §anta makes it very difficult to see how
it could possibly be subordinate to anything—its sthayibhava
being, by nature, sthdyin, etc.

180 yi¢ranti seems intended here as a synonym of $ama,
above. But since “peace” (qua “knowledge of the truth”) is
the stable basis of §anta, a different term is needed to desig-
nate the “cessation” of a subsidiary rasa. The subsidiary will
by its nature be appearing and disappearing—this applies to
all rasas (cf. the discussion of bhavasanti, bhavodaya, etc., in
Kavyaprakasa 4.36 [Anandasrama ed., pp. 130ff.]). Abhina-
va's point is that just as §ama may be found at the center of
the energy of the primary rasas, so does a “coming to rest’
[visranti] figure in the nature of the secondary. visrantilabha,
according to Masson and Patwardhan, means rasapratiti
(S‘APA, 135, note, and text: “the attainment of ‘repose’ [i.e.,
aesthetic enjoyment]”). This, though not incorrect, is too
general for the context: see my note 6, Gerow and Aklujkar,
“On Santa Rasa,” 81.

181 yirange is a tatpurusa, not a karmadharaya (SAPA, 135:
“...though this aesthetic repose is only secondary”)! The
idea that visranti and rasa are synonymous has misled Masson
and Patwardhan throughout this passage. Abhinava means that
the act of self-abnegation here is secondary to the main rasa of
Rama’s character: the royal “heroic.” (But is this the main
rasa, if the Uttarakanda be considered?)

182 Again, it is not $rigara that is subsidiary here, but §anta
in relation to §rngara!

183 The query of Masson and Patwardhan on this line is un-
justified. Abhinava is simply repeating for emphasis the impli-
cation of the preceding illustration, etc. Even as secondaries, a

aimed at (by him) are the three (worldly goals), chief
(means) to which is the helping of others.'®* With this
in mind, (Bharata), in the (chapter) defining naraka,
says: “ ... (it is) associated with qualities such as opu-
lence, flirtatious behavior, etc.”'3 By this, he says that
all kinds of actions aiming at profit and (satisfaction of)
desire, replete with [pradhana] (displays of) opulence
and flirtatious behavior, should be introduced into a
nataka, to (achieve) that beautiful (result) which is a
concordance of the hearts of all people. We will explain
this in that context. With this in mind, the sage (Bharata)
will not prescribe any species of chanting'® in the case
of (the rasa) tranquillity. Thus also, the view is refuted
which asserts that (the rasa) tranquillity does not exist
because no species of chanting is prescribed (for it).!87

Others, however, say that Jimiitavahana, in response
to the old woman’s lament: “who is thy savior now,
son?” did nothing but save the old woman who had

visranti is necessarily observed among the rasas. The use of
sthayitva in reference to a rasa is a bit puzzling, but 1 take it as
a kind of haplology: “even though its bhava is by nature sta-
ble, tranquillity . ..”

184 | take this as one possible view, not necessarily the sid-
dhanta. Another—closer to Abhinava’s—is introduced below:
anye tu Jimatavahanah . . . The person maintaining this point
of view asserts that in the Nagananda santa is a subsidiary,
because the main theme is still “conquest”—acquisition of the
three aims of man (dharma, artha, kidma). The hero employs
paropakrti to that end. The incompleteness of this sentence
suggests that it is an aside. The problem raised by Masson and
Patwardhan is thus avoided (§APA, 136, note). Abhinava is
not implying that $anta can “never be pradhiana . . .,” but that,
in this case, it may effectively be enjoyed, even though not.

185 N.§. 18.11 (G.O.S., vol. 2, p. 412). The ndtaka is the
main among the 10 types of drama—and the theoretical model
for the others. Abhjfianasakuntala is an example.

186 jatyamsa: Bharata enjoins various kinds of singing as ac-
companiments to the several rasas .S, 29.1-13) but does not
mention §anta rasa.

187 Le., the failure to mention $anta means only that these
kinds of chanting are inappropriate to it. The sequence of
thought here is not easy to grasp. I think Abhinava is suggest-
ing that the presence of worldly display in a drama is not in it-
self proof that §anta is absent—this would tend also to dispute
the view adduced above that the Nagananda, because it in-
volves such a display, is not S@ntapradhana. But of course the
question can be raised: which sorts of display are appropriate?
The remark re chanting means that some are not appropriate.
If I am correct, Abhinava, as he often does, is here laying the
groundwork, by reviewing the views of others, for his own
view—which is that §anta not only can be, but is, predomi-
nant—in the Nagananda, especially.

