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ABSTRACT

In this essay, Sri Aurobindo’s criticism of Shaleme has been considered, using mainly his TherEWRoetry as the
primary source. The present essay endeavours tgfound the effort on the part of Sri Aurobindojrimd turned
prophet, to ‘Indianise’ Shakespeare in a speciaywBy delving into the psychology of burgeoningioratlism and
spiritual revivalism in general and Sri Aurobindatenversion to mysticism and his philosophy ofgrakyoga and life
divine in particular the ideological implications such a critical effort to ‘Indianise’ Shakespedras been sought to be
investigated. Sri Aurobindo elaborated on Shakesgednsistence on internal action with referenoghe ancient Indian
distinction between several strata or levels ofversal being and brought in the two names usedbyahcient rishis to
define the objective and subjective aspects ofltbisg: Virat and Hiranyagarbha. Aurobindo has effeely dismantled
the traditional conception of criticism as an exeec devoted to the objective decoding of the measumpposedly

immanent in the text and has attempted to respogatively to the subtle nuances of Shakespeareaticns.
KEYWORDS Sri Aurobindo, Ideology, Indianise, Impressiomig@riticism, Spirituality
INTRODUCTION

Ashis Nandy’s exploration of the ambiguous psyctyglof the colonized subject Intimate Enemy: Loss and Recovery of Self
under Colonialisn{1983) has shown how the sense of insecurity dndsanguish occasioned by his early estrangemeentHis
motherland drove Sri Aurobindo to seek solace istioigm and spiritual practices. Reared up in aidor country, alienated
from any nourishing contact with his native culfuieing under the strict instructions of a domirieg Anglophile father,
Aurobindo complained of being persistently hauriigdhe sense of an all-enveloping darkness, whiah be diagnosed as a
symptom of a condition of exile, uprootedness,utaltinferiority and hollowness bred by his uneasgraction with an alien
culture. Such a tormented mental state naturallyentlais sensitive scholar turn inward to seekspigatual pursuit a refuge and
an escape from the plaguing doubts, fears, arsieti@l helplessness all that bedeviled his worldigtence. It may be
concluded from this that for Sri Aurobindo spiriiyeemerged as a means of cultural self-asserdiom Utopian world to which
the ego could revert to continue its quest for pommd self-fulfilment all of which had been frusée on the intractable
mundane plane. Nietzsche in Bisnealogy of Moralperceptively explained the emergence of the ifiilgein man as a reaction

formation against the inimical external world tthatarts man'’s fulfilment through the realizationvafl to power:

All instincts that do not expend themselves outdardrn inward. This is what | call internalizatiaf man. It is
by means of this that man first acquired what ramecto be known as his “soul”. The whole of inneperience, which
was as thin as it would be if stretched tight betwwvewvo membranes, expanded. It acquired depthdtireand height- to

the same extent that outward expenditure was tedtéiNietzsche 119).
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In the postmodern era, the word spirituality iaftdenigrated as a form of ‘essentialism’ that apger at best as a
distraction from history and at worst as a justifion for pernicious hierarchies of race, gendet eass perpetuating the
injustices and iniquities that prevail in human isties. But such denunciations of spirituality haweerlooked
spirituality’s investment in otherness and haveethito recognize that spirituality purports to lee texperience and
knowledge of what is other and is ultimate andgérse of identity and ‘mission’ that may arise fronbe vested in that
experience. Spirituality involves ideas of emantgaand an alternative world that have real pmditipotential. Ewan
Fernie in the introduction to his edited volurBgiritual Shakespearesmphasizes this subversive and emancipatory

dimension of spirituality and writes:

In spite of the long-standing critical prejudiceaatst ‘essentialism’, specifically spiritual altigris aesthetically
and theoretically interesting because it configuned just as totally different from ordinary lifaubalso as ultimately
significant and real. Spirituality affords a credilalternative, or rather a range of such alteveatilt has a special power
to break the illusion of what all-too-often is taki be ‘this world’s eternity’ (Henry V12.4.91). The conviction that an
alternative world is more desirable as well as dome more profoundly real than this one can motivatlermit-like

withdrawal from the world as it is, but it can alsspire positive revolutionary change (Fernie 4).

Now these reflections on the political implicaticmsd potential of spirituality gain weight, forcecaimportance
if they are applied to a scrutiny of the Aurobin@onbrand of spiritual practice. The realizatiortlué self, the basis of the
traditional yoga of knowledge, Aurobindo admits,swas much the aim’ of his yoga ‘as of any othet. {n HeehsSri
Aurobindo95). But self-realization was not the sole aimAairobindo’s yoga. ‘The object sought after’, he terin a
letter of 1935, was not ‘an individual achievemehtlivine realization for the sake of the individiuaut something to be
gained for the earth-consciousness’ (qt. in He8hisAurobindo96). In most of the traditional systems of yodee self-
realized, enlightened individual aspires to depeut of the world and life into Heaven or Nirvangri Aurobindo
repudiated this as the necessary issue of yogitipea ‘A distinct and central object of his yogdie asserted, was ‘a
change of life and existence’ (gt. in Heehs 96)isTould be achieved by ‘bringing in’ a new powdrconsciousness
which he defined as ‘the Supramental’. To attais ffower and to make it ‘active directly in eartdture’, he spent more
than four decades ‘hewing out a road’ in uncharegons. It was with this in mind that he declar&ilir yoga is not a
retreading of old walks, but a spiritual adventugirobindo,On Himself109). K. N. Panikkar observes that in Colonial
India ‘there was a shift of emphasis from otherdiimess and supernaturalism to the problems of diyp®xistence in

religious thought'. Panikkar further contends:

The religious protest and reform movements durirggre-colonial period beginning with Buddhism awing
on to the heterodox sects in the eighteenth centigng invariably concerned with the ways and meznsalvation. In
contrast religious reform in colonial India was abhindifferent to this earlier preoccupation. Margortant, even those
who assigned a dominant role to religion, such askiBn Chandra Chatterjee and Vivekananda, werénddferent to the

needs of material existence over religious deméRdaikkar 66).

