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ABSTRACT

The objective of the present essay is to invegtija critical assumptions and presuppositions altlee function of
criticism and the role of critic, to look at the lfiizal affiliations and theoretical orientationsfdhe critics and to
regard the other cultural, social and intellectufaictors that determined the formation of the bulkShakespeare
criticism in Bengal, India. According to a recemitic, ‘in constructing the history of criticism ware not tracing the
exfoliation through history of a linear, if irregal process: it is history of criticisms which isiasue. We are seeking
the determinants of the particular historical spasghich make the emergence of such an object pessilthe first
place, and which determine its relations to otharchronous discourses. The science of the histoeyitacisms is the
science of the historical forms which produce thoséicisms’ (Eagleton, Criticism 17). In keepingthvthis view, this
essay, instead of dwelling on the surface of thak&peare criticism produced in Bengal, has triedattempt a
thorough examination of the historical forms anéatbgical motivations that made possible the praidmcof such
criticism. Along with examining the ideology, metblogy and the purpose of such criticism, somentitie has been
also paid to the language employed by the critivd this study in fact attempts to demonstrate hafepence for one
particular kind of linguistic configuration over ather reveals the critic’'s perception of his owiskaand a specific

view of the world and writing.
KEYWORDS:Ideology, Shakespeare Criticism, Politics of Cr#in, Academic Criticism, Marxist Criticism
INTRODUCTION

Owing to the tectonic shift brought about in litgrastudies by the recent theory-revolution, créioiis no longer
viewed as an activity subservient to and parasitidhe creative functions of literature, but ratlidnas come to be
regarded as a social practice, an intellectual asserconditioned by the ideological affiliations tife critic and
inextricably enmeshed in the socio-cultural milieithin which it is produced. In the light of thisdically altered
perspective an attempt can be made to scrutinizeréisponses of the Indian scholars, teachers aitids cto
Shakespeare, the cultural icon of the British empivho seems to have colonized the minds of theatdd elites of
Pre and Post-Independence India far more effegtitr@n all the exploitative administrative policiead insidious
political strategies implemented by the Britisharoalists. In this modest paper | have made arrteffogive an outline
of the evolution of the critical reception of Shageare in Bengal with reference to three emindtitsr Aurobindo
Ghosh, Taraknath Sen and Utpal Dutta, each of whkenured to read Shakespeare from their own petispec

determined by his social, cultural and politicasjions.
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Ashis Nandy’s delving/insightful exploration of tleentorted and ambiguous psychology of the colahize
subject in Intimate Enemy: Loss and Recovery of Getler Colonialism has shown how the sense oftin#ty, loss
and anguish occasioned by his early estrangement fiis motherland drove Sri Aurobindo to seek solat
mysticism and spiritual practices. Reared up inraifjn country, alienated from the nourishing conteith the native
culture, under the strict instructions of an Andiid@ and domineering father, Aurobindo complaingdbeing
persistently haunted by an all-enveloping darknedsich may be diagnosed as the sense of exile,oofedness,
cultural inferiority and hollowness that resultedm his uneasy interaction with an alien culturactsa tormented
mental state of naturally made this sensitive sohinirn inward to seek in the spiritual pursuiefuge/ an escape from
the plaguing doubts, fears, anxieties and helpésssall that bedevil his worldly existence. Thusits@lity emerged
as a means of cultural self-assertion, a Utopiaridato which the ego can revert to continue itssgfer power and
self-fulfillment which is frustrated on the intratle and hostile mundane plane. Nietzsche in hise&legy of Morals
has perceptively explained the emergence of therilife in man as a reaction formation againstitimical external
world that thwarts man’s fulfilment through theatization of will to power: “All instincts that damot expend
themselves outwardly turn inward. This is what Il @aternalization of man. It is by means of thizat man first
acquired what has come to be known as his “soui& Whole of inner experience, which was as thiit a®uld be if
stretched tight between two membranes, expandeacdtired depth, breadth and height- to the santentxhat

outward expenditure was curtailed.”