This content downloaded from 141.211.4.224 on Fri, 06 Oct 2017 18:26:12 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



GERow: Abhinavagupta’s Aesthetics as a Speculative Paradigm 205

come to him for help. He has no power at all. Nor did
he injure anyone else.!®8

This we agree with.!3% It is after all not the province
of Buddhas-to-be to live lives of high position, and full
of motivation—even if they have the power (to do so).
Injunctions do not instruct according to the rule of “the
crow and the palm tree.”'0 It is thus established that
the primary (rasa) in this (drama) is “striving” as char-
acterized by compassion.!?!

The other transitory (emotional states) may be (em-
ployed) according to circumstances. As has been said:
“in the interstices (of a pacified mind) appear other
cognitions, owing to the traces (of previous lives).”!%2
For this reason, the view which holds that because of
inactivity no consequential factors (are present), stands
refuted. However, when one has reached the final stage
(of meditation), there is an absence of consequential

188 This view of Jimiitavihana conirasts with that mentioned
earlier: “saving the old woman” was his accomplishment,
rather than achieving the “three worlds.” He did as little as
possible, being powerless to do either great good or evil. The
reference is to Nagananda 4.9 (Chowkhamba ed.). The quoted
words are Jimitavahana's, but he is paraphrasing the old
woman, the mother of gar'nkhacﬁda.

189 Doubtless, because it makes it more difficult to argue that
rajavirya—energetic heroism—is the principal rasa of the play.

190 1 think this enigmatic reference is intended to explain the
Saktis cet of the preceding line: a bodhisattva will not expend
his energy fortuitously (even if he has it); his principles (here:
sarmnydsa) must apply uniformly, not randomly—as crows
appear, or (cocoa-)nuts drop. Thus is justified Jimiitavihana's
lack of activity. On the nydya, see Mimdrmsakosa, 1433.

191 This we take to be Abhinava’s siddhanta—not exactly
that Jimiitavahana did nothing, but that his action was restraint
of action: the dayavirya which Abhinava considers a synonym
of $antarasa (Locana ad 3.26, N.S.P. ed., p. 178)—and not a
fourth kind of virarasa. Masson and Patwardhan have thrown
up their hands at this passage (SAPA, 137, note); but the sense
conveyed above is I think free of contradiction, and supports
the view of the relation between $anta rasa and rfartvajiiana |
have elsewhere defended. It is significant that the passages
with which they have had the most trouble (acknowledged
with a laudable frankness!) are precisely those that do not fit
their thesis. Santa, after all, is a rasa, and must be made to
accord with its aesthetic kind.

192 y.S. 4.27. The commentator explains that such cogni-
tions as asmi, janami, etc., are intended. Abhinava’s point is
perhaps that even the yogin experiences bhavas—and so in
santa also they may be suitably introduced. The play will thus
have the surface texture of any ordinary play. As usual, Mas-
son and Patwardhan see in this remark an effort to distinguish
santa from the other rasas. [ see it asserting a generality.

factors; this cannot be represented (in the theatre).
Even in the case of sexual passion, grief, etc., it is
proper not to represent their final stages.!'®

The hearts of men concord (in finding delight) in
(such scenes) as are made manifest through the traces
(of former lives) that have their source in a knowledge
of the truth of the sort (we have described)—as
(Bharata) will say: “the dispassionate (rejoice) in liber-
ation.”'® This concord is not universal nor for all
(men): in the fearsome (rasa), there is no heroic charac-
ter.!” It might be asked: in such a presentation, what
delight is there for the hero(ic type)? We answer:
where this'® is represented [nibadhyate], there will
necessarily also be (a representation of ) erotic passion,
heroism, and the like—as helpful to (achieving one or
another of) the ends of life.'9” Delight for these (men)
will be based on those (rasas employed as adjuncts).!%
Where, as in the case of comedy, a rasa such as the
comic is primary, there, too, delight may be based on

193 Not « . . . it is correct that there is no possibility of rep-
resenting . .. ” (SAPA, 137). Abhinava is again at pains to
draw the parallel between §anta and the other rasas, as far as
staging is concerned. The issue in the case of $rigara is
doubtless propriety; of karuna, perhaps impossibility—but
more likely propriety also—for one should not represent death
on the stage. In other words, the lack of final representation is
not an argument against accepting $anta rasa.