Sri Aurobindo’s spiritual practice too belonged ttus tradition and it defined spirituality in terme the

improvement and upliftment of the material existenc

K. D. Sethna in his monograg@@ri Aurobindo on Shakespeanas summed up Sri Aurobindo’s radically different

approach to spirituality and has discovered amig§fbetween Aurobindo and Shakespeare in thisaesp
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Sri Aurobindo is that extraordinary type of yogiege aim is to reach up to the superhuman, the ajiumorder
to strike back upon life— strike back not with gHaof life urging man to renounce earth by a mighgss-movement
towards Nirvana, but with a sort of super-Prospestaff so as to awaken man to the possibilities Divine drama on the
stage of the world. Sri Aurobindo would recreatenhn life. And in that ideal he has certain genaféihities with his

favourite Shakespeare (SethAayobindo on Shakespea?s).

What Sethna emphasizes here is the uniquenessrobifido’s spiritual practice which unlike all othgpiritual
philosophies and practices, does not preach alespdaunciation of the world, but rather aspiresramsform the life on
the mundane plane into a ‘Divine drama’. Aurobiride seer and literary critic seems to have beenewfthe spiritual
dimensions of Shakespearean creations for he disedvn the bard’s poetic creativity a spirituaion that instead of
holding a faithful mirror up to nature transforrhe tactual conditions of human existence and regsehem in the light of

eternity. For Aurobindo writes in another context:

The poet’s greatest work is to open to us new reahvision, new realms of being, our own and tleelevs and
he does this even when he is dealing with the hthirsgs. Homer with all his epic vigour of outwapdesentation does
not show us the heroes and deeds before Troy inabtiality as they really were to the normal @isbf men, but much
rather as they were or might have been to thewisfagods. Shakespeare’s greatness lies not irepieduction of actual
human events or men as they appear to us buttantedl@aked in his life others of his time would balone that as well,
if with less radiant force of genius, yet with markthe realistic crude colour or humdrum drab ailydtruth, but in his
bringing out in his characters and themes of thiegsential, intimate, eternal, universal in man aatlire and Fate on
which the outward features are borne as fringerahd and which belong to all time but are least@lvto the moments
experienced: when we do see them life presents tnather face and becomes something deeper thantital present
mask (AurobindoThe Future Poetrg24).

What is evident from Aurobindo’s observations iatthe does not subscribe to the mimetic theoryrtofvhich
defines artistic activity as the imitation of réwlias it is. For Aurobindo the excellence of Shakese lies in the
dramatist’s extraordinary ability to bring out teernal from the temporal, recreate the actuatims of the ideal and the
Universal. Therefore it is reasonable to conclud in his aesthetic philosophy Aurobindo was imedi to the Romantic
theory of art which denounced servile imitationtioé reality as it is and valourized the expressiba transcendental
vision of the artist and reproduction of the actuahditions of existence in terms of that creatdeal. What Aurobindo
has here achieved is a reconciliation of this funelatal tenet of Romantic poetics with his own $pai philosophy. The
Divine life on the earth that Aurobindo concepteed is in another way conceived by gifted poets Hhakespeare who
has the power to reproduce the actual in termbeofdeal or in other words to bring out the ideatigmtials from the actual

conditions of human existence.

Whatever may be the political implications of Auirado’s spiritual exercises; his yogic vision ofelitast an
indelible impression upon his creative and criticafotiations with literature. Aurobindo may beageized as the first
Indian critic who ventured to incorporate Shakespsaworks in an interpretative framework, a catigparadigm
constructed on the basis of a mystical percepti@ha@ncomitant psycho-spiritual formulation whiclayrbe regarded as
essentially Indian. Sri Aurobindo, himself a poétare genius, endowed with an extraordinarily purfd vision, reacted

against the cool, detached, dispassionate langoiagealytical and investigative critical exegediattmarks the western
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tradition, and embodied his critical explorationsai rhapsodic language that exudes poetic appealy#ical reason, the
much trumpeted legacy of the Enlightenment, shgitiis eyes to the “light of Nature”, pursues spkstipaths with the
assistance of artificial lights and fails in thétyoeffort to reach the highest truth. As Ernst §leex explained in his book

The Philosophy of Enlightenment:

The philosophy of the eighteenth century is nottennto look upon analysis as the great intelldctoal of
mathematico-physical knowledge; eighteenth centhought sees analysis rather as the necessarynaigpeénsable
instrument of all thinking in general...However mualividual thinkers and schools differ in their uéts, they agree in

this epistemological premise (Cassirer 12).

The oriental attitude to the subject is at leaguably different: “In neither India, nor China” wes William
Barret in hislrrational Man, “nor in the philosophies that these civilizatigmeduced, was truth located in the intellect.
On the contrary the Indian and Chinese sages éusist the very opposite, hamely, that man doesattain to truth so
long as he remains locked up in his intellect” {atlyengar,Indian Writing in Englishl72). As Sri Aurobindo succinctly
put it: “Reason was the helper, Reason is the {r’in lyengar 172). While not rejecting reasoisittill necessary to
surpass it if we wish to see ourselves in relatmmBeing. Tapan Raychaudhuri in his essay ‘The dturd Reason in
nineteenth century Bengal' has traced the outhboirgtassionate religiosity in nineteenth century ganto a shift of

emphasis from reason to emotion in the socio-galittulture:

The accumulated frustrations and humiliations ef ¢blonial experience were no doubt one major fawéhind

the new emotionalism. Rational discourse was agieigaate incentive for the patriotic fervour. (Ragatthuri, 63)

Aurobindo too, it can be reasonably assumed, wa® dab the dichotomy of western Reason and Indian
emotionalism and for him spirituality became areefive and alternative strategy, an ideological toocounter and

challenge the superiority of the western worldvighich was based on the Enlightenment legacy oématity.

