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Overview
The Rasa-Śarīra Scale (RSS-25) is a 25-item self-report instrument designed to measure the embodied dimensions of aesthetic experience in encounters with architectural heritage. The instrument is grounded in classical Indian aesthetic theory (rasa-śāstra), specifically Bharata's Nāṭyaśāstra (c. 200 BCE – 200 CE) and Abhinavagupta's tenth-eleventh-century commentary, the Abhinavabhāratī. Items are organised in five hypothesised stages of embodied engagement—Kāma, Līlā, Anubhava, Mahā-bhāva, Yoga-Sthiti—each indexed by five items anchored to a specific body region. Each item is rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The instrument was administered to N = 31 raters following an encounter with the Vijaya Vittala Temple (Hampi, Karnataka), in either physical or immersive-VR form.
This manual documents the conceptual provenance of every item: the classical Sanskrit category from which it derives, the contemporary embodied-cognition or phenomenological parallel it engages, the body anchor it specifies, and the design rationale for its wording. It is intended as a companion to (a) the preliminary validation study and (b) the revised RSS-18 form, and as a self-contained reference for adapters of the instrument to other heritage contexts.
1. Origin and Purpose
Existing self-report instruments for aesthetic emotion—including the Aesthetic Emotions Scale (AESTHEMOS; Schindler et al., 2017), the Awe Experience Scale (AWE-S; Yaden et al., 2019), the Geneva Emotion Wheel (Scherer, 2005), and the PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1994)—were developed primarily for response to visual art, music, or naturalistic awe-eliciting stimuli, and frame the respondent's task as one of reporting a global emotional or evaluative state. None was designed for response to inhabited architectural form; none anchors its items in specific body regions; and none operationalises the categories of classical Indian aesthetic theory in which embodied response is constitutive of, rather than incidental to, aesthetic experience.
The RSS-25 was constructed to fill these three gaps simultaneously. Its proximate occasion was the assessment of an immersive virtual-reality reconstruction of the Vijaya Vittala Temple complex at Hampi, developed within a programme of research on game-based learning for Indian architectural heritage. Its broader purpose is to support empirical research on embodied aesthetic engagement with built heritage in physical, mediated, and pedagogical contexts.
2. Rasa-Śāstra: The Classical Substrate
2.1 Bharata's Nāṭyaśāstra and the Rasa-Sūtra
The Sanskrit dramaturgical treatise Nāṭyaśāstra, attributed to Bharata Muni and dated by modern scholarship to between the second century BCE and the second century CE, articulates the foundational doctrine of rasa (literally, "juice," "taste," "essence") in chapter VI. The rasa-sūtra states: vibhāvānubhāva-vyabhicāri-saṃyogāt rasa-niṣpattiḥ — "rasa is brought to fruition through the conjunction of determinants, consequents, and transient states." Three categories of psycho-physical material are thereby identified as the constituents of aesthetic emotion (Bharata, 1951; Ghosh, 1967):
1. Vibhāva — the determinant or cause: the object, person, or situation that occasions the emotion (e.g., the temple gopuram, the beloved, the threatening warrior).
1. Anubhāva — the consequent: the outward bodily expression by which the emotion becomes visible (gestures, glances, posture).
1. Vyabhicāri-bhāva — the transient state: the thirty-three subsidiary emotions (e.g., longing, anxiety, recollection) that pass through the experience and modulate it.
To these three Bharata adds an eighth category critical for the present instrument: the sthāyi-bhāva or stable foundational emotion (eight in number: love, mirth, sorrow, anger, energy, fear, disgust, wonder), and the sāttvika-bhāvas or involuntary bodily expressions.
2.2 The Aṣṭa Sāttvika-Bhāvas (Eight Involuntary Bodily Expressions)
Of all the categories in Bharata's framework, the eight sāttvika-bhāvas are the most distinctive claim for the present project: they are the bodily-physiological signatures by which the authenticity of aesthetic emotion is recognised. The sāttvika-bhāvas cannot be feigned, since they are autonomic; they emerge from sattva (the inner being or psycho-physical truth of the experiencer). The eight are listed in Table 1.
Table 1. The eight sāttvika-bhāvas of Bharata's Nāṭyaśāstra (VI.22).
	Sanskrit
	Conventional gloss
	Physiological reference
	RSS items in which the signature appears