194 & §. 28.58. See the note, SAPA, 137. Masson and Pat-
wardhan take this as a remark tending to the implication that
“concordance of the heart” is possible only for those who are
adepts in santa. Abhinava’s meaning is that just as the other
rasas succeed in tapping the otherwise implicit or latent states
[vasand] that constitute our common mental and emotional
life (inherited, of course, from former lives), so does $anta—
the vasanas here being those which focus on our striving for
liberation. The point (again) is rather that $anta taps into the
same deep strata of our being as do the other rasas.

195 Presumably meaning that a “heroic” spectator will find
little of interest here—and also, if he is heroic, he will not be
easily frightened!

196 ayam may refer to the preceding bhayanaka, or gener-
ally, to any hostile rasa, such as (in this context) santa. It
should be borne in mind that the protagonist of §anta rasa is
not a vira ‘hero’ in the technical sense: see n. 191, above.

97 purusarthopayogini. The locative (if correct) probably
“agrees” with ratra: ‘there—in that work, which is helpful . . ..

198 How are Masson and Patwardhan able to take the far of
tannisthas as referring to $anta? Both grammar and sense re-
quire that it refer to the immediately preceding “erotic pas-
sion .. .” The question is still: what does the vira enjoy? Le.,
(by extension) what would men of ordinary temperament find
enjoyable in a §antapradhana drama?
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the other rasas which come into being along with the
(primary). Some assert that the cause motivating the di-
vision of drama [riipaka] (into ten types) is predicated
on the (different) delights which properly belong to the
various tenants [adhikdrin] (of those delights).'%®
Therefore, the rasa “tranquillity” exists.?®® And so,
following (the phrase:) “we will lead the stable emo-
tions to the condition of rasa...,”?%! there is read in
certain old texts this definition of (the rasa) “tranquil-
lity”: “tranquillity is (the rasa) having as its proper sta-
ble emotional basis ‘peace’...”"?02 In (the view of)
these (texts), the delight of all the rasas is tantamount
to “tranquillity,”?% inasmuch as (all the rasas involve
a) turning away from (the gross) objects of sense.
(Their/its) being grasped as the main thing is “based
uniquely on other latent mental impressions [vasanan-
tara] (deriving from earlier existences).”?* Here, to in-
dicate that it was the stuff [prakrti] out of which all
(the rest are made), it is indicated first.2%> And in accor-

199 A view with which Abhinava does not necessarily dis-
agree. It is seen as a further implication of what he definitely
does accept, namely, that each rasa, and each primary charac-
ter thereby implied, has its proper delight. The hrdayasam-
vada of spectator and character is based on this propriety.

200 This carefully argued conclusion has followed from a
consideration of the rasa’s sthdyin, its vi-, anu-, and vyabhi-
caribhavas, and its audience—or “delight.” The argument
alone shows how important it is for Abhinava to establish
§anta as a rasa!

201 This line is found in the prose between N.S. 6.45/46—
Just before srngdra is taken up. Abhinava there explains it as:
“ye sthayino bhava. .. tan api nama rasatvar visrantyekiya-
tanatvenopadesadisa nesyamah” ¢ . . . we will lead these stable
emotions to a condition of rasa by showing them as (built
upon a) single foundation, “calm.”
the context of rasapratiti as such—though it is not a syn-

(Here visranti occurs in

onym. See n. 180, above.)

202 I do not understand the query put by Masson and Pat-
wardhan to this line (SAPA, 138, note); Abhinava here
defends textually those manuscripts that do include the
§antaprakarana by remarking that they are ancient. How else
would an Indian proceed?

203 See n. 201, supra.

204 The iti perhaps indicates that Abhinava’s source text is
again being quoted. Tanmukhyatalabhah seems to point back
to sarvarasanam—but it could, as Masson and Patwardhan
take it, point to §anta(prayah). In the former case, the view
here presented does not differ materially from Abhinava’s
usual view on the role of the vdsanas.

