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CHAPTER II 

ABHINAVAGUPTA'S CONCEPT OF RASA 

Abhinavagupta, a great Indian aesthetician is famous for his 

commentaries called Locana on Dhvanyaloka and Abhinava-bharatT on 

Nafya-sastra among his various works. These two are the pioneer works 

of him though he is also famous for his works on Kashmiri saivism. But he 

proved himself as a reputed writers on poetics due to his two 

commentaries mentioned above. He was very much interested in 

dramaturgic work of Bharata. Due to his interest Indian aesthetics was 

enriched with his encyclopaedic text in which he elaborated various views 

of Bharata on dramarturgy. Here we find that he became interested in the 

various theories about the origin and function of Rasa, though Bharata 

was concerned only with drama. But. Abhinavagupta not only interested 

with rasa in respect of drama but also in poetry. While expressing his 

view on the concept of rasa, he tried t-<? explain· clearly how vyakti or 

vyanjana of the dhvani theorists could be applied to the case of 

manifestation of rasa, and thus correlating the rasa theory with the 

Dhvani theory. He defined the concept of rasa and its place in poetic 

theory and to him aesthetic sentiment or rasa is brought out through the 
Q 

application of some words or sentences having suggestive meaning 
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(Ohvani). This Ohvani functions as an instrument to the production of rasa 

(rasani~patti~). 

· Abhinavagupta refuted the imitation theory. For him the effect of 

imitation is in fact laughter and mokery and has no connection with t~e 

aesthetic experience. 

Rasa literally. means a kind of juice and signifies flavour one gets 

from testing this liquid. In respect of literary works it signifies the peculiar 

experience that we get from poetry. 

The view that rasa is the essence of poetry starts from Bharata. He 

holds the view that, no composition can be do_ne without the feeling of 

rasa. He also holds the opinion that rasa is realisation of one's own 

consciousness as coloured by emotion. Rasa and emotion cannot be 

expressed directly through words, their essence being immediate 

experience, so they can only be suggested by words. 

So in Indian aesthetics rasa is regarded as a state of 

consciousness which is unique, conceived intuitively and concretely as a 

juice or flavour when a spectator or apreciator relishes this rasa, he is 

pervaded by enchantment of this. Therefore, according to Indian thinkers, 

aesthetic experience is the act of testing this .rasa. At the time of testing 

this rasa the contemplator forgets everything . ot the world and he 

concentrates to enjoy the work. Let us try to elaborate this point. Let us 
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suppose if a person goes to enjoy a drama and in the hall he thinks about 

what is happening. in his house, then certainly he will not be able to enjoy 

the play properly. Again, if some happenings.in the drama coincide with 

the life of the spectator and in that time the spectator identifies himself 

with the heros of the drama ·and looses distance from real life, the 

spectator certainly will not be able to enjoy the drama properly. For proper 

enjoyment spectator needs to identify himself in the performance and 

exclude all else. 

So rasa is realised when an emotion is awakened in the mind in 

such a manner that it has none of its usual conative tendencies and is 
. , 

experienced in an impersonal , contemplative mood. An emotion in this 

peculiar manner is caused by representations in art of those objects which 

excite it in nature, such as natural situation,. persons of known characters 

their actions. These representations, through words in case of literary 

works and through both words and concrete presentation by the performer 

in the case of drama, are generalized and so idealized aspects of objects 

masquerading as particular. They are significant neither cognitively nor 

conatively, for they belong to a different world. The representations have 

only emotive significance and the emotions appearing through them are 

not suffered in the ordinary blind and passive manner but enjoyed 

' 

actively with a clear self awareness and knowledge of them. The main 

thing which lies behind this extraordinary mode of expressing emotion in 
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the dissolution of the practical and egoistic side of our self in the poetic 

attitude and consequent appearance of the universal contemplative self. 

Emotions are latent in the self in their generalized form as dispositions 

connected with their general not particular, associations. So, when 
; 

generalized objects and situations are presented in poetry, they awaken 

the generalized emotions which are felt in an impersonal and 

contemplative manner. They are not related with any specific individual 

object. But the dissolution of the practical self is necessary. If in a poetic 

work there is too much naturalism and too little of impersonality than the 

response of the reader will be naturalistic. Again if the reader seeks 

information or instruction or sensation froni poetic work then even if the 

work is rich and full of idealization yet the reader is unai:Ae to suspend 

his practical realistic attitude. 

Rasa is realized when the self losses its egoistic, pragmatic aspect 

and assumes an impersonal contemplative attitude. Rasa, thus· is a 

realization of the impersonal contemplative aspect of the self which is 

usually valid in life by the appreciative part of it. A contemplative mind or 

self is free from all craving, striving and external necessity, it is blissful. 

Rasa may be distinguished from ordinary delight or satisfaction. 

Ordinary ·delight depends on personal inclination, interest, desire to 
0 

possess it etc. For example a film producer may become delighted by 
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e~rning more and more money by marketing the film he produces. But if 

the film does not give the producer the expected money then this may 

make him unhappy. Here the delight is based on selfish consideration. 

But the aesthetic delight or rasa does not depend on any personal interest 

or inclination, desire to possess it. For example, if someone 6bserves a 

stage performance and feels delighted by the play, the viewer does not 

think about any personal interests viz. whether the events shown are real 

or not. 

Another interesting point about the distinction between ordinary 

and aesthetic enjoyment is that, ordinary pleasure or delight is purely 

subjective and is not sharable by others. But aesthetic delight though 

subjective yet sharable e.g. the delight which the play producer finds by 

earning money is his personal subjective delight and is not sharable. But 

the delight which enjoys through the presentation of the drama is 

sharable whoever views the dr~ma by excluding all egoistic 

considerations, pragmatic aspects and by assuming an impersonal 

contemplative attitude will get the same delight or satisfaction. This is 

called non-pathological pleasure (Lokottara ananda). 

Though there is a temporal, cultural and historical gap between 

western and Indian tradition, Abhinavagupta is much earlier than Kant and 

Bullough, yet a bridge may be constructed between these two traditions 
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and consequently a dialogue may be opened between these two 

traditions. . 

"Abhinavagupta till today remains the most important and 

characteristic Indian aesthetician. His basic conception of art as an 

' 
independent spiritual activity freed from all egoistic traints, an attitude 

rather than a quality has been since the time of Kant the main postulate 

of western aesthetics as well. Many of his findings though developed in a 

totally different time and context, find an echo in modern theories. Clive 

Bell's significant form provokes a state of mind which is not very much 

unlike the rasa experience.", 

Let us now consider some western view about aesthetic 

experience which are very much akjn to that of Abhinavagupta which we 

think will make our understanding of Abhinavagupta's philosophy of 

aesthetic experience easy and in fact it is .our main task to make the 

understanding of Abhinavagupta's philosophy ~f aesthetic experience 

easy. 

There is such a thing as aesthetic experience has been granted by 

. many a philosopher even though the claims to define such experience 

have mate with criticism in recent times. However, one question that has 

. often been raised in this context with regard to how such experience 

becomes possible ? (a) Is there some objective quality or aspect of it by 



responding to which one has aesthetic experience ? (b) or, is there are 

some special way of looking at things that ~ake such experience 

possible? If the question at (a} is answered in the affirmative then it would 

follow that there are some special kinds of objects by coming in contact 

with which one experiences an aesthetic delight. One possible way of 

defending such a view is to distinguish all the works of art from other 

things on the basis that only the former can give us aesthetic experience 

because there is something special about these objects. But, are we not 

often struck by something common place or even positively ugly ? 

Much of art in recent times has been inspired by the common place 

or the ugly. As Stolnitz puts it : "If we confine ourselves to the art of the 

last 150 years, we find an enormous amount of art devoted to the two 

sorts of objects which common sense considers intrinsically unaesthetic, 

viz., dull, common place objects and ugly or grotesque thing and events."2 

On the other hand, one might argue that a distinction between 

works of art and that thqse are not is extremely difficult to make if it is not 

immediately shown as spurious. The defender of such a view would 

argue that, there is a circularity involved in the assumption that only 

works of art are capable of giving us aesthetic delight. Those who answer 

the question (b) affirmatively do so on the ground that even the so called 

ordinary object or situations when responded to in a special way are 
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capable of affording us aesthetic enjoyment. The terms "beautiful" , 

"aesthetic" are not confined merely to works of art. In other words it is not 

the object but the way we attend to it or look at it that gives us a special 

kind of delight. The use of these terms is based on a special kind of delight 

that one may experience rather than some objective quality of the work. 

In western tradition, the two important names that stand out clearly 

in support of this kind of view are Kant and Bullough. Kant's theory of 

beautiful emphatically negates beauty as an objective quality. Far from 

there being any objective ground or criteria, the determining ground of the 

judgement, "This is beautiful", is no other than subjective. The 

significance of such a theory is that even though the judgement is made 

by an individual on the ground of his having experienced a special kind of 

delight or satisfaction the judgement is claimed as universal and 

necessary in character. Interestingly Kant's theory of aesthetic judgement 

which is his main concern in Critique .of Judgement does not make any 

special reference to works of art as a class of special kind of objects. One -

can clearly trace the beginning of the theory of aesthetic attitude to the 

views of Kant on the beautiful- in which the key concept is "disinterested 

satisfaction." 

. 
Melvin Rader in his introductory comments in chapter ten of the 

(· 

anthology 'A Modern Book of Aesthetics' has the following to say : 
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"The relevance of Kant's theory to the continuing discussion of 'the 

aesthetic attitude' in this century is beyond question. One evidence of this 

influence is the theory of 'psychical distance' akin to Kant's 

'disinterestedness' , as expounded by the distinguished British 

Psychologist Edward Bullough".3 

Bullough's theory of "psychical distance" assumes that one can 

actively distance oneself from any object or event in a way so as to cut 

oneself off from the practical mode and its attended consequences. 