In the postmodern era, the word spirituality isnd&sed as a form of essentialism that operategstds a
distraction from history and at worst as a justifion for pernicious hierarchies of race, gender @ass perpetuating the
injustices and iniquities that prevail in humanisties. But such denunciation of spirituality hawerlooked spirituality’s
investment in otherness and have failed to receghiat spirituality purports to be the experience nowledge of what
is other and is ultimate and the sense of idemtitgt ‘mission’ that may arise from or be vestedhat texperience.
Spirituality involves ideas of emancipation andaéternative world that have real political potehtiow these reflections
on the political implications of spirituality gaimeight, force and importance if we apply them tdiscreet scrutiny of
Aurobindonian brand of spiritual practice. The mlon of the self, the basis of the traditionalgg of knowledge,
Aurobindo admits, was ‘as much the aim’ of his ydas of any other’. But self-realization was noe thnly aim of
Aurobindo’s yoga. ‘The object sought after’, he terin a letter of 1935, was not ‘an individual askiment of divine
realization for the sake of the individual, but sthing to be gained for the earth-consciousneds’ifigHeehs,Sri
Aurobindo96). In most of the traditional systems of yogw, $elf-realized, enlightened individual aspiredepart ‘out of
the world and life into Heaven or Nirvana'. Sri Abindo repudiated this as the necessary issue @t ywactice. ‘A
distinct and central object of’ his yoga, he agskrvas ‘a change of life and existence’ (qt. irrke96). This would be
achieved by ‘bringing in’ a new power of conscioesnwhich he defined as ‘the Supramental’. Torattas power and
to make it ‘active directly in earth-nature’ he spenore than four decades ‘hewing out a road’ ichamted regions. It
was with this in mind that he declared: ‘Our yogaot a retreading of old walks, but a spiritualeadure’ (Aurobindo,
On Himself109). K.N.Panikkar observes that in Colonial Inthere was a shift of emphasis from otherworldimand

supernaturalism to the problems of worldly exisgsimcreligious thought'. Panikkar further contends:

The religious protest and reform movements duriveggre-colonial period — beginning with Buddhisnd an

going on to the heterodox sects in the eighteeattiucy— were invariably concerned with the ways amehns of
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salvation. In contrast religious reform in colonladia was almost indifferent to this earlier preggation. More
important, even those who assigned a dominanttoaleligion, such as Bankim Chandra Chatterjee\4mdkananda,

were not indifferent to the needs of material exise over religious demands (Panikkar 66).

Sri Aurobindo’s spiritual practice too belongedttos tradition and it defined spirituality in ternof the

improvement and upliftment of the material existenc

Whatever may be the political implications of Auitdio’s spiritual exercises, his yogic vision ofelihas
indeed cast an indelible impression upon his areasind critical negotiations with literature. Aunotto may be
accepted as the first Indian critic to venturentcorporate Shakespeare works in an interpretataragwork, a critical
paradigm constructed on the basis of a mysticalgmion and psycho-spiritual formulation which denregarded as
essentially Indian. Sri Aurobindo, himself a poétrare genius, endowed with an extraordinarily ptofd vision
reacted against the cool, detached, dispassiomaigudge of analytical and investigative criticakreises that
distinguish the western tradition and cast hisaaitexplorations in a rhapsodic language that esugoetic appeal.
Analytical reason, the much vaunted legacy of théghtenment, an ignis fatuus in the mind, shuttitsgeyes to the
“light of Nature”, pursues specialist paths witle #issistance of artificial lights and fails tragdlican the lofty effort to
attain to the highest truth. The oriental attitudethe subject has been essentially different: f&ither India, nor
China” writes William Barret in his Irrational Mdimor in the philosophies that these civilizationrsguced, was truth
located in the intellect. On the contrary the Imdé&and Chinese sages insisted on the very oppositeely, that man
does not attain to truth so long as he remainseldalp in his intellect”. As Sri Aurobindo has saittcinctly:"Reason
was the helper, Reason is the bar”. While not tejgcreason it is still necessary to surpass ivéf wish to see
ourselves in relation to Being. Tapan Raychaudimutiis essay The Pursuit of Reason iffd8engal has traced the
outburst of passionate religiosity in 19thc Benggala shift emphasis from reason to emotion in theospolitical
culture. “The accumulated frustrations and hunidiasé of the colonial experience were no doubt orsgomfactor
behind the new emotionalism. Rational discourse avamadequate incentive for the patriotic fenAurobindo too, it
can be reasonably assumed was aware of the dichavbrVestern Reason and Indian emotionalism andhior

spiritual resistance to the Western rationalitydme a political stance.