205 Again, Abhinava is probably referring to the text above
cited—which appears to have placed santa just after the line
“we will lead . . . ” (instead, as in our texts, Srrigara).

dance with the maxim that, in the world, one does not
count over and over again that which is common, its
stable (emotional basis) is not separately mentioned.2%
But it has become separate, as the object of that under-
standing whose mark is the delight (felt by) connois-
seurs who have discriminated (it): even what is
common will be counted separately by one who dis-
criminates. And also, nine rasas are mentioned in the
epics [itihdsa] and puranas, and in the lexica—and
(most important of all) in the auspicious “conclusory
doctrines” (of our tradition).?” For example:

He should here visualize the “erotic,” etc.,
As belonging to the eight gods;

In the middle (of them), he should visualize
The “tranquil” form of the god of gods.208

Its conditional factors are ascetic detachment, terror in
the face of transmigratory existence [samsarabhiruta],
and the like. For it is cognized through these, when they
are fit together (in a composition). Its consequential fac-
tors are concern for teachings about liberation, etc. Its
transitory (emotional states) are indifference, reflection,
recollection, and steadfastness. Because ‘“devotion”
[bhakti] and “faith” [sraddhal—infused with recollec-
tion, reflection, steadfastness and striving, and focussing
on contemplation of the Lord—are both in other ways
lanyathaiva] supportive [anga] (of it), these two are not
counted separately as rasas.’®® Here we find the sum-
mary verse:

The rasa “tranquillity” is to be known
As (that) occasioned by the Supreme Self and liberation;

206 This is indeed a puzzling statement, inasmuch as Abhi-
nava has just cited his text as mentioning a sthayibhava: sama.
This perhaps refers (obliquely?) to the other candidate for
sthayin: the atman as tattvajiiana. Or perhaps all it means is
that the sthayin is not mentioned repeatedly [prthak prthak],
as being implied in all the other rasas. Visuvalingam adds:
“The apparent inconsistency is due only to Abhinava’s unwill-
ingness to express himself explicitly in favor of one or the
other tradition.”

207 siddhantasastresu: or is this other example of Abhina-
va’s use of the honorific plural?

208 Or, “ ... As the form of the god of gods, ‘tranquillity”.”
See, on this verse, S'APA, 139, note.

209 Other traditions add these two to the list of rasas. The
Bengali Vaisnavas make bhakti the supreme rasa. See Ragha-
van, Number, ch. 6. By anyathaiva Abhinava probably intends
the difference in locus between these candidate rasas (the tem-
ple) and santa per se (the theatre).
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Having among its causes the aim of knowing the truth;

And is associated with property of supreme felicity.21?

Here, (“tranquillity”) is shown through the three
qualifications of conditional factor, stable basis, and
consequential factor, in that order.

Taking up its several occasions
The rasa arises from tranquillity.
Its occasions then vanishing,
It is absorbed in tranquillity.2!!

By these and other verses, (this rasa’s) being the
stuff of the other rasas is summarized.?'?

Now, as to what (the sage) will say regarding the
dima, namely, that it “employs six rasas, excluding the
erotic and the comic,”!? here is (Bharata’s) meaning:
since the dima has as its primary (rasa) the “violent”
[raudral, in accordance with the definition immediately
following, “ ... which originates in poetry of inflamed
[dipta] rasa,”?* there is not even the possibility (in it)
of “tranquillity”—as incompatible with that (rasa); so
why bother to negate it?

But in that case, if tranquillity is impossible, why
bother to qualify (the dima) as “originating in poetry of
inflamed rasa”??'> The occasion (for the qualification)
is his having said that six (rasas) are to be employed,
apart from the erotic and the comic.?!6

210 A nearly identical verse occurs in the published text of
the $antarasaprakarana (G.O.S. ed., p. 333). 1 take mok-
sadhydtma as a dvandva; Masson and Patwardhan (SAPA,
139) translate as if reading adhyarmamoksa.

2L NS (G.OS. ed.), p. 335 (with important variations; the
second pada reads: §antad bhavah pravartate ‘the emotion [or,
feeling] arises from tranquillity’).

212 Abhinava’s comment implies that he sees the verse as
making a statement about rasarva, not about the emotional ba-
sis of rasa (see preceding note). The use of the term prakrti
here (as above) does suggest that Abhinava sees $anta on an
evolutionary level prior to the other rasas. Of course, as he has
explained above, the other rasas can also be seen as the
prakrti ‘matter’ of sinta! Perhaps then we should take the
compound rasantaraprakrti as a bahuvrihi: “having as its
matter the other rasas.”

213 N.S. 18.84d~85ab (G.0.S. ed., vol. 2, p. 443). The dima
is one of the minor “ten genres” of drama. If Bharata’s state-
ment is taken literally, it would appear to exclude even the
possibility of §anta rasa.

214 N.S. 18.85c.

215 Mutatis mutandis; or, the biter bit!

216 The point is either (as Masson and Patwardhan have it
[SAPA, 141]) that, without the qualification dipta, ‘inflamed . . .