Since for Aurobindo “all life is yoga”, the elemeanf spirituality permeated all his intellectual,itimal and
creative exercises and the critical study of liieér@ too was conceived in terms of a spiritual \geyato the heart of the
transcendental truth, the achievement of whichagtsshuman life to a supra-mundane level. Aurobpradtested against
the scientifically-oriented critical methodology ivh inspired a mechanical dissection of the workarm by reducing
aesthetic creations to abstract rational formulag systems. Aurobindo denounced as reductive @riindeavours that
under the influence of psychoanalytic researcheguved to trace the genesis of a work of art backhe complex
chemistry of the human body and the human psycha donnet composed on the Shakespearean moddie@n of

Surreal Science”, he ridicules the scientific pptimn that all poetry or spirituality is merely atter of body’s chemistry:
One dreamed and saw a gland write Hamlet, drink
At the mermaid, capture immortality;
A committee of hormones on the Aegean’s brink

Composed the lliad and the Odyssey (qt. in Sethnmbindoon Shakespear®).
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Instead of subscribing to such critical ingenuityrébindo firmly clung to his belief that the originmpetus of
any great creation comes from within, from a mygst#rscrutable that does not yield to rational coefension. In
Aurobindo’s creative response to the poetic creatiof Shakespeare the focus is consistently kepheimteriority of the
poetic experience and the inwardness of its origicanception. While the execution and embodimérhe elusive but
certainly not insubstantial poetic vision conceiveyl the poet requires the participation of the outénd and other
external instruments, the inspiration remains i@y internal. Such a critical perception involvies fact a subtle
undermining of the very conception of criticismasational activity dedicated to the disinterestdjective decoding of
the essence of literary creations; it is a deliteetdurring of the artificial boundary drawn betwethe creative and the
critical functions. Aurobindo’s critical exploratis by acknowledging criticism’s inability to persgt into the ultimate

mystery of poetic creation implicitly proposes antmnation of the creative and critical approaclethe literary artefact.

While elaborating on his conception of “overheacetpy Aurobindo warns against a superficially arigisi
reading of such poetic productions which managesafure only the surface mental meaning. In ggitgranting that
technical perfection or flawlessness often affadsthetic pleasure, Aurobindo maintains that “owird touch” does not
consist in an understanding of the technical aspefcliterary creation, but it emerges “in the uridees and overtones of
the rhythmic cry and a language which carries im igreat depth or height or width of spiritual eisi feeling or
experience. But all that has to be felt, not arehje” (Aurobindo,Letters on Poetry7). Aurobindo draws upon Hamlet's
soliloquy to point out the inadequacies of the @mtional critical intellect in encountering effectly the “overheard
poetry”:

“The mere critical intellect not touched by a rasgght can do little here. What might be called do&insonian
critical method has obviously little or no placetiiis field— the method which expects a precisécligorder in thoughts
and language and pecks at all that departs fronateenmof fact or a strict and rational ideative exnce of a sober and
restrained classical taste...But also this methodsaless in dealing with any kind of romantic poetihat would the

Johnsonian critic say to Shakespeare’s famous, lines
Or take up arms against a sea of troubles
And by opposing end them?

He would say, “What a mixture of metaphors and jlamdf ideas! Only a lunatic could take up arms agiaihe
sea!” Shakespeare knew very well what he was ddi#fegsaw the mixture as well as any critic could Ardaccepted it
because it brought home, with an inspired forcectvlai neater language could not have had, the éealotg and the idea
that he wanted to bring out (Aurobind®avitri, Letters 844-5).

‘Still more scared would the Johnsonian be’, Aunaloi continues, ‘by any occult or mystic poetry. Mexla, for
instance, uses with what seems like a deliberatidessness the mixture, at least the associatiatisprate images, of
things not associated together in the material dvathich in Shakespeare is only an occasional degart’(Aurobindo,
Savitri, Letters 844-5).

What is important to note here is that Sri Auroloinghile drawing his reader’s attention to the latitns of a
Johnsonian critic who is governed by his logicgdestations and presuppositions in confronting tiflibg reality of the

literary text, also engages in subverting the iofeeriticism as a detached, rational, objectivavéitytcapable of translating
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the magic of poetic vision into terms of intelliggbeveryday reality. Aurobindo thus attempts taabksh and buttress
through his critical activities, a conception of as an autonomous and independent exercise anghndgring criticism
itself creative, implicitly advances the theoryttha essential difference exists between creati@haiticism. However
preposterous the assumption that criticism is atotalic activity’(Eliot, Selected Essay®t) may seem to the T.S. Eliot of
“The Function of Criticism” Aurobindo can find a rmpathetic defender of his view in Gilbert, the dpain Oscar
Wilde's dialogue “The critic as Artist”, who affirsn“Criticism is in fact both creative and indepenideThe critic
occupies the same relation to the work of art bieatriticizes as the artist does to the visiblelevof form and colour or
the unseen world of passion and of thought” (Wi@#6). This view is clearly antithetical to the vief criticism as
complementary to creative writing, aiming at obiatt, striving to see the object as it really & Matthew Arnold urged.
Criticism, Wilde's Gilbert contends, is in its esse purely subjective, and seeks to reveal its ssanet and not the secret
of another “(Wilde 967). Aurobindo almost echoes itlea when he asserts that “all criticism of ppetrbound to have a
strong subjective element in it...all is relativerdy, Art and Beauty also, and our view of thingd appreciation of them

depends on the consciousness which views and agi@®c(AurobindoLetters on Poetry, Literature and At81)

Aurobindo’s subjective reception of Shakespeareimes more evident if one considers the way he edddbd
his account of Shakespeare’s insistence on intatan with reference to the ancient Indian didtom between several
strata and levels of Universal Being and by briggimthe two names used by the Rishis for the dije@nd subjective

aspects of this Being: Virat and Hiranyagarbhaeetpely. As Aurobindo judges it:

Shakespeare’s is not a drama of mere externalizgdna for it lives from within and more deeply thaur
external life. This is not Virat, the seer and theator of gross forms, but Hiranyagarbha, the hams mind of dreams,

looking through those form to see his own imagdsrzethem (AurobindoThe Future Poetrng0).