Since for Aurobindo “all life is yoga”, the crititpursuit too was envisaged in terms of a spirittlage into
the heart of transcendental truth, the achieverakmthich elevates human life to a supra-mundanelleiurobindo
protested against the scientifically-oriented catimethodology which was in vogue then. Aurobid@nounced such
critical endevours that under the influence of beypmalytic researches ventured to trace the geaktlie work of art
back to the complex chemistry of human body anaipsyas reductive. In a sonnet composed on Shakespeodel
“A dream of Surreal Science”, he ridicules the stifec vagary that all poetry on spirituality or mguering dynamism

of Man the dreamer and the doer is merely a maftbody’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.
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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, a myst@gcrutable that does not yield to rational compredion. In
Aurobindo’s creative response to poetic creatiohSlmakespeare the focus is consistently kept onirttexiority,
inwardness of poetic experience and conceptionlaMhée execution and embodiment of the elusiveceuiainly not
insubstantial poetic vision conceived by the paetuires the participation of the outer mind anbeotexternal
instruments, the inspiration remains invariablyinal. Such a critical perception is in fact a adetaiction or a subtle
undermining of the very conception of criticismaagational activity dedicated to the disinterestdgjective unfolding
of the essence of literary creations, a delibebhiering of the artificial boundary drawn betwearative and critical
functions. Aurobindo’s critical explorations by adkwledging its inability to penetrate into the miite mystery of

poetic creation implicitly proposes a combinatidrth@ creative and critical approaches to theditgartifact.

While elaborating on this conception of “overheadtpy” Aurobindo warns against a superficially asiahl
reading of such productions that manages to caphisethe surface mental meaning. Inspite of granthat technical
perfection (flawlessness) often affords aesthdéegure, Aurobindo maintains that “over mind toudb&s not consist
in technical elements/aspects, but “in the undexand overtones of the rhythmic cry and a langwddgeh carries in
it a great depth or height or width of spirituasiein, feeling or experience. But all that has tddie not analyzable”.
Aurobindo draws upon Hamlet's soliloquy to pointt dhe inadequacies of the conventional criticakliett in

encountering effectively the “overheard poetry”:

“The mere critical intellect not touched by a rasigght can do little here. What might be called Idblensonian
critical method has obviously little or no place this field- the method which expects a precisdcigorder in
thoughts and language and pecks at all that defpantsa matter of fact or a strict and rationaldtiee coherence of a
sober and restrained classical taste...But alsontkthod is useless in dealing with any kind of rotitapoetry. What

would the Johnsonian critic say to Shakespearewie lines,
Or take up arms against a sea of troubles
And by opposing end them?

He would say, “What a mixture of metaphors and jlevdf ideas! Only a lunatic could take up arms agai
the seal... Shakespeare knew very well what hedeig! He the mixture as well as any critic couldide accepted it
because it brought home, with an inspired forcectvlai neater language could not have had, the é&elotg and the

idea that he wanted to bring out.”

What is important to note is that while drawing readers’ attention to the limitations of a Johngorcritic
who is governed by his logical expectations andygpositions in confronting the baffling reality thie literary text,
Aurobindo engages in subverting the idea of cgtitias a detached, rational, objective activity blpaf translating
the magic of poetic vision into terms of intelliggbeveryday reality. Aurobindo thus attempts t@kksh and buttress
through his critical activities a conception of astan autonomous and independent exercise arehbgning criticism
it creative, implicitly advancing the theory thai assential difference exists between creationcaitidism. However
preposterous the assumption that criticism is do #lic activity may not seem to the T.S. EliotTdfe Functions of
Criticism, “Aurobindo can find a sympathetic defenaf his view in Gilbert, the speaker in Oscar d¥i§ dialogue

“The critic as Artist”, who affirms “Criticism isni fact both creative and independent...The criticupes the same
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relation to the work of art that he criticizes ks #rtist does to the visible world of form andoewlor the unseen world
of passion and of thought”. This view is antithatito the view of criticism as complementary toathee writing,
aiming at objectivity, striving to “see the objext it really is” as Matthew Arnold urged, on disedwg its hidden
meaning by what Eliot disapprovingly called interfation. Criticism Wilde’'s Gilbert contents, isits essence purely
subjective, and seeks to reveal its own secrenanthe secret of another “. Aurobindo almost eshbe idea when he
asserts “all criticism of poetry is bound to havsting subjective element in it...all is relativere, Art and Beauty

also, and our view of things and appreciation ehttdepends on the conscious which views and appesti