But this qualification also excludes (poetry) whose
predominant (rasa) is the pitiable, the disgusting, and
the fearsome! (We reply:) no! for (that possibility) has
been set aside by (the further qualification:) “ . .. (the
dima) is associated with the grandiose and violent
manners.”?!'7 Since, however, the grandiose manner
only is appropriate in (the rasa) tranquillity, (saying
only that much) would not have excluded it. Therefore,
far from (being an argument against tranquillity), the
definition of the dima is an indication of its existence!
The case of the erotic (rasa) however (is different), for
(it is consistent) with quite violent pursuits (and is
thus) brought to mind (by the qualification “ ... in-
flamed . . . ’); and the comic, being supportive of the
(erotic),2!® also has to be negated, because (both of
them) are materially relevant [praptatvat].

Because (this rasa) is identical in all the others [sar-
vasamyat], the attribution to it of particular deities, col-
ors, etc., is inappropriate;?!® nevertheless, it should be
noted that they have been postulated.??® Now, the ori-
gin of (the rasa) tranquillity has already been demon-
strated. Its involuntary consequential factor is the
“comic” (rasa).??! The “heroic” and the “disgusting”

any six of the seven remaining rasas could be used; or that,
among the six remaining rasas, those forms have to be excluded
that are not dipta. 1 prefer the latter, because the former appears
to repeat the terms of the first question.

27 sauvatyarabhativrttisampannah: N.S. 18.88b. The vrttis
are styles of speech and gesture associated with different types
of protagonist. Cf. Lévi, Le Thédtre Indien, 88.

218 Bharata derives four “subsidiary” rasas [hasya, karuna,
adbhuta and bhayanaka] from four “primary” [Srngara,
raudra, vira and bibhatsa]: N.S. 6.39. His meaning is not en-
tirely clear. S. Visuvalingam’s doctoral dissertation [unpubl.]
treats extensively of these four interrelations.

219 Abhinava means that, since the other rasas figure as its
vyabhicdribhavas, all their deities may by extension be attrib-
uted to it.

220 E.g., the color, svaccha ‘clarity’; the deity, Buddha, or
the Jina (Bharati ad N.S. 6.42~46 [G.O.S. ed., pp. 298-99]).

21 agree with the guess of Masson and Patwardhan
(SAPA, 142, note) that satrvabhava means sattvikabhava. See
n. 89, above. The “origin” of the rasa (preceding line), then,
would refer not only to the origin (vibhava, sthayin) but also
to the various manifestants (anubhava) and associated states
(vyabhicaribhava). Indeed, sattvika is the only factor that has
not heretofore been specified for santa. It is quite elegant
(note, ibid.) to presume “laughter” as the involuntary manifes-
tant of §anta: Siva laughs! The text, of course, may be corrupt;
several emendations have been suggested (e.g., Visuvalin-
gam’s tasyabhaso for sattvabhava)—but 1 have here, as else-
where, followed Raghavan’s edition, despite its faults.
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(rasas) are also among its conditional factors.??? It fol-
lows then, that this rasa (should) teach such things as
abstinence, suppression, and contemplating the Lord;
that its final benefit [mahaphala] is that it confers (skill
in) acting;??* that it is the most important matter (in
aesthetics); and that it suffuses (the elements of) the
plot [itivrtta], etc.??* Enough of prolixity!

(If it be asked:) what sort of delight (is this—this
delight) in the “truth” that (we say) is (appropriate) to
it (viz., to $antarasa)???> (We) reply: the nature of the
Self is such as to be affected by striving, sexual pas-
sion, etc., which themselves exude (their particular)
affections?26—like a pure white string that shines in the
intervals between rare and sumptuous [umbhita] jew-
els; once it has assumed this form, thus does the nature
(of that Self) shine forth among the passions, all of
them—such being the case [tathabhavenapi ]—(attrac-

222 Note the ca here. Other vibhavas were specified previ-
ously. I agree with Masson and Patwardhan that the line
should be understood in this way (SAPA, 142, note), but do
not have their problem in accounting for the mention of vira—
since vira is not (see above) the chief rasa of the Nagananda!