Then Aurobindo mentions the Vedic sage Viswamitheom Indian tradition credits with creating a nevaven

and earth in his sacred wrath against the curbsseghby God Indra. Sri Aurobindo continues:

More than any other poet Shakespeare has accoeglistentally the legendary feat of the impetuouse sag
Viswamitra”, his power of vision has created a Sfsgearean world of its own, and it is, in spité®fealistic elements, a
romantic world in the very true sense of the wardyorld of the wonder and free power of life and it® mere external
realities, where what is here dulled and hamperetsfa greater enlarged and intense breath ofglvan ultra-natural play

of beauty, curiosity and amplitude (Aurobinddie Future Poetr0).

Objections may be raised by critics who are obselspreoccupied with the idea of criticism as suliwate and
complementary to creation that such an associafi®@hakespeare with Viswamitra is misleading sitheeEnglish bard is
lacking in that very spirituality which distinguisk the Vedic sage. But what Aurobindo accomplishese is a
dismantling of the traditional conception of ciigim as an intellectual exercise devoted to thelatiea of the one and
only meaning inherent in a text and he therefomae®somewhat close to critics such as Roland Bawtthe much later

suggested in an essay entitled “Criticism as laggtigl963) that:

The task of criticism... does not consist in “discong” the work of the author under consideratiomsthing
“hidden” or “profound” or “secret” which has so fascaped notice...but only in fitting together theglaage of the day
and the language of the author...if there is suchiraytas critical proof it lies in the in the abjlito discover the work

under consideration but on the contrary to covasitompletely with one’s own language (Barthes1129).
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Aurobindo, as a critic of Shakespeare indeed prdviedcommendable competence in covering the work of
Shakespeare as completely as possible with theidayegof the spiritual philosophy that he propounaed promulgated.

Indeed as David Lodge in his articleiterary Criticism and Literary Creatichreminds us:

Criticism as the expression of subjective respasiséd course an essentially romantic idea and iespdi romantic
theory of literary creation as self-expressionislioften associated with the lyrical and impresisitiry musing-in-the-
library style of critical discourse which I. A. Riards and F. R. Leavis, and the American New Grisought to discredit
and expunge from academic criticism from the 1920the 1950s. But more recently the idea that thiemo essential
difference between creation and criticism has lgeen a new academic respectability, and a newistgdtion, under
the aegis of post-structuralism, and especiallythie®ry of deconstruction, which questions the \aisfinction between
subjective and objective (Lodge 145).

In The Human Cycl&ri Aurobindo offered a critical account of theokition of aesthetic criticism from antiquity
to the present times and displayed his aversiam tationalistic formulation of abstract principlasd norms in order to

appreciate particular literary artefacts.

In its earliest stages the appreciation of beatgstinctive, natural, inborn response of thelesgt sensitiveness
of the soul which does not attempt to give any antof itself to the thinking intelligence. Wherethational intelligence
applies itself to this task, it is not satisfiedlwiecording faithfully the nature of the respoase the thing it has felt, but it
attempts to analyze, to lay down what is necesisapyder to create a just aesthetic gratificatioprepares a grammar of
technique, an artistic law, and canon of constomcta sort of mechanical rule of process for tleation of beauty, a fixed
code or Shastra. This brings in the long reignaafdemic criticism, superficial, technical, artiéiigoverned by the false
idea that technique of which alone critical reasan give an entirely adequate account, is the nmgsbrtant part of
creation and that to every art there can corresponexhaustive science which will tell us how thiag is done and give
us the whole secret and process of its doing. & tb@mes when the creator of beauty revolts andcadesthe charter of
his own freedom, generally in the shape of a newda principle of creation, and this freedom ondadicated begins to
widen itself and to carry with it the critical reasout of all its familiar bounds. A more developaubreciation emerges
which begins to seek for new principles of critigjsto search for the soul of the work itself anglain the form in
relation to the soul or to study the creator hirheelthe spirit, nature and ideas of the age hediiin and so to arrive at a

right understanding of his work. (Aurobindbhe Human Cycl&33).

Aurobindo’s disapproval of rationalistic formulati® of abstract concepts in order to appreciate racplar
literary text and his emphasis on a supraratiomaljitive understanding of a literary text is sonfatv akin to the
phenomenological critic Hans Georg Gadamer’s defarficion-theoretical understanding. Against saedaliheoreticism’
or the seemingly obvious but actually problemasistanption that understanding anything implies awirlg an implicit
or explicit theory of what is being understood, Gaér stresses the way in which Heidegger’'s workaksvthe essentially
pre-reflective non-theoretical nature of human us@mding. Heidegger had argued against the whaidency of
Western thought since the Greeks to valourize #texal understanding as the only true mode of kedgé. His analysis
of the nature of everyday human existence [Dasditerally ‘being there’] homes in on what actualigppens in the most
ordinary experiences in order to demonstrate thatasic forms of knowledge are non-conceptuabther words, most

understanding is not the self-conscious and lolyicansistent deployment of clear systematic coteepthings.Western
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thought and common sense tend to assume that euefective everyday understanding of things, isedg because it
cannot be completely formalized, is somehow inadegjor merely irrational, needing to be justifigdredescription in
purely theoretical terms as soon as possible. Agdire scientific ideal of theoretical knowledgeths subsumption of
individual entities under general laws, GadamegraliHermeneutics with that traditional defenceh&f humanities as

offering a non-reductive knowledge of particulansl @ingularities.