Aurobindo’s subjective reception of Shakespear@bes pretty evident if one considers well the wayhhs
elaborated Shakespeare’s insistence on internaihaeith reference to the ancient Indian distinatizetween several
strata and levels of Universal Being and by briggin the two names used by the Rishis for the dbgcand
subjective aspect of this Being: Virat and Hirarsidodpa. As Aurobindo judges it, Shakespeare’s ig &ndrama of
mere externalized action, for it lives from witrand more deeply than our external life. This is Viioat, the seer and
the creator of gross forms, but HiranyagarbhaJuhrenous mind of dreams, looking through those foorsee his own
images behind them”. Then Aurobindo mentions thalivesage Viswamitra whom Indian tradition credit#hw
creating a new heaven and earth in his sacred aginst the curbs imposed by God Indra. Sri Aurddicontinues:
“More than any other poet Shakespeare has accdreplisnentally the legendary feat of the impetuougesa
Viswamitra”, his power of vision has created a Sfwgearean world of its own, and it is, in spiteitefrealistic
elements, a romantic world in the very true serdg@eword, a world of the wonder and free powelifefand not its
mere external realities, where what is here dudiedl hampered finds a greater enlarged and intersghbof living, an
ultra-natural play of beauty, curiosity and ammgu Objections may be raised by fastidious cribbsessively
preoccupied with the idea of criticism subordina@mnplementary to creation, that such an assoniaticchakespeare
with Viswamitra is misleading since the Englishd& lacking in that very spirituality which distjnishes the Vedic
sage. But what Aurobindo accomplishes here is aaligling of the traditional conception of criticisas an
intellectual exercise devoted to the revelationtte one and only meaning inherent in the text ailtltherefore
definitely secure the approbation of critics likel&d Barthes. Barthes suggested in a pregnalet ditisay entitled
“Criticism as language” published in 1963 that;

The taste of criticism does not consist in “disaawg’ 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 suting as critical proof it lies in the in theiléip to discover the
work under consideration but on the contrary toecdvvas completely with one’s own language’. Aunalo, as a critic
of Shakespeare indeed prove his commendable conggeta covering the work of Shakespeare as coniplate

possible with the language of the spiritual phifgspthat he propounded and promulgated.

While Sri Aurobindo’s encounter with Shakespeamrason allowed ample space for the play of creative
imagination and subjective evaluation, the acadeeniticism of Shakespeare that flourished in Bengadler the
influence of the critical model widely prevalenttimle Anglo American universities, embraced the waéthogy and
assumptions of scientific knowledge and aimed atdeing and interpreting the works rather thanspasany value
judgment on them. Literary criticism in the20th &noot be divorced from the history of the profesalzation of

literary study and this becomes apparent onceatiteg is established as an academic study withinsitution whose
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dominant paradigms of knowledge and research areasingly derived from the hard sciences. THE @@riticism
inherits the idea of a specifically aesthetic fasfrknowledge from Romantic aesthetics with the conitant idea of
literary language expressive of the unrepresentabtbof the reading of literature as a kind of cammn with such
transcendental truths. But this could hardly seasea sufficient justification for the professioraademic study of
literature, nor could it make available pedagogiold or methodologies for the acquisition of suctowledge.
Professionalization required clear methodologioald, yet arguments for the importance of theditgcriticism to the

public sphere had not often rested on a defenemalftically irreducible nature of literary langeag

Professionalization was itself a process which eeh shaped in the "1@ along scientific lines and already
involved specialization and the rise of the expéd. the Victorian sage, or the “man of letters”, swgradually
displaced by the professional critic, there was@wving recognition that criticism must become a ensystematic
form of knowledge. Terry Eagleton has perceptivaatyalyzed this movement from what he defines asthateurish
outlook of the “man of letters” to the more systéimapproach that distinguishes the professiorititsr “...founding
of English as a university “discipline” also entaila professionalization of literary studies whigds quite alien to the
sage’s “amateur” outlook and more resolutely spistithan the man of letters could afford to bee Htademicization
of criticism provided it with an institutional basand professional structure, but by the same tdksignaled its final

sequestration from the public realm”.