	Stambha
	Stupefaction
	Involuntary stillness; freezing
	M4 (involuntary stillness)

	Sveda
	Perspiration
	Sweating
	— (not represented in RSS-25)

	Romāñca
	Horripilation
	Goosebumps; piloerection
	M2 (goosebumps, chill, tingling)

	Svarabheda
	Change of voice
	Vocal tremor, breath catch
	M1 (catch / hold breath)

	Vepathu
	Tremor
	Trembling, shaking
	— (not represented in RSS-25)

	Vaivarṇya
	Change of colour
	Pallor, flush
	— (not represented in RSS-25)

	Aśru
	Tears
	Tearfulness
	— (not represented in RSS-25)

	Pralaya
	Fainting / loss of consciousness
	Stupor, vertigo, swooning
	M3 (physical vertigo or weightlessness)


The Mahā-bhāva subscale of the RSS-25 thus operationalises four of the eight classical sāttvika-bhāvas (stambha, romāñca, svarabheda, and pralaya), with M5 functioning as a non-classical extension addressing the autonomic response to bright-dark threshold transitions specific to garbhagṛha-style temple architecture. The four omitted sāttvika-bhāvas (sveda, vepathu, vaivarṇya, aśru) were excluded because: (a) sveda and vaivarṇya are difficult to introspect under typical non-clinical conditions; (b) vepathu and aśru are more associated with grief and devotional rasa than with the aesthetic encounter with built form. Future versions of the instrument may include additional sāttvika items for cross-domain research.
2.3 Abhinavagupta and Sādhāraṇīkaraṇa
The Kashmiri polymath Abhinavagupta (c. 950–1016 CE), in his commentary Abhinavabhāratī on the Nāṭyaśāstra and in his Locana on Ānandavardhana's Dhvanyāloka, introduced the decisive theoretical innovation that makes rasa-theory available as a framework for embodied response to architecture. The key concept is sādhāraṇīkaraṇa — "universalisation," or more literally, "the process of being-rendered-common." In the moment of true aesthetic experience, Abhinavagupta argues, the spectator's particular subjectivity (the "I-as-this-individual") is temporarily suspended; what is tasted is not Rāma's grief or one's own grief but grief-itself, rendered universal and savoured (āsvāda) by a sahṛdaya (a heart-attuned one). The boundary between subject and object becomes porous.
Sādhāraṇīkaraṇa is the theoretical pivot for the Yoga-Sthiti subscale of the RSS-25, particularly item Y2 ("the boundary between my body and the architecture felt blurred"). Where Western phenomenologies of architectural experience (Merleau-Ponty, Pallasmaa) describe the blurring of bodily boundaries in passive terms—as a permeability of the lived body to the world—Abhinavagupta's account locates this blurring as a positive achievement of aesthetic consciousness, a state of attainment (sthiti) rather than dissolution. The Y in K-L-A-M-Y is therefore yoga in its broader Sanskrit sense of yoking or union, not narrowly as a system of postural practice.
3. Contemporary Parallels: Embodied Cognition and Architectural Phenomenology
The RSS-25 sits at the intersection of three contemporary research literatures, each of which supplies a parallel vocabulary to the classical Sanskrit categories.
	Tradition
	Key concepts
	Parallel to RSS category

	Embodied / 4E cognition
	Mirror neurons (Rizzolatti & Sinigaglia, 2008); embodied simulation (Gallese, 2007); sensorimotor contingencies
	Anubhava — perceptual knowledge is constituted in motor and tactile simulation.

	Architectural phenomenology
	Lived body (Merleau-Ponty, 1962); flesh of the world; tactile/kinaesthetic priority (Pallasmaa, 2012)
	Yoga-Sthiti — boundary blurring, body-as-architecture.