Theory of aesthetic attitude which is d~veloped here in terms of "psychical 

distance" enables Bullough to account for the experience of delight one 

has, say, at the sight of fog at sea. The event which is immense concern 

to passengers aboard the ship can be so distanced as to become the 

source of delight to the beholder. In more recent times thinkers such as 

J.A.Stolnitz, R.W.Lind and S.K.Saxena have all contributed to the 

defence of the theory of aesthetic attitude. 

Let us now discuss in details Kant's view. Kant's views on the 

beautiful can rightly claimed as the precursor of the attitude theory in 

aesthetics. According to him, beauty is not an objective property like the 

colour yellow which may belong to an object though the judgement "This 

is beautiful" represents the same logical form· as the judgement "This is 

yellow." One of the main concerns in his book The Critique of 

0 
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Judgement is to show the universal and necessary character of the 

judgement "This is beautiful"·, the ground for making which is no other 

than subjective feeling of satisfaction which is characterised by him as 
. . 

"disinterested" in nature. It is to be noted that "disinterestedness" in this 

context is used in a special sense which is quite different from its sense in 

common usage. 

When we judge an object as beautiful, this judgement is not a 

logical judgement nor is it a moral judgement rather this judgement is 

aesthetic. According to Kant, a logical judgement is made as the faculty of 

imagination gathers together the manifold of sense perception and the 

same is subjected to the faculties of understanding. This type of logical 

judgement is regarded as an objective judgement because it is always 

about some object. For example, in the judgement, "This pen is white" the 

quality of whiteness belong to the object "pen". The existence of this 

quality depends on the existence of the object pen. 

Kant's formulation of the problem of aesthetic judgement in terms of 

his main point of enquiry as to how is aesthetic judgement possible? 

Here for our present purpose we are mainly concerned only with his first 

moment where he states that, "Taste is the power of an object or of a way 
. 

of representing it through an entirely disinterested satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction. The object of such satisfaction is called beaituful."4 
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For Kant aesthetic judgements are judgement of taste and the 

distinguishing feature of this judgement is that the satisfaction it reports is 

"disinterested." Let us now clear what Kant means by "interest". By 

interest Kant seems to mean consideration of the question relating to the 

existence or the reality of the thing. In other words, when the satisfaction 

we get from an object is bound up with the desire to possess it, such 

satisfaction is characterised by "interest" . From Kant's view it follows that 

by "disinterestedness" he refers to an ·attitude which requires the onlooker 

to remain indifferent to question of reality and existence of the object. 

. Moral judgement, as Kant would say, claims a suggestion of 

oughtness which implies that an action which is morally judged is 

repeatable, and an action which is morally good ought to be done by 

everyone else. Moral. judgements are made on objective grounds. 

Now, for Kant aesthetic judgement is "reflective" or "contemplative" 

and not cognitive, logical or determinant. Kant defines reflective 

judgements as "A capacity for reflecting on a given representation 

according to a certain principle , to produce a possible concept."5 He 

refers aesthetic judgements to the faculty of feeling. In this case, the 

representation in related to the subjective faculty of feeling.- Thus, for Kant 

the determining ground of aesthetic judgement is purely "subjective". In 

this case, there is free play of the faculties i.e. the free play of the faculty 
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of imagination and the faculty of understanding. The representation is 

referred to the subject. It refers to the feeling of.pleasure and pain by the 

imagination. Pleasure and pain are not objective qualities or the 

properties but rather they are subjective in nature. These are the ways in 

which the object affects. 

Kant describes aesthetic delight as "disinterested satisfaction". 

Let us make clear this view of "disinterested satisfaction". We may state 

here Kant's distinction between aesthetic delight or satisfaction from 

ordinary delight or satisfaction. Ordinary delight depends on personal 

inclination, interest, desire to possess it etc. Here the delight is based on 

selfish consideration. But aesthetic delight which Kant characterises as 

"disinterested" "does not depend on any personal inclination, desire to 

possess it, or any selfish interests. For example, if someone views a film 

and feels delighted by the film, the viewer does not think· about any 

personal interest. 

Another interesting point about the distinction between ordinary 

pleasure or delight and aesthetic delight is that ordinary pleasure is 

purely subjective and not sharable by others. But the aesthetic pleasure 

though subjective yet sharable. In Kant's words, the beautiful is "What 

pleases because it can also pleases others."6 e.g. the delight which the 

film producer finds by earning money is his personal subjective delight and 
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is not sharable. But the delight which one finds by viewing the film is 

sharable because whoever views . the film by taking a disinterested 

attitude will get the same delight or satisfaction. Kant's own explanation 

would be that since it is not based on any interest or inclination, the 

' disinterested nature of aesthetic satisfaction can claim to be the common 

· condition for the possibility of aesthetic delight. 

So it seems from this point that Kant is maintaining that aesthetic 

delight is a matter of attitude . Aesthetic delight requires adopting an 

attitude, which Kant calls disinterested attitude, without which no such 

delight is possible. Now the question is what does it mean to say that, the 

contemplator of a work of art must adopt a disinterested attitude? This 

question may be answered by asking the following set of questions : when 

one views a painting and sees a three dimensional figure on a plain 

surface he may ask : (I) Does .this space really exist there ? (ii) Does he 

necessarily want to buy, possess or acquire it ? (iii) Does our sense of 

appreciation of a painting decline everi when we are told that the painting 

is not a faithful copy of the real existent object, individual ? If we follow 

Kant's thesis then the answer of all the above questions will be negative. 

So from Kant's view it is clear that the beauty of an object is not 

based on considerations whether it is real or existent. These metaphysical 
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and ontological questions have no bearing on the satisfaction which we 

find from the beaituful. 

For Kant the delight in the agreeable and the good is determined 

not merely by the "representation pf the object", but rather by the 

"represented connection between the subject and the existence of this 

(object). 7 Here it is not the object but the fact of the existence of the object 

that pleases. As Paul Guyer points out, "Kant suggest, two ways in which 

pleasure in beauty may be taken in mere representation rather than actual 

existence. Pleasure may be felt apart from knowledge of actuality by 

causal laws - though this does not mean that its object is in any way 

nonactual - and it may be felt without reference to the effects an objects 

may have beyond mere perception or contemplation."6 

Let us briefly put the matter thus 'Kant's ideal aesthetic pleasure is 

a disinterested kind. Aesthetic appreciation does not depend on 

"interest", though by interest Kant does not mean what we m~an by it 

normally. 

"An interest is always a concept of an object or action which has a 

relation to the faculty of desire : it is a cognitive representation which is 

an incentive for that faculty. Second, an interest is always connected to 

the existence of the object for an . incentive of the will is always an 
0 

incentive to will the existence of something. Third, interest is always 
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connected with delight, for an incentive to will something is either a 

promise or pleasure in its existence or the conformity of the object of the 

will to the moral law, the consciousness of which produces a feeling of or 

like pleasure. Delight either is promised in the real existence of 

'something, and thus a reason for willing, or is consequent of willing."9 

The main thrust here is that, interest is connected on the one hand 

to desire and on the other to some object that exist or can exist our desire 

to possess or make us of an object can be fulfilled if only the concept of 

such object is actualized. In other words, the pleasure we get from the 

fulfillment of the desire is one which is not independent of a concept. Most 

of our daily amenities and high technological devices that give us 

pleasure, in. our daily life fall in this class. But according to Kant the 

beautiful is without any concept as the judgement, "This is beautiful" is 

based on a· sense of satisfaction which though subjective is sharable. It 

must clearly· be understood that aesthetic delight being independent of an 

objective quality or aspects is related to the common condition of mind 

which is sharable by all. Our everyday desire for this or that particular 

qualities and aspects are influenced by subjective conditions such as 

prejudices, inclinations etc. which are purely private and ununiver

salizable. On the other hand, aesthetic delight 'being ununiversalizable on 

the ground that common sense which comes about through th~ free play 

of faculties does not depend on any personal factor. 



Thus the term "interest" it has been made clear, is bound with our 

desire for something. If such desire is fulfilled we obviously get some 

pleasure out of it. Examples of this type of pleasure in our everyday life is 

countless. Suppose I desire for a fellowship for doing my Ph.D. degree 

and apply to some authority for it. If I am given such an opportunity then 

this will surely make me happy or feel delighted, on the other hand, if such 

an opportunity does not come my way then certainly this will make me 

unhappy. In short, if we get what we-want or desire we derive pleasure 

out of it. So, perhaps Kant is suggesting that an object of art or beauty is 

not merely an object of desire. But why does Kant think it is necessary to 

stress this point. 

It seems to us that· an important implication between the pleasure 

based on interest and disinterested pleasure is that interested pleasures 

are purely individualistic and private for that matter. There is no general 
. . 

principle by which it can be claimed that one ought to desire such and 

thus. For example, if I desire for a new private car, then it is meaningless 

to say that another person also ought to desire a new car. Even one's 

own interest ma'y undergo changes. If I desire for a new car today there is 

nc knowing that I will feel this desire all my life. As a matter of fact such 

desire have been fulfilled we generally do not desire for the same t_hing. 

The implication of all these would be that what is pleasurable today may 



not be pleasurable tomorrow. Pleasures which are based on egoistic 

desire cannot claim any universal validity. 