Taraknath Sen’s “Hamlet's treatment of Ophelishim Nunnery Scene”, an essay contributed to Modangliage
Review(1940) embodies the salient features of thiindtive form tat Shakespeare criticism assunmethé hands of the
academic critics, who reckoned it as their prinmagponsibility to ‘teach’ or to help the studentsl aeaders understand the
subtle nuances of Shakespeare’s creations, toci@isdhe “correct interpretation” from what thelgadrded as several
misunderstandings. The title of the essay immdgligenerates in the readers’ mind certain presutipas and expectation
that the essay does not frustrate. The sole olsgestisuch an essay can be a decipherment or dgcofithe meaning that
the critic assumes to be inherent in the workfitdle essay begins with reference to some otligratworks by Helen
Gardener and Dover Wilson devoted to the interpogteof the same scene and these references serestablish a
framework, to draw a boundary, within which theagsis going to operate. Allusions to these critaathorities effectively
suggest the domain of academic literary studieghioh the essay belongs. What ensues is the dooiflinterpretations but
this is absolutely a domestic bickering conductéthimthe precincts of institution. The critic thpnoceeds to situate the
nunnery scene in the specific context of the ptay lariefly summarizes what has gone before. Thisiggjestive of one of
the cardinal assumptions upon which such critintdrprises are founded-the Unity and coherendeedliterary artifact, the
conviction that a scene can never be understoiglation from rest of the play. Thus a short detion of Hamlet's innate
nature, Shakespeare’s portrayal of his characttiyations and inhibitions, the role assigned o I8 offered to facilitate
the proper understanding of the scene. What siske how coherently the arguments are arrangeti@ndtep by step the
critic advances towards the crux of the matterf Bem never lets himself forget the invisible yetidlable rules of critical
discourse that dictate and determine his respanggttext. To elucidate the soul-torment that Harmsuffers resorts to a
comparison with Prospero who enmeshed in somewladbgous situation, is able to accept life withitallcontradictions
that Hamlet due to his incorrigible pessimism agated by his world-weariness cannot resign hinteeluch a method of
comparison with other works of literature, eithgrtbe same or some other author significantly seteeconsolidate the

notion of the autonomy the literary studies.
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For this generation of academic critics this piVetssumption of literary studies as an autonomascpdine
proved immensely important. Perhaps it lent theser@se of security, and stability in an otherwigesysturvy world.
The essay under study progresses smoothly by mgyratrr retelling what happens in the scene; prowgdi
simultaneously a running commentary on almost egyificant move, gesture and utterance of theradiars,
purporting to clear the confusions that might flumnthe readers and to clarify the ambiguities. Elosing section of
the essay is devoted to the refutation of somerpré¢ations and conjectures put forward by Dovels@i and
significantly the discussion here revolves aroune precise connotations of some word like the “fisbnger” or
speculations about whether Polonious overheard etaantonversations with Ophelia or not. The maincfion of
such criticism is obviously elucidatory and illurative, and not at all evaluative. Such a severafiagiticism from

evaluative judgment is distinctive of this kindaafademic criticism.

When English was established in British universjteiticism played at best a minor part in it. FEhevas a “critical
paper” in the oxford degree but the emphasis wastantially on the scholarship of a tough tradaidkind, without much
concession to Arnoldian free-play of mind. Helerrdgaer, for many years an Oxford luminary, did pelieve that the
purpose of ‘English’ was to turn out critics, angnethan it was to produce poets and novelists gféuate in English was
to be to some extent a scholar, in so far as lsh@had a sense of the past and the capacity tvstened literature in its
historical contexts, particularly linguistic; beybrthat, what was looked for was wide reading, aprexation of
masterpieces and a capacity to write well, attenetdence, and disentangle sense from non-sersgument. Gardener
produced a book entitled The Business of Criticianwhich she presented her concept of criticisrelasidatory and
illuminating rather than evaluative. Her assumgsiare broadly Crocean Value appeared in the ingiVel response to the
particular work, but should not be erected intordrighies and the reader should cultivate the reegmiss and
disinterestedness which are conditions of aestiestierience. Gardener was right to think that tivess no place for
evaluative criticism in the academy for the ‘crétia’ that is copiously produced and read in litemtdepartments eschews

and elaborate interpretations that neverthelessingiimdamentally descriptive.

Utpal Dutta’s Shakespearean-exegesis entitled ‘@&pdarer Samaj Chetohaas published in the politically

turbulent 1970s. It was evidently intended to beadical riposte to the traditional criticism of &leapeare which
eulogizing Shakespeare as the privileged residénthe arcadia of art has invested in his creatiovith a
transcendental glory and timeless significancepticglly keeping mum about the social reality thanifests itself
directly or indirectly in his works and their padial implications. Dutta does not spare even thboatox Marxist who
succumbs to the temptation of projecting Shakespear the mouthpiece of the progressive bourgeesisthe
assumption that Renaissance humanism which Shakespearnated and endorsed was the cultural remiason of
the progressive character of the bourgeois ideol&yyciting Wyndham Lewis’ observation with apprtiba “Far

from being a feudal poet, the Shakespeare thaiubraind Cressidarhe Tempestor even_Coriolanushows us is