	Neuroaesthetics & neuro-urbanism
	Awe and self-diminishment (Keltner & Haidt, 2003); sublime as physiological event (Ishizu & Zeki, 2014); embodied architectural cognition (Mallgrave, 2013; Robinson & Pallasmaa, 2015)
	Mahā-bhāva — autonomic signatures of the sublime.

	Einfühlung / empathy theory
	Einfühlung (Vischer, 1873); kinaesthetic projection into form (Lipps, 1903); architectural empathy (Wölfflin, 1886)
	Kāma + Līlā — bodily projection toward and into the building.

	Affordance theory
	Affordances (Gibson, 1979); architectural affordances (Djebbara et al., 2019)
	Kāma — appetitive pull, K4 (threshold magnetism).


It is a notable historical fact that the nineteenth-century German concept of Einfühlung (literally "in-feeling"), foundational to the modern theory of empathy, was developed by Robert Vischer in explicit reference to the bodily projection a viewer undertakes when encountering architectural form. The kinaesthetic-projective mechanism Vischer identified is a structural cognate of what Abhinavagupta had described eight centuries earlier as the universalising movement of consciousness. The RSS-25 treats the two traditions as describing the same phenomenon under different theoretical vocabularies.
4. The Vijaya Vittala Stimulus Context
The instrument was administered after respondents had experienced the Vijaya Vittala Temple, either in situ at Hampi (Karnataka) or in an immersive virtual-reality reconstruction developed within the same research programme. Constructed in the fifteenth-sixteenth century under the Vijayanagara empire and dedicated to Viṣṇu in his Viṭṭhala form, the temple complex is distinguished by four architectural features that are explicitly named or alluded to in the RSS item text:
1. The musical pillars of the Raṅga-Maṇṭapa — the colonnade whose individual pillars emit pitched tones when struck (RSS L3 references the rhythmic effect of the colonnade on bodily pace).
1. The Stone Chariot of Garuḍa — a freestanding shrine modelled as a wheeled chariot whose sculptural detail invites tactile-appetitive engagement (RSS K1, K2).
1. The threshold-darkness of the garbhagṛha — the inner sanctum, accessed through a sequence of progressively smaller, darker mantapa chambers, producing the autonomic shift addressed by RSS M5.
1. The gopuram-courtyard scale differential — the towering eastern gopuram (gateway) and the contrasting open courtyards generate the vestibular and proprioceptive responses addressed by RSS A3 and L1.
Adapters of the RSS-25 to other heritage contexts should consider which items reference site-specific features (notably L3, A2, M5) and either generalise the wording or substitute equivalent features. This issue is discussed further in the revised RSS-18 manual.
5. The Five-Stage Embodied Engagement Model
5.1 Rationale for Five Stages
The five stages of the RSS-25 are not a literal partition of Bharata's rasa-theory, which enumerates eight or nine sthāyi-bhāvas and thirty-three vyabhicāri-bhāvas rather than five categorical phases. The five-stage model is a phenomenologically motivated reorganisation of the classical material into a temporal-progressive sequence: the body's encounter with the building unfolds across approximately five qualitative phases, each of which can be indexed by a small set of bodily registers. The five stages are intended to be ordinally arranged (Kāma precedes Līlā precedes Anubhava etc.) without claiming that every encounter must traverse all five, nor that the stages cannot recur.
5.2 Stage 1 — Kāma (Appetitive Pull)
Kāma in classical usage names the appetitive faculty—desire, attraction, the pull toward an object that solicits the senses. In rasa-theory, it is the affective tone of śṛṅgāra (the erotic or amorous rasa) and is associated by Abhinavagupta with the initial movement of consciousness toward an aesthetic object before the universalising movement of sādhāraṇīkaraṇa supervenes. In the RSS, Kāma names the phase in which the building solicits the body: surfaces want to be touched, thresholds want to be crossed, details want to be approached. The bodily register is appetitive and pre-reflective. The contemporary parallel is Gibsonian affordance theory and the empathic-projective Einfühlung of Vischer.