In recent times some thinkers have talked about the aesthetic 

point of view for example F.J.Coleman in his introduction to the anthology, 

Contemporary studies in Aesthetics , under the heading, what is aesthetic 

point of view ? Maintains that, "It appears that at certain judgements in our 

discourse the aesthetic and the moral point of view converge .... There is 

surely no- reason to insist that the po.int of view in such cases is either 

aesthetic or moral and not both"10 According to Coleman the term 

"aesthetic" is used for a variety of different characteristics though one may 

possibly draw a distinction between the aesthetic point of view and non 

aesthetic point of view. Thus, for him, the question, is there an aesthetic 

point of view . Is an idleA question because the answer is no. But one can 

meaningfully talk about the aesthetic point of view in the same sense in 

which it can be characterized by certain· criteria . Coleman argues that, the 

use of the term "aesthetic" or "beautiful" is not based on any single 

particular characteristic but it is possible to identify some general criteria or 

characteristics for the same. In our view such a thesis is in sharp contrast 

to the views held by Kant. As has been ou_tlined before, for Kant the use 

of the term "beautiful" is not based on any concept, rule or criteria relating 

0 
to the object. On the other hand, his use of the term beautiful is grounded 

on a special sense of delight that is a special condition of the mind. 
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It is interesting to note that Coleman in order to delimit the aesthetic 

and to characterize in general- point of view argues ''that there are four 

distinguishing marks and these marks can be used as a criteria tor the 

correct use of the term aesthetic". 11 

The ·point of it is that, Coleman like many other philosophers in 

recent times believes that it is possible and meaningful to talk about some 

criteria on the basis of which the term some criteria on the basis of which 

the term "beautiful", "aesthetic" etc. are used though to look for any one 

single criteria for the same would be an idle search. The four criteria the 

Coleman indicates are pleasurefulness which is based on one's 

experience of discrimination and intelligence, disinterestedness, 

universalizability, and a sense of praise and recommendation to other 

persons. At first sight there would seem to be some similarity in the use of 

words that Coleman makes to those of Kant, especially the last three 

marks viz. disinterestedness, universalizability, recommending nature. But 

it must be immediately pointed out that unlike Kant Coleman emphasises 

that there are some objective .aspects which makes possible the 

discrimination of some special kind of pleasure without which we cannot 

talk about the aesthetic point of view. In other words the aesthetic point of 

view is based on the concept of criteria '117hich are linked to certain 

aspects of the object. 
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Let us explain the point at length. Under the head "Pieasureful" 

Coleman refers to several kinds of pleasure and classifies them into lower 

and higher class of pleasures though not in the moral sense. For example 

pleasure like '1itillating", "invigorating", "relaxing" etc. can be felt by 

everybody and not require any intelligence or discriminating powers. But 

the feeling of "Poignancy" belong to the higher class of pleasure and is 

based on ones sense of intelligence and discrimination. The higher 

pleasure of the kind "Poignancy" belongs to the class of aesthetic 

pleasure, according to Coleman, and are discriminable to anyone who 

can respond to certain social aspect of an object or the work of art. From 

this Coleman argues, that anyone who has or acquires a sense of 

intelligence and discrimination is capable of experiencing the higher 

pleasure such as poignancy and hence it must be disinterested, 

universalizable and must contain a recommendation to others. 

In our view the theory of the aesthetic point of view differs 

·substantially from that of aesthetic attitude. When Kant's characterization 

of "disinterested satisfaction" is taken as a mark of aesthetic attitude it is 

not related to any objective aspect or criteria. As S.K.Saxena puts the 

·matter: 

''The aesthetic point of view is also to be distinguished from the 

aesthetic. attitude. An attitude is the way in which a person is disposed 

()-
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towards the object. A view point on the other hand, is a part icular angle 

from which the object is considered. An attitude is in way closer to the 

subject than a view point. Thus we speak of a sympathetic attitude, not 

view point. On the other hand, the seven view point of the Jaina are 

·objective positions from which a thing may be judged. 12 

For Kant the universalizable nature of aesthetic judgement "This 

is beautiful" is based on the common condition of the mind - common 

sense, which is marked by the free play of the faculties. Such attitude can 

be turned upon any object or situation regardless of whether it is work of 

art or not. Coleman's outline of the thesis of the aesthetic point of view 

assumes that as in the moral so in the case of aesthetic there are such 

an objective criteria, standard, norms etc. on the basis of which the 

judgement is passed. For him the question, why is it beautiful or 

aesthetically delightful ? Is quite meaningful because one can always give 

reason for it. On the other hand , Kant's view of disinterested pleasure" or 

"satisfaction" is not confined to the work of art but is extendable to any 

object regardless of the objective qualities or features. 

In the history of aesthetics there are two groups of Aestheticians , 

of which one group holds the view that aesthetic contemplation does not 

need any special way of attending , the other group holds the view that 

aesthetic contemplation requires a special way of attending. One major 
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supporter of the latter view is Edwar Bullough. For him, aesthetic 

appreciation requires a special way of looking at aesthetic object.. 

Bullough formulated his thesis of "Psychical distance" . in the context of 

aesthetic contemplation. 

Turning, now, to Bullough's interpretation of the principle of 

"Psychical distance", his use of the term "Distance" in the context of 

aesthetic experience is quite different from its use in ordinary language. 

In ordinary language "distance" is used for measuring the space between 

two points or places, it means spatial distance. This ordinary use of the 

term distance is known to all of us as Physical distance. This distance is 

measurable and variable. But this is not the ~ense in which Bullough uses 

it in the context of aesthetic contemplation. He uses the term distance in a 

special sense , which he calls psychical distance. 

Let us now cite here Bullough's famous example of "a for at sea" 

in order to make the concept of psychical distance clear. A fog at sea is 

gf3nerally unpleasant. If anyone thinks of it from the practical standpoint it 

has consequences which can be unpleasant and dangerous. The storm 

gives the passangers who are in a ship a strange feeling which is a 

combination of fear, suspense, anxiety, helplessness etc. And this strange 

experience of the sea fog makes one feels the occasion with a sense of 

fear. 

0 



But a sea fog may be a source of great delight if one exclude 

from the experience of the sea fog all its dangers and unpleasant 

elements and only contemplates the qualities which are objectively given. 

Here the observer is not personally involved in the situation, for 

example he is not concerned with the fate of the travelling passangers and 

what might happen to the ship and the crew. In other words, he distances 

himself from the scene or situation in a way that his egoistic 

considerations are not allowed to operate. The mere appearance of the 

thing and not what lies behind them is the object of immediate experience. 

This is what Bullough terms a Psychical distance. 

Because of distancing the sea fog around the ship may appear to 

us as milky. We may also be able to notice the curious creamy 

smoothness of the water, the fog may appear to us as a white mountain 

made up of milk etc. 

Let us now develop the point more clearly. The delight which is 

gained from the aesthetic experience or, as it is done in the above case 

by due distancing, is not in relation to any personal gain, motivation etc. 

Here the temporary suspension of everyday attitude not only makes 

possible our close attention but this type of hightened awareness also 

disclosed much new material. 
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Imagine now another situation in which a person whose kith and 

kin are among the travelling passengers sights the situation from the sea 

shore. Then he becomes personally involved in the situation. He might go 

through several emotions such as sorrow, suspense, hope and perhaps, 

finally, relief when the fog leaves and the weather condition improves.' 

Such relief might give the observer a sense of great delight but not of the 

same kind that one feels when the situation is viewed by adopting 

psychical distance. 

This point is developed with an example by Hospers in the 

following way : 

"When a man is actually involved in a shipwreck, he just does 

whatever he can to save himself. He cannot here lavish attention on the 

details of the sinking. When, on the other hand, a man watches about it at 

some later date he may give it very close attention, and even feel 

fascinated by the .turbulent waters and the ship's final lurch. Now, it is 

·obvious, he does not have to do anything to save himself. However, 

much(he ) may identify with the sufferers (he is) not (now) personally 

involved in any sense that is geared to action."14 

the point that emerges from Bullaugh's concept of distancing in the 

case of aesthetic appreciation may be explained as follows. In aesthetic 

experience the individual does not allow personal factors to affect his 
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perception. In other words, the same event or situation when viewed 

within the framework of "psychical distance" is capable of giving us delight. 

When personal considerations are allowed to operate it affects the person 

by evoking in him one or a series of personal emotions. It would be 

worthwhile to argue here that the· emotion felt in aesthetic experience is 

not based on personal desires, wishes. It would seem that such delight -

may be characterized as "disinterested" .15 

Here the similarity of ideas conveys by the terms "disinterested" 

and "Psychical distance" may merit some serious attention. Kant in his first 

moment states that, "Taste is the power of judging of an object o"t'of a way 

of representing it through an entirely disinterested satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction. The object of such satisfaction is called beautiful."16 

Kant's use of the term "disinterestedness" is based on its 

distinction from interested pleasure which does not depend on any ulterior 

purpose or motive. By "interest" Kant seems to mean considerations of 

the· question relating to the existence or the reality of the thing. It follows 

that by "distinterestedness" he refers to an attitude which remains 

indifferent to such questions. Thus, Kant's distinction between two types of 

pleasure, the pleasure that is bound with interest and the pleasure that is 

not concerned with certain metaphysical or ontological questions. It is a 
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key to our understanding of aesthetic attitude. The latter is the case of 

aesthetic pleasure. 

According to Bullough, in order to aesthetically contemplate the 

sea fog we have to keep it at a distance. This distance here does not 

mean spatial distance but rather it means in Bullough's word, what " ..... 

is obtained by seperating the object and its appeal from one's own self, by 

putting it out of gear with practical needs and ends .... "17 In other words 

this distance here means that we must forget all the dangers, terror and 

all about the practical situation, whether it is harmful or not. We only 

contemplate the objective features of the phenomenon as such. If we try to 

realise the psychological tension felt by the. passengers aboard the ship 

which is engulfed in the sea fog then we are not able to contemplate the 

scene aesthetically. When we view something aesthetically we must 

respond to the object of such viewing, that is to say what is presented by 

the object as such and not what might happen in our own life or actually 

does so. According to Bullough, the act of drstancing is the essence of 

aesthetic attitude. Here we may quote from S.K.Saxena's analysis of it. 

"According to Bullough, the essence of aesthetic attitude is a 

psychological process (or act) of distancing, the meaning is that, because 

of captivating quality or the contemplator's deliberateness, the object is put 

out of gear with or 'distanced' from our practical needs and ends. We 
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have open upto the object's new charm instead of regarding it as a mere 

spring-board for our personal revaries." 16 

We may illustrate the point with the help of the following example. 