much more Bolshevik (using this little word poplyauithan a figure of conservative romance”, Duttageeds to show
that Shakespeare far from advocating and disseimindte values of the elite section of contempogamglish society,
actually articulated anti-bourgeois sentiments ayhpathetic feelings for the underdogs. At the vewjset, Dutta
constructs a theoretical framework and then setsmincorporate Shakespeare within that structiiberefore what
dominates Dutta’s response to Shakespeare islbiaaice to a particular political ideology, andhis remained his

persistent effort to substantiate his argument dggaate reference to Shakespearean texts. Shalespeats have
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been used to justify vigorously the theory thattBugspouses and in defending his critical positidumita bases his
reading upon certain assumption which prove thapite of his professed revolution against theitictal critical
standards he adhered unwittingly to the ideology timderpins it.

He emphatically asserts that if an idea keeps enrrmg in many plays, in different forms, it cae b
reasonably taken as Shakespeare’s own. Dutta agsesathat there are some characters scattereagthtbe plays
that enjoy the author’s approval and support andtexrer sentiment or view these author-backed cteasagoice is to
be assumed as Shakespeare’s own. Another naivenptssa that Dutta makes, in order to support theotit he
advances is that the villains with the sentimemis @alues they embody are blatantly denounced lake&peare and
thus the acquisitive tendency, commercial ethia] ather bourgeois vices that characters like lage Bdmund
represent, arouse the righteous indignation of preywright. Dutta therefore seems to subscribe $til the
conventional world view governed by the rigid distion between good and evil instead of addressinghe
ambivalence of such binary oppositions that Shad@spdramatizes in plays like Macbeth. Dutta’s aréathusiasm,
fervent eagerness to prove the theory he espoesesssto have induced him to cast an indifferentatythe subtle
nuances of Shakespearean creations simplify theatie and formal complexities in terms of a poétizision and an
overreaching moral pattern which the critic supgosebe invisibly present in all the plays. Whatigdent from
Dutta’s handling of Shakespeare is that he hasbaeh able to purge his critical perspective of ithusion of the
sovereignty and autonomy of the authorial subje&t the bourgeois aesthetic ideology strugglestpgtuate. In spite
of his avowed commitment to the radical aestheti®larxism, Dutta in his critical perception has maten able to get
rid of the habit of tracing whatever happens iex to the authorial intention and labors to esshbihe meaning that

he himself has manufactured according to his idgodd affiliations as the one that the author weritecommunicate.

Dutta implicitly claims to have grasped the soamaning and significance of Shakespearean textschjing
them in the political history of the time and does realize the fact that even the history thaubkes as a point of
reference is a discourse which comes into existencer various social, cultural, political, instiinal pressures and
influences what Dutta must have implicitly assun®dhat a literary artifact has an objective megramd only the
meta narrative of Marxism constructed on the madedcientific knowledge has an access to it. Froheaneneutic
point of view such claim to objectivity is absunddauntenable, since there can neither be a trutiowi a method, nor

knowledge without a knower.

To sum up, of the three critics discussed herefitae and last did not belong to the Academy, wtite
middle one was University professor by professiod this difference in their positions in relatiom the academy
naturally imprinted itself on their critical attde to the study of Shakespeare. Aurobindo and Ubpdtla had their
own agendas, one spiritual another political arese¢hnaturally moulded their responses to Shakeseat both of
them tried in their own way, in various degreesise Shakespeare to substantiate an already foedulatory they
came equipped with. But critic who belonged todhademy has his own agenda too. Inspired by amoslyi didactic
intention and pedagogic responsibility the acadeanitics insisted on maintaining the purity andcngmy of the
domain of literary studies and labored to perpettia¢ myth of criticism as a disinterested, obyecpursuit of literary
meaning. In spite of flaunting in flamboyant terthe intimate rapport that exists between life atetdture, in their
critical practice they have consistently restricttémselves to the exploration of problems spediiditerature.

Academic criticism may pretend, may even deceisglfitthat its relation to a creative work is pyrebmplementary.
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But it also has its hidden agenda: the demonstratfaa professional skill, the refutation of compgtpeers, and the

claim to be making an addition to knowledge. Stofighakespeare thus becomes not at all a disitéerescavation

into the depth of the dramatist’s marvelous cremtifor the exhuming of the secret meaning resitliege, but rather a

manifestation of the critics’ ideological preferescand what may be defined as his world view, énidefway of

perceiving life and literature- for as “the eyetlse vision”.
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