However, it is important to note that what appetarde Aurobindo’s subjective evaluation and readirig
Shakespeare is actually motivated by the critissrailation of certain nineteenth century ideas sncbnditioned by his
conscious espousal of, or unconscious submissiooettain critical ideologies. For the purpose Ibfsiration, we may
take Sri Aurobindo’s comparative assessment oflBBthan and Sanskrit dramatic literature and skhebis comparative
estimate of the merits of Shakespeare and Kalidashis essay ‘Sanskrit Drama’, Sri Aurobindo offexr comparative
evaluation of the Sanskrit and the Elizabethan draand while pointing out the essential differeircéemperament and
spirit between them, castigates the European €nitico underestimate the Indian achievement andigrihe superiority

of European literature:

The Elizabethan drama was a great popular litezatthich aimed at a vigorous and realistic presemtaif life
and character such as would please a mixed andengtcritical audience; it had therefore the sttbrend weakness of
great popular literature, its strength was an ablmgnvigour in passion and action, and an uneqdal@asp upon life; its
weakness a crude violence, imperfection and buggimworkmanship combined with a tendency to exaafiEns,
horrors and monstrosities. The Hindu drama, orctirgrary, was written by men of accomplished celtiar an educated,

often a courtly audience and with an eye on ancetdb and well-understood system of poetics (Aurddi73).

Here in spite of acknowledging the greatness anpulpoity of the Elizabethan drama and appreciatimg
vigorous and realistic representation of life tigtfound in it, Sri Aurobindo does not hesitateindicate the crude
violence, imperfect craftsmanship and tendencyxmgeration as the shortcomings of Elizabetharalitee. The Hindu
drama according to him is more refined and somastd than Elizabethan literature, as the formes e@mposed by
gifted men of culture for a polished audience witlile latter addressed and catered to a mixed axaiéwrobindo here
not only hints at a difference in temperament aisgakition between the ancient Hindu and the Ewanpeeople but also
indicates that the Hindu culture possessed an elabgystem of aesthetics. Aurobindo further defiaerd analyzes the

cardinal principle, the quintessence of Hindu prsetHe writes:

The vital law governing Hindu poetics is that itedonot seek to represent life and character priynarifor their
own sake; its aim is fundamentally aesthetic, leydklicate and harmonious rendering of passiomtikan the aesthetic

sense of the onlooker and gratify it by moving waintty observed pictures of human feeling (Aurobifdg.

Aurobindo here actually suggests a distinction betwthe mimetic and expressive theories of artnaaidtains that
the Hindu poetics instead of relying on the mimeéiproduction of reality as it is for its own sghets into practice the
expressive theory of art, by rendering harmoniogsession of passion aesthetically gratifying te #ludience. Aurobindo’s
valourization of the drama that gives aestheticresgion to passion over and above the drama tpetsents life and
character for its own sake, reminds one of a simgzessment made by the great orientalist scBol&¥illiam Jones. Jones
in an essay appended to a volume of translatiorsiefital poetry had argued ‘that the finest paftpoetry, musick, and

painting, are expressive of passions the inferdotsbeing descriptive of natural objects’ (qBeardsleyAesthetic248).
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Aurobindo further refers to the ‘Divine tendernes$’Hindu nature which according to him would haxeen
repelled by the very idea of deriving aestheti@plee from the horrible sufferings of such protasgsrof European drama

as Oedipus, Macbeth or Othello. As Aurobindo put it

To the Hindu it would have seemed savage and inhuspérit that could take any aesthetic pleasuréhan
sufferings of an Oedipus or a Duchess of Malfirothe tragedy of a Macbeth or Othello. Partly #rigse from the divine
tenderness of the Hindu nature, always noble, totbg and gentle and at that time saturated wighstlieet and gracious
pity and purity which flowed from the soul of Budilh The Hindu mind therefore shrank from violencerrbr and

physical tragedy, the Elizabethan stock-in-trader@indo 74).

Highlighting the gentleness, nobility and tendeses the Hindu nature Aurobindo takes to task tleopean
scholars and their Indian followers who without fieg in mind the essential difference in the terapggnt of the Indians
and the Europeans underestimate the cultural aemients of the Hindu civilization and unfairly dtiie the alleged lack

of character in the Hindu drama to the deficientineentive power in the Indian people. Aurobinddtes:

When therefore English scholars, fed on the exoggdistrong and often raw meat of the Elizabethassert that
there are no characters in the Hindu drama, whew dltribute this deficiency to the feeblenessnetntive power which
leads “Asiatic poetry to concentrate itself on glogvdescription and imagery, seeking by excessrofment to conceal
poverty of substance, when even their Indian pygglverted from good taste and blinded to finerdigoation by a love of
the striking and a habit of gross forms and prowedrcolours due to the too exclusive study of Bhgtioetry, repeat and
reinforce their criticisms, the lover of Kalidagadahis peers need not be alarmed; he need notidfamis his imagination the
gracious company with which it is peopled as aagildnd soulless list of names. For this dicta gpiom prejudice and the
echo of a prejudice; they are evidence not of aemggorous critical mind but of a restricted caficympathy. Certainly if
we expect a Beautiful White Devil or a Jew of Mdftam the Hindu dramatist, we shall be disappointeddeals not in these
splendid or horrible masks. If we come to him focemr or a Macbeth, we shall go away disconterfeadthese also are
sublimities which belong to cruder civilizationsdamore barbarous national types; in worst crimabsdaepest suffering as
well as in happiness and virtue, the Aryan was noiviézed and temperate, less crudely enormous tha hard, earthy and

material African peoples whom in Europe he onlyf haralized (Aurobindo 73-74).