Consider a tragic film in which the hero is jealous of his wife. Now 

imagine a spectator who is also jealous of his wife in his practical life. It is 

difficult for him· to view the play aesthetically because he will try to catch 

the similarity between his own life and the life of the hero, he himself 

being personally involved in the film. It may not be possible for him to view 

the play objectively by distancing himself from it. What the person needs to 

do is to view the play aesthetically so as to ensure "a careful viewing of 

play itself, his attention should not turn to himself."19 

A confusion may arise here regarding the term "objective". In order 

to resolve the confusion mention of the point which Bullough makes is 

very relevant. To say that by distancing ourselves from a situation of a 

work of art we mean that our perception is that of objective features 

which sounds quite confusing. Every work of art is subjective in some 

sense and also objective in some other sense. To maintain that it is the 

one and not the other is to make a confusion. How, then, do we 

understand the term "objective" in the context of Bullough's theory ? It is 

perhaps possible here to make the following distin2tion between subjective 

and objective. We may suggest that the element or the qualities that are 
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directly present in the work and are thus perceivable by the onlooker can 

claim to be objective. In the example "a fog at sea", a fog or its 

mountaineous form is a direct objective perception. But the moment we 

think of this fog in terms of its consequences, we are not referring to the 

qualities of the fog which is present there or something directly given. The 

consequences may be surely given to our thought not in perception, it is 

a mental state . We would think of the consequence or effect of the sea 

fog if we relate ourselves to the event on a personal plan. So, our 

perception of fog in the consideration of its consequence would be a 

subjective mode of seeing the thing. 

In the aesthetic experience we are directly aware of the object as 

such. But in doing so the relation between the self and the object is not 

completely lost. When we speak of "impersonal" in the case of work of art 

we do not use it in the sense in which it is done in the case of sciences 

rather, we use it in a special sense. In Bulloughs word, "Distance does not 

imply an impersonal, purely, intellectually interested relation of such a 

kind. On the contrary, it describes a personal relation, often highly 

emotionally coloured, that of a peculiar character. Its peculiarity lies in that 

the personal character of the relation has been, so to speak, filtered. It has 

been cleared of the practical, concrete nature of its appeal, without, 

however, thereby loosing original consitution."20 



The point which Bullough mentions here is that though the art 

object often appears to us like an object which is given in our normal 

mode of perception, yet it does not affect us on a personal level as it does 

in everyday life, e.g. in a play, the situation, character etc., appears to be 

life-like, it does not bring off the kind of response as actual events in the 

real world do. 

According to Bullough, psychical distance is variable in nature. 

The)'eare acts like "over distancing" and "understanding". In Bullough's 

words "underdistancing is the commonest feeling of the subject, and 

excess of distance is a frequent feeling of art, especially in the past."21 

Sometimes "overdistancing" occurs because of the art itself, 

sometimes for the viewers inability to keep the proper distance. But most 

cases of "underdistancing" occurs because of the viwer's inability to 

keep life and art apart. It follows that it is a precondition for aesthetic 

experience that we implicitly draw a demarcation between art and life and 

do not confuse the two. Such experience is participative in nature and not 

what we gain passively. In life, events impinge or thrust themselves upon ... 
us which the consciousness has to face passively. In art the creative 

design can be apprehended by th-e viewer if there is an attempt on his 

part to participate in it. 
G 
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"Psychical distance" admits of several degrees. Our response to 

the work of art is regulated by the degree of distance from it. Just as it is 

not desirable for an onlooker to "underdistance" himself from the work , 

the work itself should not be very difficult, obscure etc., so that it 

overdistances itself from the viewer. So it seems that there is an 

interaction between the work and the viewer. For this reason our 

encounters with the same work is not really the same. It is not as if the 

viewer only has to distance himself from the work, sometimes the work 

may not allow such "distancing" if it is too difficult or obstruct. 

Bullough emphasises the "art ·character of art."22 He maintains that 

art is not nature. The idea underlying this view is interesting. It is perhaps 

true that most works of art derive their inspiration from life or nature. For 

this also many works resemble life and nature. Some of the best 

examples of this type of works are the literary works. Most of the literary 

works, such as novels, stories, plays etc. which have a strong narrative 

character are based on events and incidents that occur in life, and yet it 

should never be confused with life. The artistic has a peculiar character 

that separates it from life even when inspiration for one may come from 

the other. Langer for example, says that art is characterized by 

"lllusoriness". 23 Here illusions occurs with the- full knowledge that it is an 

illusion. Bullough does not say this explicitly, but his use of the expression 

"Art character of art" is suggestive of such a idea. So long ·as we are 



aware of this illusory character of art our response would be distinctly 

aesthetic a.nd not realistic. It is in this sense that the term "antirealistic" in 

the context of art should be understood. It follows that for the so called 

realistic work which is wholly based on life and nature. Its representation 

is still antirealistic from Bullough's standpoint. 

Another interesting point which Bullough makes is that, if 

psychical distance is not properly maintained in the case of a story which 

is tragic in nature then we end up being sad and grief-striken. But this is 

not the essence of aesthetic enjoyment. Even a tragic work, when 

aesthetically viewed is capable of _giving us a sense of enjoyment. 

Distancing ourselves from the work helps us to enjoy and appreciate it 

aestheticaliy. If such distanced is not maintained then it appears to us as 

sad, or we find it unpleasant. Events in the novel or story are in some· 

sense regarded as "unreal" and therefore, are incapable of bringing of 

changes in our behavioural pattern. In everyday life, we are more less 

victims of events that affects us while we passively get into their clutches. 

But in art the distinction between the real and unreal or imaginary is 

maintained without which our response would lapse into actual behaviour. 

The last point may be connected with another interesting point 
. 

which is as follows : In our everyday life, distancing takes us away from 

the object but in art proper distancing brings us back into the heart of the 

0 
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aesthetic object, we become more aware of the object and this makes us 

see the details of the object. 

Bullough's concept of psychical distance gives the object of art a 

peculiar status. whereby it is viewed as a dreamlike appearance. As we 

respond to it we do plane of our life. Consider, for example, a film which 

shows some violence. Obviously, we do not take fright at the sight of this 

violence. This shows that we do not allow the film to affect us in our 

practical life. This is due to distancing ourselves from the work. But at the 

same time the violence that we see in the film appears to be life-like 

with the marked difference that real life violence affects us emotionally 

whereas violence in the film may be a source of delight. 

It is significant that Bullough gives the example of "a fog at sea" in 

order to explicate the concept of "psychical distance". It is possible to say 

perhaps that the dividing line between what is art and what is not is more 

a matter of our attitude towards them. Even everyday objects may give us 

aesthetic delight if we yiew them within the framework of aesthetic 

attitude. This idea has been imbibed by some of the Dadaist artists. We 

give here the example of one suc.h artist called Man Ray who fixed 

some sharp nails on the face of domestic iron and gave it the title of a 

work of art. The idea here is that the object which is generally known to 

be an object of domestic utility may be transformed into an object of 
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aesthetic enjoyment if we make it useless or to say in Bullough's words 

" .... Putting it out of gear with practical needs and ends."
24 

For J.Stolnitz "distinterested" remains the key concept to our 

understanding of aesthetic attitude. He defines aesthetic attitude as 

"disinterested and sympathetic attention and contemplation of any object 

of awareness whatever, for its own sake alone."25 

In order to understand Stolnitz's definition of aesthetic attitude in a 

critical way we must attend to each of the terms, such as , "disinterested", 

"sympathetic", "contemplation", "attention' etc. Stolnitz is quite clear that 

an attitude " .... Prepares us to respond to what we perceive, to act in a 

way we think will be most effective for achieving our goals."26 For example, 

a practical attitude involves our taking into account the looking for the 

usefulness of functional efficiency of the object, system or situation. 

Hence, "When the attitude is practical, we perceive things only as a 

means to some goal which lies beyond the experience of perceiving 

them."27 

For example, an iron press as a domestic appliance is used for a 

certain purpose or in order to achieve some definite objective. In using it 

we do not generally pay much attention to this appliance. 

But once in a while when we choose to pay it attention in terms of 

its visual characteristics or appearances we may be stru~k by the sheer 
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beauty of its form or the feel of smoothness of the surface and the shine 

on its surface. Such attention would be quite divorced from ''practical" way 

of perceiving it since we are not concerned with the utility or usefulness. 

Similarly, we may use a pebble as a paper weight at the study table. But if 

we merely attend to its sculptural form, textural feel or its colour we 

adopting an attitude which is aesthetic in nature. It is in this context of a 

clear distinction between the two different ways of attending to the 

same object that the term "disinterested" can be understood more clearly. 

It is important to note that the term "disinterested" should not be 

confused with uninterested or lack of interest. For, one may find an 

object of aesthetic contemplation intensely interested to demand a 

much· closer attention to each of its minute details. And in doing so one 

may feel a sense of excitement, delight and stimulation leading to 

repeated attention to the same object. . 

Stolnitz makes it clear that aesthetic attitude can be adopted 

toward "any object of awareness whatever." "When we apprehend an 

object aesthetically we do so in order to relish its individual quality, 

whatever the object be charming, stirring, vivid or all of these."28 His 

stress on the term "sympathetic" is to point out that in aesthetic attitude 

there is an attempt to inhabit any responses ·which tend to take us away 

from the object. Thus while "distinterested" ensures divorcing off from a 
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practical attitude, "sympathetic" stands for a complementary forces which 

help to remove the object from such of its association as would be 

inhibitive to our contemplation of aesthetic delight. 

A significant point that emerges from the foregoing discussion is 

that , Stolnitz's attitude theory which is based on the "concept of 

disinterestedness" represents an active state of consciousness which 

chooses to look upon its object of contemplation as an end rather than as 

a means to some end. Without the framework of such an attitude the 

object rather than its utility comes under the focus of such that we find 

interest in attending to even the small details or features of the object, 

surely, such an attention would be qualitatively different and distinctive 

1rom the customary way of paying attention to objects. 