5.3 Stage 2 — Līlā (Kinaesthetic Play)
Līlā (divine play, sport, spontaneous activity) is a central category in Vaiṣṇava and Śaiva theology, naming the playful, unmotivated activity of the divine in creating and sustaining the cosmos. In the RSS, Līlā names the phase in which the body, having been solicited (Kāma), begins to play in dialogue with the architecture: pace changes, posture adjusts, gaze tilts, breath modulates. The body is not yet undergoing the building (Anubhava) nor unified with it (Yoga); it is improvising in conversation with it. The contemporary parallel is Merleau-Ponty's notion of the body-schema in active perceptual engagement.
5.4 Stage 3 — Anubhava (Sensory Inscription)
Anubhava in rasa-theory names the consequent—the outward bodily expression of inner emotional state. Bharata's usage is primarily theatrical (the actor's bodily manifestation of the character's emotion), but the term has a parallel sense in Indian epistemology where anubhava denotes direct experience as opposed to inferential or testimonial knowledge. The RSS deploys the term in this second, epistemic sense: Anubhava is the phase in which sensory engagement with the building becomes inscribed as embodied knowledge—the weight of stone is known by hand, the scale is known by vestibular sensation, the acoustic envelope is known by skin and ear together. The contemporary parallel is the embodied-cognition concept of sensorimotor simulation and Gallese's notion of embodied simulation as the basis of perceptual understanding.
5.5 Stage 4 — Mahā-bhāva (Involuntary Autonomic Affect)
Mahā-bhāva ("great state") is a term used in later Vaiṣṇava aesthetics (particularly the Gauḍīya school of Rūpa Gosvāmin) to name the peak intensity of devotional emotion in which the sāttvika-bhāvas become fully manifest. The RSS adopts this term to name the phase in which the body's autonomic responses—the eight sāttvika-bhāvas of Bharata—register the building's impact involuntarily: breath catches, skin tingles, balance shifts, stillness imposes itself. This is the most directly classical of the five subscales. The contemporary parallel is Ishizu and Zeki's neuroaesthetics of the sublime and Keltner and Haidt's psychology of awe.
5.6 Stage 5 — Yoga-Sthiti (Unitive Embodiment)
Yoga in its broadest Sanskrit sense names yoking or union, and sthiti names a settled state of attainment. The RSS uses Yoga-Sthiti to name the phase in which the boundary between body and building becomes porous: the visitor stops feeling like a visitor; proportions feel responsive to the body; description shifts from the visual to the experiential register. This is the phenomenal counterpart of Abhinavagupta's sādhāraṇīkaraṇa. The contemporary parallel is Pallasmaa's account of the lived body's permeability to architectural atmosphere and Robinson and Pallasmaa's broader programme for embodied architectural cognition.
6. The Body Anchor System (Śarīra-Cartography)
The śarīra ("body") component of the scale's name signals its distinctive methodological commitment: every item is paired with an explicit body anchor cue, presented in italics in the administered form. The function of the anchor is twofold. First, it disambiguates the item phenomenologically: an item about "feeling drawn" without an anchor is ambiguous between cognitive, affective, and somatic registers, but "Body anchor: Hand" focalises the respondent's attention. Second, it prevents the response from being a generic emotional report; the body anchor forces the respondent to consult a specific bodily register before answering.
Table 2. Inventory of body anchors used in the RSS-25, organised by region.
	Region
	Body anchor
	RSS items
	Functional rationale

	Upper extremity
	Hand / Hands
	K1, A1
	Tactile-haptic perception of surface and weight.

	Axial
	Torso, Spine/Neck, Chest
	K2, L2, L5, M1, A4
	Postural orientation, breath regulation, autonomic chest response.

	Lower extremity
	Feet, Legs
	K3, K5, L1, L3
	Locomotor behaviour: approach, lingering, pace, rhythm.