Peter Heehs’ observation in the introduction toddged volumeNationalism, Religion and Beyorldrows light

upon the ideological motivations behind such coratpae critical evaluations made by Sri Aurobindo:

By the time Aurobindo began his studies, the Eumopfascination with things Indian had been replaogd
businesslike project of knowledge-gathering or kiezlge-production’. Even the most sympathetic daksts developed a
patronizing attitude towards the culture of a couthat, whatever its past achievements, had be@wowony of Britain.
When Aurobindo wrote about Indian literature antl Be often criticized the attitude of Europeancosats who were
incapable of judging Indian culture on its own reerCountering their allegations that Indian woecksild not be compared
with those of Greece and Rome-or if they could,engderivative of them — he asserted the essentrisuity of Indian
culture. Europe’s achievements were in the matspheére; India’s greatness lay in its spiritualitiis line of argument had
been current since the 1870s, Dayananda SaraRagiarain Bose and other figures in what historaaisthe Hindu revival
movement championed Indian philosophy, Indianditate and Indian art...In his own writings on artjragis writings on

literature and philosophy, Aurobindo similarly affied the essential spirituality of Indian cultureghsNationalismb).
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Of course, the cultural nationalism of the ninetharenturybhadralok,based on the stereotypes ‘material West’
and ‘spiritual East’, was a very important aspddhe nationalist movement. Partha Chatterjee srbloiokThe Nation and
Its Fragmentg1997) has observed:

The material is the domain of the “outside”, of #@mnomy and of state craft, of science and tedgyola domain
where the West had proved its superiority and tast Bad succumbed. In this domain, then, Westgrerisuity had to be
acknowledged and its accomplishments carefullyistu@nd replicated. The spiritual, on the otherdhds the “inner”
domain bearing the “essential” marks of culturaintity. The greater one’s success in imitating hasskills in the material

domain, therefore, the greater the need to presieevaistinctiveness of one’s spiritual culture #&arjee,The Natiorg).

From all these critical expositions of the contenapp socio-cultural ethos it is evident that Srirdhbindo was
inspired by the nationalist zeal to cry up the iyl superiority of India to the West and as weaéhaarlier noted his
critical negotiations with Shakespeare has bedndnted and fashioned by his allegiance to sudbmalist ideology, for
in Shakespeare’s creations Aurobindo has soughtwaardness, and an essential spirituality, qualitihich define an

Indian worldview.

In his writings which emphasize the essential smility of Indian culture, Aurobindo often alludés India’s

“soul” or “spirit”. As Peter Heehs reminds us:

This was his application of an idea that had arisarlier among European Romantic thinkers: the wfethe
Volksgeistor nation-soul. During most of the eighteenth agnthe predominant critical attitude in Europe wessicism.
Literary and artistic idea based on Greek and Romadels were thought to be universally valid. Tatstude was
challenged by early romantic critics, who insisedthe value of regional particularities. Herdef|uenced by the folk
arts of Latvia, Schlegel, stimulated by Indian pkdphy and literature and other intellectuals & #arly nineteenth
century put forward the idea that each nation grore had its own soul or spirit which found expiessn its poetry, art,

and so forth (HeehgJationalismb).
Aurobindo in hisThe Future Poetrjas summed up this idea of the nation soul:

Generally, every nation or people has or developpiit in its being, a special soul-form of thentan all-soul
and a law of its nature which determines the limed turns of its evolution...All its self-expressi@nin conformity with
them. And its poetry art and thought are the exgioasof this self and of the greater possibiliti#dts self to which it
moves. The individual poet and its poetry are p&its movement. Not that they are limited by thegent temperament
and outward forms of the national mind; they magezd them...But still the roots of his personality #rere in its spirit
and even his variation and revolt are an attemjbiritty out something that is latent and suppressett least something

which is trying to surge up from the secret allisauo the soul-form of the nation (Aurobindbhe Future Poetr$8-59).

But in spite of such insistence on the nation-sAukobindo’s literary criticism transcends all theltural barriers

and national differences and upholds the ideabsértial human unity. In 1918 Sri Aurobindo thuster

The spirit in man has one aim before it in all madk but different continents or peoples approacfram
different sides, with different formulations and differing spirit...Not recognizing the underlying ityr of the ultimate
divine motive, they give battle to each other ataine that theirs alone is the way for mankind. Tme real and perfect

civilization is the one in which they happen tolwen, all the rest must perish or go under (qHé&ehs Nationalism17)
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Nowhere is this ideal of human unity given a cortglas well as a powerful expression than in Aurdbis
postulation of the kinship between Shakespearekatidasa and it is here that Aurobindo indirectypudiates the claims
of the historical school of criticism and embraeesniversalist aesthetics. Penetrating throughviirations stemming
“from national difference, the caste of the ci\aliion, the cultural atmosphere, the individual &jiecrasy”, Sri Aurobindo

is able to recognize in Kalidasa and Shakespearmédundamental likeness of spirit”. He remarks:

Elizabethan poetry was the work of the life-sgimie new, raw and vigorous people not yet tamed tBstraining
and formative culture, a people with the crude ésies of the occidental mind rioting almost in éxe@lberance of a state
of nature. The poetry of the classical Sanskritexsi was the work of Asiatic minds, scholars, cgats in an age of
immense intellectual development and an excessimesa over-cultivated refinement but still that taas poetry of the
life spirit. In spite of a broad gulf of differeneee yet find an extraordinary basic kinship betwt#sse two very widely
separated great ages of poetry, though there wees aay possibility of contact between that eantigental and this later
occidental work,- the dramas of Kalidasa and sofre dramatic romances of Shakespeare....This knatises from
the likeness of essential motive and psycholodizic type and emerges and asserts itself in spitee enormous
cultural division The Future Poetry159-60).