Now to put together the important points we have discussed so far 

and also few criticism of this theory of. disinterested attitude. According to 

the followers of aesthetic attitude theory, anything becomes aesthetic 

when discriminating attention is paid to it with a certain non-practical or to 

say disinterested attitude. Many of the critics of attitude theory argue that 

there can be no special sort of attention, attention is simple and invariant. 

Against the attitude theory Dickie argues that there is no such 

events like special kind of attention. According to him either one is 

attending or not attending to something. For him attention is some sort of 
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indefinable primitive of which there cannot be different kinds. He further 

argues that, if disinterested simply means lacking ulterior purposes then 

it clearly need not make any difference in the object of experience itself. 

According to him two students listening to sa~e musical composition, 

one with the ulterior purpose of analysing it and other with no ulterior 

purpose or motives may enjoy the music in the very same way. Schultz 

argues against Bullough's-attitude theory that one may be aware of how 

interesting a fog at sea is even when practically regarding it as menacing. 

From such types of examples they try to show that lack of ulterior 

purpose does not make anything aesthetic, it is not the defining 

characteristic of the aesthetic. 

The central point of Dickie's protests against the concept of 

aesthetic attitude is that there is no such thing as disinterested attention. 

As pointed out earlier, according to him, either we attend to something or 

we are inattentive . The way we attend is only one. There is no special 

way of attending to things. 

Our point here is that, we agree with this part of Dickie's view that 

either we attend to something or we are inattentive. This would seem to 

be tautological statement. It is true that these two are mutually 

exclusive to each other. There is no difficulty in accepting the view that 
"-

either one is attentive to some object or there is want of attentiveness. For 
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example, I may be looking at a picture or may turn my attention away from 

it. Now our question is, - is there only one way of looking at the picture? 

Does the dealer of the art object look at the picture in the same way as 

a competent viewer does ? or for that matter the carpenter who makes the 

wooden frame of the painting surely looks at it attentively in order to 

select the right kind of frame for it. Though such attentiveness is quite 

different from how a lover or an appreciator of art looks at the painting. 

In other words, we would argue "attentiveness" whatever that may it 

mean to Dickie, must be varying kinds. 

In order to make the point clear let us know what does attending to 

something involves putting an object in relation to consciousness. On the 

other hand, inattentiveness is another way of putting the matter, viz. the 

object does not stand in any relation to consciousness. But there may be 

several ways of realising an object to consciousness. This relation may 

be of different types e.g. personal, impersonal, practical etc. So, if relation 

is different then the way of attending would be different. Our argument 

may be put as follows. There is no denying that attentiveness and 

inattentiveness are mutually exclusive to each other. But from this it does 

not follow that all attentiveness is of one kind. ln. our view, attentiveness is_ 

a relational term and involves an entity to which consciousness is related. 

v 
Now the way consciousness relates its objects may be of different kinds 
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and so attending to an object does not entail the view that it is only of one . 

kind . 

The argument may be more clearly brought out with the help of 

some examples. Viewing of an actual war between t~countries and a 

war in cinema. When viewing an actual war our relation of consciousness 

with the object or situation is personal because we all are more or less 

anxious about the impact of the war. So this is a case of interested 

attention. But while viewing the war in cinema and if proper attitude is 

maintained then our attention is directed only towards the film and not on 

the actual or possible consequences of it. The war movies will not affect 

the viewer personally. The viewer will not become anxious about the 

war's impact on him. But this attentiveness is quite different from the 

attentiveness in the first case. Both the cases are cases of attending to an 

object but the way to attend is different. Let us turn to the example of the 

art object dealer who deals in different art objects. He is required to be 

attentive towards each and every art object in his show-room in order to 

make sure, for example, whether it is marketable, whether it is a forgery 

etc. Now, think of a situation in which if someone come to his show-room 

and tries to take _a Picasso painting by force then the art dealer may want 

to send away by giving him some money or in· some other may because 

the art dealer knows the market price of the painting. Here the dealer's 

interest is mainly towards the economic gain. It follows that the dealer is 

·(l 
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attentive towards every object in his show-room. But this attention is for 

economic gain not for any painting for its own sake. But if the dealer 

thinks about what is there in the painting for which the lovers of art give 

such high price when they bye them. And the dealer gives his attention 

toward the art object as such. This attention' is different from the previous 

case because such attention is only to contemplate the painting as such. 

In both the cases the object is apparently the same, though the later would 

be the case of an aesthetic object and not the physical object. 

Let us now turn to the various cases of "attending to" as they occur 

in different context with reference to different situations : 

(I) Think of a situation, when we say that an electrician is 

"attending to" faulty fan. Here attending to means that the electrician first 

examines whether the fan is able to serve the special purpose for which it 

is made. And if he finds that it is not functioning properly he will try to 

rectify the defect in order to make it serviceable. In spite of all these 

efforts if the electrician does not succeed in making the fan all right we 

cannot say that the electrician did not attend to the fan. 

(ii) Now, imagine another situation in which we say that a doctor is 

"attending to" a case. Here by "attending to" we mean· that the doctor 

examines the patient and makes diagnosis about the disease and would 
c~ 

prescribe some remedy in accordance with the requirement of the 
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patient in order to cure him. Here also if the patient is not cured it is not 

possible for one to say that the doctor did not attend to the patient. 

(iii) What does "attending to" mean when we say a proof reader 

is attending to the proofs? Here "attending to" can be understood in the 

following way : (a) whether any ward is missed ? (b) whether any extra 

word is printed? (c) whether any word is wrongly spelt? etc. 

(iv) Similarly by "attending to" a lecture is meant to follow the 

lecture, to become aware about the points made in the lecture. On the 

other hand not attending to the lecture means not following the lecture. 

(v) A mother may attend to her child, here "attending to" means 

that the mother is taking care of her child or that she is looking after the 

childsneeds and welfare. 

(vi) What does "attending to " mean when we say that a student 

is .attending to a poem which is part of his course material ? Here the 

student will attend to the poem· keeping it in mind that he is required to 

answer some questions that may come in his examination. 

Thus, we have seen that "att~nding to" means different things in 

different context. A point that strikes us as significant in the analysis is 

that in some cases the objective which in· required to be fulfillec;l by 

attending to it need not necessarily result in any success. In other w"ords, 

"attending to" may not be followed by the purpose for which it is done. For 
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example the electrician who attends to the faulty fan may not be able to 

set it right. Again, the doctor who attends to the case may not necessarily 

be rewarded with full success. In some case, one may speak of attending 

to a thing or event properly or improperly, adequately or inadequately, for 

example, the proof reader who does not ensure·faultless printing. He may 

be accused of having attended to the work rather improperly or 

inadequately. It may now be asked as to what would be the sense of 

"attending to" in the aesthetic context. What does it mean to say, for 

example, that one is attending to a poem aesthetically? Does he merely 

look for the missing words ? Wrong spellings, incorrect punctuation etc. 

as a proof reader often does. And further does it mean that he looks for 

certain faults or inaccuracy which'·he ought to correct ? How does one 

ensure that one is attending to a poem adequately or inade.quately when 

such attention takes place ? We will discuss about these questions little 

later. 

~rom the instances of different cases of "attending to" the following 

interesting points emerge : 

a) In cases 1 ,2,3,5 and 6 on~ thing about "attending to" is found 

io be common, that it involves doing something in relation to the 

object of attention. 

0 
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b) "Attending to" in ordinary cases sometimes involves also doing 

something to oneself. For example, the electrician may wear a 

pair of rubber gluts . 

c) "Attending to" is done at a time by any one single individual. 

When more than one person at a time are said to attend to 

something they cannot do so independently of one another. In 

the case of the faulty fan not more than one electrician can 

attend to it at any given time. In the case of the patient not more 

than one doctor will be able to attend to one patient at a time. 

But on may say that, there are cases where more than one 

doctor or a team of doctors may attend to a patient or more than 

one electrician may attend to the same faulty fan our answer 

here is that all these different persons are not able to attend the 

same object independently of one another. A team of doctors 

may attend to the same patient have consultations among 

themselves and finally may take a dec:ision. Or ·when more than 

one electrician attends to the same faulty fan they do the work 

combinedly and interact with one another or one may help the 

other. So there "attending to" is not independent of one another. 

d) In the cases cited above "attending to" involve attending to the 
c 

same thing or the same aspect of it. The electricians "attending 

{) 
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to" involves attending to the specific fault for which the fan is not 

functioning. Now if another electrician attends to the same 

faulty fan then he also will attend to the same fault. 

(e) In all the above cases of "attending to" doing something is a 

necessary condition and this doing something brings about a 

change in the object. The faulty fan after being repaired shows 

a change in its functioning, it becomes serviceable. 

(f) The process of "attending to" involves a terminal goal. In each 

of the above cases of attending to there is a terminal goal as 

far as each person is concerned. The electrician's goal is to 

make the fan serviceable, the doctor's goal is to cure the 

patient etc. 

(g) In the ordinary cases of "attending to" there is no freedom 

on the part of the person concerned. If the electrician attends 

to the faulty fan then he must try to locate the fault or faults. 

He is not free to attend to any other part(s) of the fan except 

the specific fault which needs to be corrected. For all that 

matter any electrician who attends to the same faulty fan 

must be able to look at the same fault. The electrician is not 

free to attend to anything else other than thc:t fault. If he 

does so we say that he is not properly attended the fan. 



Out of all the cases considers here case(4) has some peculiarity 

which it does not share with the other cases. One may say about the case 

(4) that here "attending to" neither involves doing something to the object 

i.e. the lecture, nor doing something to onself. And here more than one 

person may attend to the same lecture at a time independently of one 

another. Our argument here would be that in attending to the lecture one is 

getting the same points or meaning. Different persons will understand the 

lecture almost in the same way and there would be no room for wide 

variance of meaning. 

Another point about attending to a lecture is that free interpretation 

is not possible here. But in the case of attending to a poem the freedom is 

such greater as such interpretation must be imaginative and need not 

conform to any strict set of rules. Different interpretations of the same 

poem may be very widely apart from one another which allows for 

variance in meaning. 