223 Three readings here have been defended; I follow Ragha-
van’s most recent suggestion (Number [2nd ed.], 116): abhi-
nayopayogitaya. In the first edition (p. 105), he prefers
anupayogitaya (apparently misread as: anupabhogitaya, by
Masson and Patwardhan [SAPA, 142, note—and so trans-
lated]). Finally, Kavi gives anupabhogitaya as his preferred
emendation (G.O.S. ed., p. 340). I do not see the problem Mas-
son and Patwardhan have with Raghavan’s second guess: the
text is after all a commentary on the Narya S&stra; and it is in-
consequential (on the theological level) to propose that the ma-
haphala of this awesome discipline is “eschewing enjoyment.”
Doubtless, Abhinava’s point is that—as far as worldly “fruits”
go—a fine performance is a fine thing! Compare Abhinava’s
use of the term mahdphala in commenting on the mahe-
§varasya dasyam of the first karika of the Isvarapratyabhijiia
(vol. 1, p. 29). The actor is also a “servant.” Cf. also Abhi-
nava’s comment ad N.S. 6.33: “. .. ye tv atathabhiitas tesam
pratyaksocitatathavidhacarvanalabhaya natadiprakriya | svaga-
takrodhasokadisankatahrdayagranthibhafijanaya gitadiprakriya
ca munina viracita” (vol. 1, p. 291).

224 Treated in N.S. ch. 19. See my analysis of the Sakuntala
according to the Indian theory of plot construction, JAOS 99
(1979): 559-72, and 100 (1980): 267-82.

225 [ think this question concerns dsvada only: “even if all
you (Abhinava) have said is the case, what sense does it make
to claim to ‘enjoy’ the truth?” Knowing it is enough. I take
tattvasvada as a tatpurusa, parallel to tatrvajfidna. We might
also read rat tv asvadah—the force of the question would be
even clearer.

226 yparakta, uparaga: “affection” comes close to capturing
the double entendre of a “color” that is also “attractive.”

tively) affective, according to the maxim: “this Self ap-
pears once.”??’ Devoid of all the complex of sufferings
that derive from looking away (from it), it shines out
from both poetic and practical?® works generally as
that single consciousness through which is attained su-
preme delight—and, by distinguishing (itself) in the
interior condition (of the spectator), effects a sensibility
of the same sort, which leads to (the experience of) a
transcendental joy.??

Thus, there are but nine rasas. These many only have
been taught, either as being useful in (attaining the)
aims of man, or as (involving) a surfeit of delight. Thus
the view has been refuted which asserts that this num-
ber has been fixed upon, even though others are pos-
sible, because (only so many) are familiar to the
audience. This will be explained (further) in the chapter
on the emotions.?*® False (the notion) that there is a
rasa “fondness” [sneha], whose stable basis is “un-
guency” [ardrata]. Fondness is nothing but an “inclina-
tion” [abhisanga], and it is completely subsumed in
sexual passion, striving, etc. Thus the fondness of the
child for its parents comes to rest in fear (that they de-
part); that of a youth for his friends, in (sexual) pas-
sion;?! that of Laksmana for his brother (Rama) in the
heroism of duty, etc. Similarly considered is that of an
elder for the son, etc. The same path may be taken,
when refuting (the notion that there is) a rasa “fickle-
ness” [laulya] whose stable basis is “greed” [gardhal.
It is subsumed either in the “comic” or the “erotic” or
elsewhere. The same may be said of “devotion.”

227 Once recognized, it cannot be forgotten. The figure (it-
self beautiful) of the passions enhancing the beauty of the soul
by “modulating” it—as the necklace gains in beauty by the
multiplicity of its jewels—sums up Abhinava’s view of the
role of art in the cosmos—a very ambiguous figure that seems
to attribute to art a cosmic function!

228 Perhaps, “poetry” and “drama” (so Masson and Pat-
wardhan, SAPA, 142). But prayoga is also used of “practical”
worship, etc.

229 Appropriately, the Santaprakarana closes by reminding
us of the major cosmic thesis of the Pratyabhijiia: the self-
division of consciousness into outer and inner worlds, ever
corresponding and ever finding delight in the correspondence.
It is, it seems, in santa that this delight is (from the inner side)
met and recognized, but as the solemn phrases intimate, this
inner delight is but a reflection of a cosmic delight informing
all being. I do not think Masson and Patwardhan have grasped
the full flavor of this passage.

230 The seventh chapter; the commentary is in large part lost.

231 Either rati is bi-sexual (!) or the “passion” it implies
may be asexual! Normally, rati does not include “friendship.”
Visuvalingam adds: “This remark is not so surprising—Sakti
(incarnated in the sexed couple).”
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