	Skin / surface
	Skin, Skin+Ears
	A2, M2, A4
	Thermoceptive and piloerection responses.

	Vestibular / proprioceptive
	Vestibular, Proprioception
	A3, M3, Y3
	Sense of self-in-space and scale.

	Whole body / body-schema
	Whole body, Body schema, Core
	K4, L4, A5, M4, Y1, Y2, Y4
	Global postural-affective response and unitive embodiment.

	Cognitive-perceptual
	Eyes+Chest, Language shift
	M5, Y5
	Crossings between sensory and cognitive registers (bright-dark transition; descriptive register shift).


7. Item-Writing Principles
Items were drafted under six rules, which constitute the construction logic of the RSS-25 and should be followed by any adapter producing additional items in this format:
1. Rule 1: Body anchor first. Every item must specify a body anchor. Items without a clear bodily locus were rejected at the drafting stage.
1. Rule 2: First-person past or present. Items are written in the first person and refer to a recent encounter; "I felt," "my body adjusted," "I noticed." This prevents items from drifting into general aesthetic preferences.
1. Rule 3: One body register per item. Items pair one phenomenological register with one body region. L5 violates this rule (it pairs breath with two architectural conditions) and is consequently flagged for revision in the RSS-18.
1. Rule 4: Non-evaluative. Items describe what the body did, not whether the respondent liked the building. Aesthetic judgement is excluded; embodied response is included.
1. Rule 5: Cultural reference selectivity. Where an item references a specific architectural feature ("colonnade," "sanctum," "courtyard"), the reference must be applicable to the Vijaya Vittala stimulus. For cross-stimulus adaptation, these items require generalisation.
1. Rule 6: Five-item subscale parity. Each subscale contains exactly five items. This is methodologically conventional and preserves balance across the five hypothesised stages.
8. Response Format Rationale
The RSS-25 uses a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) for every item. The 7-point format was selected over alternatives (5-point, 9-point, semantic differential, VAS) on four grounds. First, the 7-point format is the convention in aesthetic-emotion research (it is used by AESTHEMOS, AWE-S, and the Aesthetic Experience Questionnaire), permitting future convergent-validity correlations on a common metric. Second, the 7-point format provides more discrimination than a 5-point scale at the upper end of the distribution—important here because expert respondents are expected to skew positive, and a 5-point scale would compress the informative range (the realised data confirm this: every item used the full 1–7 range, with ceiling endorsement of 6.5%–41.9%). Third, the 7-point format remains manageable cognitively for self-administration and does not require fine perceptual discriminations of the kind that 9-point or 11-point scales demand. Fourth, the 7-point format permits parametric analyses under the standard assumption of approximately equal-interval spacing between adjacent anchors.
The stem prompt presented to respondents was: "You have just experienced the Vijaya Vittala Temple. Focus on what your BODY felt. Did the experience make your body want to physically engage with the architecture? Rate each statement 1–7." This stem encodes the instrument's operational definition of embodied engagement and orients respondents toward the bodily register from the outset.


9. Item-by-Item Provenance
Table 3 provides the complete provenance lineage of all 25 RSS items. Each item is listed with (a) the item text as administered, (b) the body anchor, (c) the classical Sanskrit or rasa-theoretic concept from which the item derives, (d) the contemporary parallel literature, and (e) the design rationale specific to that item.
Table 3. Full provenance of all 25 RSS items.
10. Administration Procedure
	Item
	Text
	Anchor
	Sanskrit / rasa source
	Contemporary parallel
	Rationale

	K1
	I felt drawn toward the stone surfaces—I wanted to reach out and touch them.
	Hand
	Kāma; pre-reflective ākarṣaṇa (attraction).
	Vischer (1873) Einfühlung; Gibson (1979) affordance.
	Tactile-appetitive: the hand is the most reliable register of approach-desire toward surface.