In the aesthetic context "attending to" here does not involve doing 

something to it or to oneself. For example, think of a situation where one 

is "attending to" a film. What may the spectator do in relation to the film or 

unto himself ? He attends to the film .independently of one another at a 

time. Here, every spectator is free to view it in his own way. 
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Aesthetic attention does not have a terminal or fixed goal. By 

attending to a film one does not try to reach a fixed end or goal. Attending 

to here does not bring about a change in the object to which aesthetic 

attention is given. A poem remains intact after several persons may have 

read it. According to Kingsley Price, answer to the question "What makes 

an experience aesthetic?" does not depend on the sort of awareness or 

attention or contemplation in which a person apprehend or experiences 

given object but rather it depends on the nature of the object. There are 

some basic assumptions in holding such views, the assumptions are as 

follows : (a) experience is not a "homogeneous" concept, pure 

experience or experience as such does not exist. Existence consists of 

two elements "awareness' and an object of awareness", (b) "awareness" 

itself is passive, if the object of awareness is aesthetic then the experience 

is aesthetic.. (c) "Aestheticness" is simple quality like "yellowness", 

aestheticness is imparted to experience by the object (d) experience has 

no creative role to play. 

Kingsley Price advanced several arguments in favour of his view 

that the nature of objects makes an experience aesthetic not the sort of 

awareness or attitude towards something. He ~rgues that experiences are 

of such a kind that they cannot undergo chan·ges of properties because 

e 
they are not substances. Experience, he argues, is the entity like Pumpkin, 

it would be wrong to think that we qualify, an experience by the adjective 
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like "aesthetic" the way we quali fy a pumpkin by an adjective "yellow". 

According to him two questions, what makes an experience aesthetic ? 

and what makes a pumpkin yellow ? though similar in their syntectical 

form yet they are different in many respects. In the pumpkin case, the 

object can undergo changes of quality, namely colour, it can be 

understood as the pumpkin is a substance not yellow before the present 

state in further it may change into another colour, it is a spetio temporal 

entity, it does not depend on whether it is yellow or brown or green etc. But 

this is not the case with experience, we contend with specific experience 

where our experience is replaced by other. So Price holds that "since 

an experience is not a substance which endures in time and since it 

cannot undergo change of quality, 'make' cannot be understood as a 

causal concept, because aestheticness cannot replace, hence cause, the 

experience to acquire a new quality which it did not pleases before."29 

For Mitias, Price's arguments are inadequate for various reasons . 

For him (Mitias) the difference between being a thing and being an 

experience is logical, this is formal difference not material because an 

experience is as real and enduring as a thing like pumpkin is real and 

enduring. Experience endure through time, which is to say that the flow of 

experience is endless and it becomes. one or· the other kind e.g. now as 

moral , another it may be religious or at some other time it may be 

aesthetic and so on . According to Mitias, "I characterizes my experience 
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as aesthetic, mainly because it possesses a property, which I and 

aesthetically inclined people, would call 'aesthetic' the presence of such 

property is the ground of my statement. ...... The basic tissue or structure 

of my experience is fundamentally feeling. This feeling is a complex of 

four main types of mental ingradier.~ts; emotion 1idea, image, sensation. 

That when I perceive Guernica my expperience, may or may not be 

aesthetic, certain conditions should be fulfilled in order for it to be, or 

become aesthetic, I here assume that my experience of the painting lasts 

or endures as long as my perception the painting lasts or endures".30 

Another argument which Price advances in favour of his view is 

that, ''the aesthetic character of an experience· cannot be abstracted 

from a certain experience. Thus any attempt to isolate aestheticness the 

way we isolate yellow from the object to which this property belong is 

doomed to failure."31 Aestheticness is imparted in experience by object. 

According to Mitias, Price's assumption that aestheticness is 

simple property which belongs to the pumpkin, is simplistic and one sided. 

Our characterization of an experience as aesthetic should require. a 

special relation of mind between them. 

Price again argues that, aesthetic experience is not a 

homogeneous concept but it is heterogeneous concept it composed of 

two elements namely awareness ~md object of awareness. Awareness is 

0 



homogeneous it is passive, it is like a transparent glass, it is the object 

which turns experience that what it is. Aestheticness cannot be.attributed 

to the element of awareness but to the object. 

Mitias's argument against this is that mere awareness of a painting 

or a statue, does not make their expe"rience aesthetic. Price's argument 

is inadequate because of the following reasons as Mitias gives, (I) 

aestheticness does not belong to the experience the way yellow belong to 

an object, (ii) awareness is not a passive element in experience through 

which we look at things but constitutive , creative agent of experience itself 

, (iii) Price's use of 'awareness' is quite different, indeed indifferent, to 

the use adopted by most of the aestheticians. 

Awareness is an activity of imagination, it is a creative power which 

assist in focussing our attention in object on the one hand and in grasping 

the structure of the object on the other. Aesthetic experience is not the 

unity of awareness and its object but, in Mitias's words, "what one feels 

when one aesthetically perceives a work of art; it is the unity of his feeling 

with the art work in the event of aesthetic perception.32 So it seems that 

Price's understanding of "awareness" is unrealistic and limited. In order 

to expose Price's mistaken assumptions about awareness Mitias shows 

Stolnitz's view about the role of awareness is aesthetic perception. 
(;: 

(• 
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An attitude, for Stolnitz, is a way of directing and collecting our 

perception. It is a power, a readiness, to focus our attention to an object 

and respond to it actively, interestedly. The distinction between two types 

of attitude i.e. practical and aesthetic has already been made clear. ·one 

assumes a practical attitude when he perceives an object in terms of its 

utility, on the other hand, one's attitude is said to be aesthetic when one 

perceives the object "disinterestedly", "sympathetically", "attentively". In 

this sort of attitude one directs his attention to what the object has to 

offer. One does not allow his emotional , intellectual or cultural 

ideosyncracies to interfere his seeing i.e.· apprehending the valuers 

"Pregnant" in it. On the contrary one controls and directs his power of 

awareness i.e. attention to respond to all or as much as the object has to 

offer. 

From our discussion of Mitias's view on aesthetic experience one 

thing is clear that the aesthetic attitude is a necessary condition for 

having an aesthetic experience. Awareness is not passive, it plays an 

active role in determining the nature of experience .. Aestheticness 

emerges out of the creative function of experience that is to say, the way 

we look at it. 

It is true that experience is always a experience of an object or 

situation but it is relevant to ask, what makes an object aesthetic in one's 
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aesthetic experience ? Because by merely looking at some painting or 

listening to some songs one may not get any aesthetic experience. 

Having aesthetic experience presupposes a special way of attending to it 

or adopting the aesthetic attitude. 

So from our above discussion it is found that there is a great 

similarity between Indian and western concept regarding aesthetic 

experience. The factors like "disinterestedness", "universalizability", 

"Sharability" etc. are present in both Indian and western thought. We 

have already discussed about some western views regarding aesthetic 

experience which are very much akin to that of Abbinavagupta's 

philosophy of aesthetic experience in details. Let us now turn to original 

aim of our project i.e. understanding Abhinavagupta's philosophy of 

aesthetic experience. 

For understanding rasa it is necessary to understand various 

technical terms which are closely associated with rasa. These terms are 

(I) Vibhava, (ii) Anubhava, (iii) The Vyabhicaribhiiva (iv) Sthayibhiiva. 

(i) Vibhava : Vibhava is the objective condition of approaching 

-
an emotion. Vibhava again is of two types viz. (a) Alambana vibhava 

and (b) Uddfpana vibhava. 

(a) Alambana vibhava : Alambana vibhava means a person or 

persons with reference to whom the emotion is manifested. (b) UddFpana 
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vibhava means the circumstances that have excited the emotion. A young 

boy may be attracted towards a young beautiful girl if the situation is such 

that they are alone in a beautiful romantic place, which is surrounded by 

well-arranged rows· of big trees and the ground is well-decorated with 

blooming flowers, the fragrant breeze blowing, the moon is peeping 

through the clouds and the like. Anyone of these circumstances may be 

regarded as the uddipana-vibhava whereas the boy and the girl are 

alambana-vibhava to each other. 

(ii) Anubhava : Anubhava means movement of body by which the 

emotion is raised. Thus, the inviting smile of a beautiful girl may be 

regarded as anubh£wa. (iii) Vyabhicari-vhava means a series of diverse 

emotions that feed the lump of a dominant emotion. A yo·ung girl in love 

anxiously waiting in a beautiful garden to meet her lover may feel 

disappointed for his not arrival in time, may be anxious that something 

might have happened to him; may be jealous that he might have fallen in 

love with other girl, may feel delighted by remembering the coaxing 

words that he would whisper her ears and so on. 

(iv) Sthayibhava: By Sthayibhave1 in poetry and drama are meant 

certain more or less permanent -mental states such as love, grief, anger, 

fear etc. There permanent moods, constituting the principal theme of a 

composition and running through all other moods like thread of a garland, 

<l· 
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cannot be overcome by those akin to it, but can only be reinforced. Other 

mental states arise simply because the basic mental state is there. They 

are like waves, which rise from the ocean of the basic· mental state and 

subside in the same. The permanent or dominant feelings residing in the 

human mind are generally eight viz. Rati, Hiisa, Krodha, Uts~ha, Bhaya, 

Jugupsa, Vismaya and Soka. A description of Sthayibhava which may 

become rasa. It is called Sthayibhava because it is an invariable 

constituent of rasa, unlike other bhabas which are variable. 

According to Bharata, out of the determinants (vibhavas) 

consequents (anubhavas) and transitory mental states rasa is emerged. 

In Bharata's Na.tya-Sastra we find the famous rasa sUtra : 

Vibhava nubhava - vyabhicari-~amyogad rasa - ni~pattity. 

In this rasa-siitra we find the above discussed technical terms viz. 