Thus does Sri Aurobindo acknowledge the greatnesfslesth Shakespeare and Kalidasa, discoveringrarzm
ground shared by both these geniuses. There isubbettly a liberal humanist tendency in such critfoamulations for it
tacitly subscribes to a conception of human natisressentially unchanging and the idea that theegaassions, emotions
and even situations are seen again and again thoatigpuman history’( Barry 18 ). But Aurobindo’scognition of the
merits and poetic achievements of Shakespeare aliflasa as equally great and similar in essence degper
psychological motivation than the critic’s submissito the aesthetic ideology of Liberal Humanisthe Toots of such a
critical estimate seem to lie in the ambiguousuwraltsituation that Aurobindo found himself in. AsiNandy has given a

thought-provoking explanation of Sri Aurobindo’susition in hisintimate Enemy

Aurobindo symbolized a more universal responsehéosplits which colonialism induced. He after dilj not
have to disown the West within him to become hisiea of an Indian. To the end of his life Westedfture remained a
vehicle of his creative self-expression and he neélheught the West to be outside the reach of Ggdise... While
Aurobindo belonged to the tradition of the mostplgeeactive of the Indian responses to colonialistine one which
partly drew inspiration from Bankimchandra and \kaeanda—he always had, like Bankimchandra and \dnakda, a
genuine place for the West within Indian civilizati.. Aurobindo was above all a victim who had faskid out of his
victimhood a new meaning for suffering and a newdel@f defiance. As a victim, he protected—and tmagrotect—his
humanity and moral sanity more carefully becaudglenthe colonial system only saw him as an objeetcould not see
the colonizers as mere objects. As a part of higygte for survival, the west remained for Indiactims like Aurobindo
an internal human reality, in love as well as hatédentification as well as in counter-identifica.(Nandy,The Intimate
Enemy85, 86, 87).

In his The Renaissance in Indiaurobindo defined the course of coloniality imnes of a triadic scheme- that of
an unqualified admiration of the culture of thearoker by the colonized people, a phase of consaieaction against and

rejection of Western values and the time of adjestinand compromise or hybridism.:
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The first step was the reception of the Europeantamt, a radical reconsideration of many of thenpnent
elements and some revolutionary denial of the ypemyciples of the old culture. The second was &tiea of the Indian
spirit upon the European influence, sometimes witbtal denial of what it offered and a stressiathiof the essential and
the strict letter of the national past, which yeasked a movement of assimilation. The third, ondyvrbeginning or
recently begun, is rather a process of new creatiowhich the spiritual power of the Indian mindnains supreme,
recovers its truths, accepts whatever it finds doan true, useful or inevitable of the modern ideal form, but so
transmutes and Indianizes it,so absorbs and seftrams it entirely into itself that its foreign alaater disappears and it
becomes another harmonious element in the chaisticterorking of the ancient goddess, the Shaktinofia mastering

and taking possession of the modern influence ngdopossessed or overcome by it (Aurobifide RenaissancEr).

Aurobindo’s response to Shakespeare belongs tthittephase of the colonial encounter in which gneatness
of Shakespeare is acknowledged, approached fromdéam spiritual perspective and thus transmutediassimilated into
the Indian cultural tradition. To postulate theyweossibility of comparing Shakespeare with Kalal#sa part of such a

process of cultural assimilation and synthesis.

Aurobindo’s appreciation and reception of Shakespe®my be seen as an ideological strategy thatetwy educated
native elites of the colony devised and employeatdter to mask their political ineffectuality aniggd for a new social prestige
and recognition. Obviously such enunciations asShakespeare’s appeal is universal and that fightemed critical mind of
the intelligentsia transcends all barriers of tiamel place to appreciate what is great in all oestun spite of recognizing the
specific, particular traits of each culture, hadtaig political advantages. Whatever may be the odl Shakespeare in the
imperialist project; his creations transcend tharbe of language, class, nation and culture: simlisvand perceptions were
widely prevalent among the native intellectualshafobindo’s contemporary times. It is because ahsideological premises
that Sri Aurobindo described Shakespeare’s worldbasantic...in the very sense of the world of thender and free power of

life and not its mere externalities’ (Aurobindd)e Future Poetrg0).

Seen from a postcolonial perspective, Aurobindarseto have subscribed to the creed of Universaligrith
Bill Ashcroft, Gareth Griffiths and Helen Tiffin fiee as:

The assumption that there are irreducible featfresiman life and experience that exist beyonatimestitutive effects
of local cultural conditions. Universalism offers hegemonic view of existence by which the expegsnosalues and
expectations of a dominant culture are held torbe for all humanity. For this reason, it is a @udeature of imperial
hegemony, because its assumption(or assertionf@faon humanity- its failure to acknowledge omeatultural difference-
underlies the promulgation of imperial discoursetifie ‘advancement’ or ‘improvement’ of the coladz goals that thus mask

the extensive and multifaceted exploitation ofdbleny (Ashcroft et akey Concept235).
Bill Ashcroft et al Further Continue

One of the most persistent examples of this phenomeccurs in English literature, where the valuégeeatness’ of a
writer’'s work is proven by the extent to which épicts the ‘universal human condition’. By this meathe link between
the universal and Eurocentric, and in particularlthk between universality and the canon of téxét represents English
literature, remains intact as an implicit featuféhe discourse wherever it is taught. It was thevgr of this discourse to
present the English subject as both attractiveuanivkrsal that rendered it such an effective tdadazio-political control

in India in the nineteenth century...’(Ashcroft etkséy Concept235).
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The eminent postcolonial critic Homi Bhabha conteridat the effect of such Universalism upon thalirea
practice is not only that it produces some immanamt/ersal meaning of the text, but it also cands the reader as a site
where all conflict is resolved, a reading subjebbvis unable to recognize how it might itself bextricably enmeshed,

ideologically involved in the historical conflicisencounters in the text:

Universalism does not merely end with a view of iam@ant ‘spiritual’ meaning produced in the textalso
interpellates for its reading a subject positioaethe point where conflict and difference resolard all ideology ends. It
is not that the Transcendental subject cannotisg¢erical conflict or colonial difference as minestructures or themes in
the text. What it cannot conceive, is how it igltstructured ideologically and discursively idatéon to those processes
of signification which do not then allow for the gmibility of whole or universal meanings (qt. inh&soft et al,Key
Concept36).