	K2
	My body leaned forward when I encountered carved details or sculptural surfaces.
	Torso
	Kāma manifesting as anubhāva (postural consequent).
	Lipps (1903) kinaesthetic projection.
	Postural lean is a near-universal index of attentional engagement and intent-to-engage.

	K3
	I felt an urge to step closer to walls, pillars, or doorways to examine them.
	Feet
	Kāma as approach-tendency (abhilāṣa).
	Gibson (1979) affordance; affordance-based architectural cognition (Djebbara et al., 2019).
	Locomotor approach is the most basic affordance-uptake behaviour.

	K4
	When I saw a narrow passage or dark threshold, I felt pulled to enter it.
	Whole body
	Kāma as threshold-magnetism; cf. praveśa (entry) in dramaturgy.
	Heidegger (1971) on dwelling and threshold; Pallasmaa (2012) on architectural intimacy.
	Thresholds are privileged sites of architectural solicitation in temple and traditional design.

	K5
	I wanted to linger at certain spots rather than move on.
	Feet
	Kāma as sthāyi-tendency toward dwelling.
	Heidegger (1971) Bauen Wohnen Denken; dwelling theory.
	Lingering indexes the building's capacity to hold attention beyond mere passage.

	L1
	I noticed my walking pace change—slowing in narrow passages, quickening in open courtyards.
	Legs
	Līlā as rhythmic responsiveness to spatial modulation.
	Merleau-Ponty (1962) body-schema; Bloomer & Moore (1977) body-rhythm.
	Gait modulation is the most readily introspectable index of bodily play with spatial geometry.

	L2
	My body adjusted its posture—looking up at tall elements, hunching in compressed spaces.
	Spine / Neck
	Līlā; cf. cestā (gestural play) in Nāṭyaśāstra.
	Tilley (1994) phenomenology of landscape; postural archaeology.
	Postural accommodation is automatic and non-verbal; spine/neck is the most expressive axial region.

	L3
	I felt a rhythm in my movement through the colonnade, as if column spacing set a beat for my steps.
	Legs + Torso
	Līlā as tāla (rhythm); cf. musical-architectural unity at Vijaya Vittala.
	Pallasmaa (2012) acoustic-architectonic rhythm; Bachelard (1958) on poetic spatial cadence.
	Vijaya Vittala–specific: the Raṅga-Maṇṭapa's musical pillars motivate explicit rhythmic phrasing.

	L4
	I found myself physically turning, craning, or bending to follow architectural details.
	Whole body
	Līlā as exploratory bhrāmaṇa (turning, circling).
	Merleau-Ponty (1962) exploratory body; ecological perception.
	Whole-body reorientation is an unmistakable index of engaged attention.

	L5
	My breathing pattern changed—deeper in open spaces, shallower in enclosed ones.
	Chest
	Līlā at the boundary with prāṇāyāma; the body's most autonomic-volitional bridge.
	Mallgrave (2013) on respiratory architecture; van Toorn (2011).
	Breath is the bridge between voluntary and autonomic; flagged in RSS-18 for compound-clause structure.

	A1
	I feel I now know the weight of the stone—not as a number, but as a heaviness I can sense in my hands.
	Hands
	Anubhava as direct (non-inferential) experiential knowledge.
	Gallese (2007) embodied simulation; haptic cognition.
	Item explicitly contrasts numerical and somatic knowing—an epistemological claim about Anubhava itself.

	A2
	I could feel the difference between warm courtyard granite and cool inner sanctum stone.
	Skin
	Anubhava as thermoceptive inscription.
	Pallasmaa (2012) on skin as architectural sense organ; thermal phenomenology.
	Vijaya Vittala–specific (granite vs sanctum stone differential); thermal contrast is mnemonically powerful.

	A3
	I understand the building's scale not as a measurement but as a sensation of my own smallness.
	Vestibular
	Anubhava as ātma-vimarśa (self-reckoning); cf. vibhāva of vastness.
	Keltner & Haidt (2003) self-diminishment in awe.
	Item operationalises the self-other recalibration central to awe; vestibular anchor distinguishes scale from emotion.