Vibhava, anubhava and vyabhicaribhava. These three being combined 

evoke ·a kind of feeling which is called rasa, which is not real, ~ue to its 

not being aroused through real causes but is sufficiently like a feeling to 

warrant its being categorised in the same class. Rasa is the name of 

this special kind of feeling. It is termed as rasa in order to distinguish it 

specifically from emotion as an ordinary physical phenomena .. referred to . 
as bhava. Though two are intimately conne{fted yet they are generically 

different. 
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The main points which comes out from this theory are as follows : 

(a) Rasa is not a feeling in the ordinary sense though rasa is constituted 

with the same material. This feeling also has those characteristics which 

are also there in actual feeling. Instead of this similarity rasa is free from 

the adverse effects of' ordinary feelings. It is essentially and invariably 

pleasurable. (b) Rasa is achieved when feeling of our everyday life 

(bhava) are purified on the one hand through the medium of art and 

through the imaginative faculty of the spectator. The union of the 

determinants, consequents and transitory mental states are necessary 

within the aesthetic situation. There must be a delicate balance of these 

forces. We cannot be determine the precise ·nature of this balance, 

sometimes·the weight is given more on the objective factors as they are 

presented in the art work, and sometimes the weight is more on the side 

of subjective consciousness. No one "factor is sufficient by itself. All must 

be combined to give rise to rasa. (c) the emergence of rasa becomes 

possible because aesthetic situation is unlike real life situation, being an 

imaginative creation; yet ideal as it is, it has a reality which is very much 

similar to that of everyday life (d) Rasa is not a mutual construct in the 

manner of a logical entity, nor is it the idea of feeling, nor the generic 

essence of one, it is feeling proper though a.different kind; (e) Rasa 

cannot be explained in terms of imagination and illusion; it is the result of 

purification, but not in the same way religious or moral purification; it is 
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simply and purely an aesthetic quality, significant only within the 

aesthetic context, it has a logic, law and life of its own, a reality which is 

different but in no way less than that of real life. 

As an . aesthetic experience, rasa refers not to mere organic 

pleasure derived from tasting (asvadana) but signifies a kind of 

impersonal and objectified pleasure.· When the term rasa is used as a 

factor of art it refers to the much needed criteria of beautiful as against the 

merely agreeable. 

This concept, therefore, become in Indian aesthetics and art theory 

the most important principle signifying the art process in all its phases 

viz; creative the created and the appreciative. An object which does not 

contain rasa cannot be classed in the category o~ art work, and also the 

experience which is without rasa can fall in the class of aesthetic 

experience. So, rasa is the most important factor. 

The aesthetic feeling is aroused in the same way as ordinary 

feeling as it requires the same causes for it arousal which are also 

needed in the case of ordinary feelings but except that it appears in a 

situation which does not bear upon us directly this fact helps us to take 

the weight off our feelings as that would be in everyday life, and to enjoy 

activity, what in normal circumstances might be suffered passively The 

problem this position raises, is : can we have a all pleasurable feeling, 
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indeed can we refer to a response that is devoid of the usual motivation, 

causes , as feeling at all ? In real life, for instance, a passion or feeling is 

undergone due to the self being affected by certain causes, such as the 

sight of a lion which arouses terror or thought of a one's beloved which 

arouses love Whether the cause in direct and immediate, the situation 

created by the art work however presents not an actual but an apparent 

situation In aesthetic situation the lion though real enough for sight and 

hearing is a part of the unreal situation. We know that it cannot affect us; 

consequently it cannot arouse feeling equivalent to that undergone in real 

life. The point on which the rasa theorists stress in that even though the 

aesthetic emotion is· part of an art situation and in a sense removed from 

the domain of practical life, and thereby establishes a direct relation with 

the spectator. Bharata therefore considers only those elemental human 

feeling which he calls sthayibhava or abiding emotion to be able to 

provide the material for the aesthetic emotion. Feeling is aroused in the 

spectator though the situatio~ presented in an aesthetic presentation is . 

unrealistic, because the person possesses inherently those feelings and 

emotions which are being presented; he has at sometime or another 

undergone them fully, with all the good and bad effect which gen~rally · 

accompany such feelings; this revival is not io the form of a memory, but 

an actual living experience. Aesthetic feeling is also different from 

empathy. Empathy is primarily a feeling which is dependent on object 
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and hence it is subject to all the adverse effects or otherwise which the 

object may undergo. Since it is not independent , it is suffered passively 

as are all ordinary feelings, and _is controlled by the circumstances given 

in the objec_tive situation. The aesthetic response on the other hand, uses 

the objective situation provided by the an-object, in order to create an 

experience with an existence and dimension of its own. The fact that the 

aesthetic context removes us from the reality of .the situation, does not 

prevent the arousal of emotion, as indeed all the causes and other factors 

are present, it only removes from the emotion that aspects which 

connects it directly with the egoistic self, the limited narrow self which is 

concerned only with its own presentation, and which thereby cannot 

expc:.nd fully and enjoy the depth of the dimension of pure experience.33 

Spectators distance from real life helps to filter the aesthetic 

emotion from all its adverse reactions, the pain suffering, etc. which 

accompany even pleasurable emotions like love. It must be pointed out 
. . 

that it is not the actual physical and temporal distance alone that makes 

the detachment on the part of the spectator possible but his mental 

attitude as well. The spectator must be able to disengage himself from the 
' 

events and situations presented within the art work, not by reminding 

himself that these are not real but refusing to let them affect his 

personality. He disengage himself not from the whole situation but only 

from that part of it which impinges upon his practical self and which in 
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normal life would lead to action. The difference between the everyday 

response and aesthetic response lies in the fact that in the former case 

the emotion aroused have a motivating force, while in the latter they only 

colour the consciousness. 

Rasa as · Abhinavagupta pointed out, is nothing but the 

transformation of ordinary emotion (bhava) into generalized emotion. 

Rasa does not imply simply the expulsion of the disturbing effect, namely 

pain, which enters into pity and fear when aroused by real objects and 

which when eliminated brings about a certain quietude in the spectators 

mind; it is a more positive concept. entailing an actual relieving on a 

different plane. Rasa does not involve the idea of an emotional relief 

alone, even though it is one of its effects, buf is involves primarily the 

idea of a purification which leads to a state of exaltation and ecstasy. This 

purification result from the removal of pain, disquiet and unrest which 

generally accompany the egoistic and self seeking element. 

Within the ideal world of art, the ego is disengaged from the events 

and actions that occur. Hence, the individual does not suffer the effects 

of the reactions either painful or agreeable, that generally accompany 

such events. The elimination of these disturbing effects results 

automatically in a perfectly peaceful state of mind (santa) which forms the 

basis of an ecstatic condition. 
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This process also accounts for the fact that in a work of art, 

events which would normally arouse feeling of horror, disgust, fear and 

sorrow are actually enjoyed. For example, in a particular drama where 

Pathos (karwJa) is the main sentiment the spectator can enjoy the taste 

of bliss from the pathetic situation. One could ask about the proof of the 

existence of bliss in the pathos etc. only proof for the existence of such 

bliss is to feel it heartly (Karw;adan rase jayate yat Pramam 

sukha!nlsascctasamambhavah Pramar;am tatra Kevalaim'). "Kirica te9u 

yada dL;Jhkham na ko'pi syat tadunmukhah/Tatha ramayanadinani bhavita 

du~khahetut<i"34 If someone really becomes unhappy after seeing some 

incidents like the pathos represented in the Ramayana, he would not want 

to see what happened latter. 

Abhinavagupta describes poetry as a overflowing of some emotion 

of poets heart into the hearts of the reader or hearers. Thus there is a 

communication of feeling and contact of hearts. Some actual emotion 

suffered by a human being is conveyed to their hearts by the poet who 

thus establishes a contact between the suffering being a his readers or 

listeners through his own self. He also speaks of union of hearts of the 

audience in a play and considers this fact to be essential for .aesthetic 

delight which is contemplative and universal. 
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Another important term Sahfdayaya needs to be discussed. The 

. Dhvanyaloka describes the term Sah!dayayas as those persons whose 

minds after long and continued practice of literature has become as 

transparent as a mirror such that whatever is described to them through 

literature enters into them in such a manner that they by their capacity 

can experience a sympathy through which they may indentify themselves 

with the same and thereby the poets heart, as revealed through literature, 

may communicate itself without restraining them not only the poet but 

other persons having similar capacities may find themselves in 

communication with one another throL;Jgh the poet's heart as revealed in 

literature. The Locana speaks of Anandavardhana as Sahrdaya-cakravartT 

· as the king of the Sah;dayas.35 

Abhinavagupta in his commentary on Bharata's maxim on rasa 

( Vibhavanubhavavyabhicarisamyogad rasani~pattiiJ) was· started the real 

discussion of rasa. Openion differs regarding two terms samyoga and 

rasa-ni~patti. Before proceeding it is necessary to make a discussion 

about the foundation of rasa. Here we may quote this discussion from the 

book of S.N.Dasgupta and S.K.De. Rasa, "it is based upon a particular 

view of psychology which holds that our personality is constituted, both 

. 
towards its motivation and intellection, of a few primary emotions which 

lie deep in the subconscious or unconscious strata of our being. These 
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primary emotions are the sex, ludicrous, the pathetic, the heroic, the 

passionate, the nauseating, the wonderous. Other aesthetic 

psychologists have in later times added to it the peaceful or intellectual, 

the devotional and the filial. These emotions are running through all 

natures in a permanent manner and may in that sense called dominant 

emotions (Stahayibhava). These dominant state that determine the 

particular internal temperaments are regarded as the dominant 

characteristics of those emotional states. Emotional states, such as, the 

amorous, the heroic and others, show in their expressions the 

appearance of atomic formations i.e., each emotion is manifestation 

shows a composition of diverse sentiments con·stantly shooting out and 

changing ·like kinetic atoms and gases, lio<e the flamelets the continually 

come and go and thereby produce the appearance of the permanent, 

undivided whole of a flame; there are continually passing little flames of 

diverse sentiments that give expression to the permanent emotion of love 

or hate, heroism or anger. It should, however, be noted that no emotion is 

called rasa unless it is aesthetically excited. When a young man falls in 

love with a young woman and his who I.e fame is shaken, we cannot speak 
, 

of him as being the subject of Srngara-rasa, or when his son is dead and 

he is crying in teras, we cannot speak of him .that he is the karura-rasa. 