Therefore the ideology of universalism that motgtconditions and informs Sri Aurobindo’s negadias with
Shakespeare not only projects, represents the &aitchis creations as universal human subject, Isat @nstructs the
reader, Aurobindo himself, as the universal ‘cdtlireader, removed from any consideration of tla¢enial conditions of

the local and present experience of colonizatiahexploitation.

Perhaps it is this ideology of universalism thadpined Aurobindo to react against the historicalthod of
interpreting Shakespeare’s creations accordinpadaheory of man and his milieu. Aurobindo drivéistee biographical
and historical accounts of the specific events @mtlitions of Shakespeare’s life and time out ef domain of what he
calls the ‘appreciation’ of his works. Instead ohcentrating on what is historical and thereforageral and transient he
attends to what transcends history and is etetfmalcreation of Shakespeare the poet. Sri Aurobimites:

The individuality of Shakespeare as expressedsnmddorded actions and his relations to his conteanjes is a
matter of history and has nothing to do with apatian of his poetry. It may interest me as a stofly)Juman character
and intellect but | have no concern with it whean reading thélamletor even when | am reading tB®nnetson the
contrary, it may often come between me and the igemagvelation of the poet in his work, for actimadom reveal more
than the outer, bodily and sensational man wheward takes us within to the mind and the rea@receiving and the

selecting part of him which are his truer self. (@hindo,Kalidasal13-14).

Two things are particularly to be noted here. Ottt Aurobindo does not consider the individualdty
Shakespeare at all important in his study of Shad&®’'s creations which according to him is notfioed to the
individual man in Shakespeare, but which reveadstther self of the creator, the essential selfchvas a closer study of
Aurobindo’s observations reveals, is implied to taiversal. Secondly, Aurobindo here distinguisheswieen the
sensational man attached to the external worlettdmand the inner man of mind and reason, ther tself of man, which
is not tied to the world of actions but which tre@sds the time and place. Aurobindo’s critical obatons here are
conditioned by and expressed in terms of an esdlgnindian spiritual perception. Ihe Bhagavad GitaLord Krishna
explains to Arjuna the distinction between the tseff of man who does not act and is not tainte@dtion and the body

that is the doer or agent of all actions. Krisheseats:

Having no beginning and possessing no gunas, tpieme and imperishable self ... neither acts nstaisied by

action even while dwelling in the body (Nikhilanan@he Bhagavad Git802).
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Action therefore belongs to the body and the maltevorld, while the indwelling soul or spirit of mas beyond
all actions and an assumption of such a distincietween the body and the soul seems to have @sspiurobindo’s
reading of Shakespeare. That the Hindu spirituateption is present behind Aurobindo’s critical efysitions is made

further explicit by Aurobindo’s invocation of theidiu phraseology. Aurobindo writes:

It may be a historical fact that Shakespeare wheesdh down to write these poems intended to usafteeted
language of conventional and fulsome flattery... dfter all it was only the bodily and sensationalecaf that huge spirit
which so intended, — the food-sheath and the lifeath of him, to use Hindu phraseology; but thednthe soul which
was the real Shakespeare felt, as he wrote, evergepof the passion he was expressing to the ¥erysty felt precisely
those exultations, chills of jealousy and disappoént, noble affections, dark and unholy fires, Ardause he felt them,
he was able to express them that the world sibfis and is moved (Aurobindéalidasal3-14).

Here Aurobindo insists on considering the soul lodl&speare as the real creator of his works.thdssoul that
feels the passions and also gives expression $e thassions and the expression of such passidtigristves the world.
The “still” definitely indicates the timeless andnscendental appeal of Shakespearean creationsyaintplication the
soul that feels and expresses such passions it quality of moving people of all times seampossess a universal
character. Thus in Aurobindo’s reflections on timetess appeal of Shakespearean creations, thallifbemanist idea of

Universality acquires an Indian dimension and digance.

An evaluation of Sri Aurobindo as a critic of Shageare therefore must take into account the easenti
Indianness of his vision and critical perceptiome when Aurobindo subscribes to the aestheticcaitdral ideology of
the West he gives his critical observations a @ipicindian twist. The validity of C. D. Narasimia&'s claim that
Aurobindo was the inaugurator of modern Indian i€igtn is thus established beyond any doubt or ¢gquesiWhile

evaluating the merits of AurobindoThe Future PoetriNarasimhaiah writes:

[The] work has enough clues, directions, reinforeata and disagreements on poets, poems and repgtati
which might well have inaugurated an Indian Schoblcriticism in the twenties and thirties of the "™2@entury
(NarasimhaiahiEnglish Studies in Indif9).

Whether the tradition of Shakespeare criticism fhatobindo set was carried on by his successoasd#ferent
guestion altogether, but the contribution of Auraid to Shakespeare criticism in Bengal consistotronly an originality
of critical approach but an effort to read and eatd Shakespeare from an Indian perspective. Afotlkgoing critical
discussion shows, the literary critic in Aurobindid not resort to a servile imitation of any weateritical methodology,
be it psychoanalytical or the historical approag&hvision constructed on his understanding and aksion of Indian
spirituality informed and inspired Aurobindo’s @il negotiations with Shakespeare and promptexdtitic to locate the

English Bard in a framework of Indian ideas andcapts.
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