Rasa is an emotion excited by artistic circumstances or situations."36 
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Experience of rasa means to enjoy, to surrender oneself to the 

detectable experience; and in that stage of enjoyment there is no place for 

any discrimination between man and man or cause and effect. It is to 

indicate this uniqueness of enjoyment in poetr-Y that the very object which 

serve as cause etc. This aesthetic experience' cannot be of the nature of 

remembrance since there is no possibility of its ever having been gained 

in the past by means of other pramanas, and in the present also other 

pramana can lead to it because of its unique nature. Hence, 

Abhinavagupta concludes that rasa or aesthetic enjoyment is neither 

produced by the causes as Mima111sakas might argue not cognized by 

means of pramanas like perception and inference as Naiyayikas might 

hold. Being neither product nor an inferred piece of knowledge rasa must 

needs be regarded as· suggested. 

All of us are well acquainted with the phenomenon of aesthetic 

experience, in our everyday life, it is the philosophers business to trace 

the source and discover the nature of . this type of experience. 

Abhinavagupta has confined himself in giving an account of this type of 

experience arising from literally art. lri any piece of literary art i.e. Kavya 

aesthetic enjoyment (rasa) is the cornerstone. Its aesthetic pleasure 

which controls the story, characterisation, style etc. According to some 

rhetoricians the poetic beauty depends on the sounds and their meanings. 
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Sounds associated with the rhetorics are able to create poetic beauty. 

The beauty in meaning i~ produced out of the rhetorics like Vakrokti etc. 

The merit, rhetoric or figure etc. cannot be taken as vital factors of 

Kavya due to their inadequacy in the field of creation of poetic beauty. 

When the poetic language is completely differentiated from. the ordinary 

language, the beauty of the former can be easily realized. Though, the 

merit, rhetorics etc. are also found in language in our day to day 

behaviour, it is not taken as a Kavya. All persons are able to follow the 

ordinary language, but not the poetic language. In enquiring ~he cause of 

this Anandavardhana has discovered the theory of Dhvani which can 

give the reasonable explanation of the creation of poetic beauty. The 

·nature of Dhvani is .given in the following way "Artha/;1· sahrdayaslaghya~ 

Kavyatma.yo vyavasthitah". 57 The aesthetic pleasure arising from literary 
. I 

art cannot be understood by all, but only the appreciators (Sahrdaya). In 
• 

other words, a Kavya is always appreciated by the Sahrdayas alone. 
·. I 

The portion which is specifically apprehended by the appreciators and 

which is taken as the vital factor of K~vya is called Dhvani otherwise it is 

rasavadalarrkara (i.e. rhetorics mixed.with rasa). 

The aesthetic experience from a Kavya, as Abhinavagupta has . 
observed, is different from the experience of other sources (i.e. non -~art 

objects). Those who enjoy a Kavya (either in the form of poetry or in 



drama) become happy or unhappy after sharing the happiness or misery 

of the hero or heroine . Behind this happiness or misery of the audience 

there is no argument by which a logical mind can be convinced. As for 

example, Rama, a character of Kavya might be happy or unhappy, but 

there is no reason of being involved emotionally with the dramatic 

character and being happy or unhappy. Though it is true, it is found in 

each and every case. From this particular effect of audience it is quite 

rational to search for a cause of it. As this cause is not found through 

ordinary sense organs and reasoning, it can be taken as mysterious. 

That the aesthetic pleasure is mystic can again be known from 

the fact that the emotional mood involved in grief also gives rise to the 

realization of joy. How is joy realized from the painful situations ? In this 

situation our mind is absorbed in the performances and this absorption 

depends on the equilibrium of mind. When our mind is disturbed, the pain 

follows. If our mind remains in the state of aesthetic experience, there is 

something which forcibly snatches our mind and keep it in a state of 

complete rest. It is the aesthetic pleasure which only can do this thing. 

This joy is endowed with such type of mystic power by which audience can 

enjoy this bliss even out of painful situation, but in our practical life human 

nature is found averse to experience of pain. Hence, Visvan~tha, the 

celebrated rhetorician, has said poetry is a peculiarly unwordly 

0 
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phenomenon, an extra-ordinary creation of supernatural supernormal 

genius and hence it cannot be governed by the rules of ordinary human 

intellect. In ordinary life sorrow comes· from sorrow, fear follows fear, but 

in the world of poetry we find pleasure· from painful horrible and terrible 

situations. 38 

In these cases there is some sort of identity between the audience 

and the object of perception, this notion of identity emerges from having 

self involvement (ekatmata) with it. As for example, when an individual in 

perceiving a scene in which Dusyanta enjoys happiness in company of 

.Sakuntara, he is realizing bliss just as Dusyanta. For the time being he is 

identified himself with the character of the drama. Due to this 

identification (with the hero) the spectator loses individuality and forgets 

him personal this worldly matters. This shows the mystic power of 

aesthetic pleasure. 

The real appreciator of Kavya is Sahrdaya. The property of being a , . 

Sah;daya lies in the fact of being identified with the.feeling of the poet. The 

poet creates a Kavya in his own self. Just as fire over the dry wood, the 

aesthetic pleasure arising in one's. heart covers his whole· body. This 

aesthetic pleasure is produced if the object is appreciated by heart 

(h;dayasarhvadl). 
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("Yo 'rtho h[dayasariwadi tasya bhavo rasodbhavah 

vyapate tena su~kam ka~tJ;1amivagnina."3~ 

90 
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It may be argued why this worldly pleasure is not aesthetic. In 

reply, it can be said that this is not aesthetic pleasure because aesthetic 

pleasure must be impersonal, disinterested and universal in character. 

When an individual becomes happy at the happiness of the dramatic 

character, this pleasure is not of his own (i.e. arising from his personal 

life) and hence it is impersonal. As this pleasure is not due to the fulfillment 

of his self-interest and hence it is disinterested. Such type of feeling does 

not occur in the case of only one individual. It happens to in the case of all 

individuals. That is why, it is universal. 40 It has been stated earlier that due 

to complet~ absorption .in the aesthetic pleasure a man forgets his 

individual love, fear etc. At that time there prevails an universal love which 

is aesthetic pleasure. When a terrific scene is represented, there is 

enjoyment of aesthetic P.leasure called Bhayanaka. In this case also we 

generally forget that this fear realized by us belongs to the dramatic 

character and enjoy the universal character of fear which is free from 

other barriers like individualistic elements. The generalisation is the 

process of individualization through which an individual may go from his 

personar emotion to the serenity of contemplation of a poetic sentiment. 

The poet and audience must have the capacity of idealization. For this 
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reason a poet can present personal emotion as an impersonal aesthetic 

pleasure which is enjoyed by _others. 41 As this pleasure transcends the 

limitations of personal interest, it is disinterested universal pleasure. A 

pleasure which transcends this - worldly interest is surely trascendental 

and hence mystic. As this worldly pleasure arising out of this worldly 

affairs like the birth of a son, attainment of property etc. is not 

impersonal, disinterested, universal, it cannot be described as aesthetiC. 42 

Aesthetic pleasure is the emotional mood revealed in a blissful 

knowledge free from all barriers. 

According to Abhinavagupta, an object becomes beautiful when 

our self is reflected there. When someone realizes the misery of some 

character in a Kavya, he thinks it as his own due to the reflection of his 

own self there. This view is more firmfooted if the Upani~adic view is 

reviewed in this context. It has been stated in the Brhadarnyakopani~ad 

that husband seems to be beloved to someone because she loves her 

hu_sband but because she love her own self etc. ("... na va are 

patynf;kamaya patih Priyo bhavati, atmanastu kamaya patih priyo bhavatl' 

etc.43 One can realise the nature of Rasa with the help of bliss arising 

from the realisation of Brahman as ac"cepted by the Advaintins, when an 

individuals personal desire is transformed in the impersonal aesthetic 

sentiment, the realisation of aesthetic pleasure which is universal 
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character is possible. Abhinavagupta has accepted generalisation 

(SadharaQikaraQa) as one of the characteristic features of aesthetic 

pleasure. Though there is reflection of Brahman in an individuals mind 

which is free from pleasure of Brahman. Hence, it is described as dwarf 

image of the state of Brahman (Brkhmasyadasahodara). 44 

The aesthetic pleasure leads a man to the world of creativity. 

After perceiving the separation of the curlew couple Valkaml become 

very much moved and out of the grief he created a sloka. He had intense 

feeling of pathos in which he had lost himself. Due to the complete loss of 

personality he had a sense of joy out of grief. This joyous experience of 

pathos provided him with the power of creating s/oka spontaneously. 

Valmikl's grief was not this worldly. If it were so, he would have some 

sympathy with the bird from which the creation of Kavya would not be 

possible·. When a poet's vision becomes very deep and clear, he will 

surely get an inspiration from within. Then the materials for writing a Kavya 

(like characterisation, plot etc.) follow ~utomatically just as water 

overflows automatically from the jar already filled in water. So poet's 

genius depends on the absorption of the aesthetic enjoyment and this 

absorption is endowed with capacity o~ creating Kavya spontaneously. If a 

poet's heart is filled with emotion, it (emotion) ·finds a spontaneous outlet. 

In the case of a poet, this feeling is stirred up by an emotion, will find an 
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outlet in the material form spontaneously. This spontaneity comes when 

there are no barriers (like personal interest etc.) for the realisation of 

aesthetic pleasure. The spontaneous outlet of poetry from a man who was 

idle before having aesthetic absorption proves again the mystic 

character of aesthetic pleasure. 

We shall discuss about all these aspects like 'mysticism', 

'sponanity', etc. in the concluding chapter. 
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