	A4
	I can recall the acoustic character of the space—how the space shaped sound around my body.
	Ears + Skin
	Anubhava in auditory register; cf. nāda (sound-essence).
	Blesser & Salter (2007) aural architecture; Pallasmaa (2012) the eyes of the skin.
	Acoustic memory is durable and distinct from visual memory; dual anchor reflects whole-body acoustic perception.

	A5
	If I close my eyes, I can mentally walk the processional path and feel each transition in my body.
	Whole body
	Anubhava as smṛti (somatic memory); cf. mānasa-pradakṣiṇa.
	Motor imagery (Decety, 1996); kinaesthetic memory.
	The item tests whether the encounter has been inscribed as a walkable bodily trace.

	M1
	At some point, the architecture made me catch my breath or hold it involuntarily.
	Chest
	Sāttvika-bhāva: svarabheda (breath/vocal change).
	Ishizu & Zeki (2014) sublime physiology.
	Direct operationalisation of svarabheda; the breath-catch is the most introspectable autonomic event.

	M2
	I felt goosebumps, a chill, or a tingling sensation in response to a space or surface.
	Skin
	Sāttvika-bhāva: romāñca (horripilation).
	Salimpoor et al. (2011) chills as aesthetic peak markers; Konečni (2005) aesthetic awe.
	Direct operationalisation of romāñca; the most-cited sāttvika in modern aesthetic research.

	M3
	The height or depth of a space made me feel physical vertigo or weightlessness.
	Vestibular
	Sāttvika-bhāva: pralaya (swoon/loss-of-balance).
	Sublime as physiological event (Burke, 1757; Ishizu & Zeki, 2014).
	Direct operationalisation of pralaya in a Burkean-sublime sense; vestibular anchor is essential.

	M4
	I experienced involuntary stillness—my body stopped moving before my mind decided to stop.
	Whole body
	Sāttvika-bhāva: stambha (stupefaction).
	Freezing response (Hagenaars et al., 2014); attentional capture.
	Direct operationalisation of stambha; explicit volitional-autonomic disjunction in wording.

	M5
	The transition from bright courtyard to dark sanctum produced a physical sensation beyond visual adjustment.
	Eyes + Chest
	Non-classical extension; threshold-physiology specific to garbhagṛha architecture.
	Norberg-Schulz (1980) on threshold; Plummer (2009) on light in architecture.
	Vijaya Vittala–specific (garbhagṛha threshold); the only non-classical sāttvika item in the RSS-25.

	Y1
	At some point, I stopped feeling like a visitor and began feeling the space was made for my body.
	Whole body
	Yoga as anuyojana (fitness, conjunction); sādhāraṇīkaraṇa as preliminary.
	Pallasmaa (2012) on architectural belonging; Heidegger (1971) on dwelling.
	Item captures the moment of belonging-shift; the visitor-to-belonging transition is the strongest predictor of overall scale-level engagement.

	Y2
	The boundary between my body and the architecture felt blurred—I was part of the building.
	Body schema
	Sādhāraṇīkaraṇa (Abhinavagupta) as boundary-dissolution; cf. layana.
	Merleau-Ponty (1962) flesh of the world; Gallese (2007).
	Direct operationalisation of Abhinavagupta's sādhāraṇīkaraṇa; the central Yoga-Sthiti item.

	Y3
	I felt the architecture's proportions responded to my body—doorways to my height, corridors to my stride.
	Proprioception
	Yoga as anukūlatā (responsiveness, fit).
	Inverse Modulor / Vitruvian — the building accommodates the body rather than the body conforming to module.
	Item inverts the conventional Vitruvian-Modulor reading: the building yields to the body, not vice versa.

	Y4
	I experienced a stillness or peace that felt physical, not just emotional.
	Core
	Śānta-rasa (the rasa of tranquillity); yoga-sthiti proper.
	Csikszentmihalyi (1990) flow as somatic settledness; meditation phenomenology.
	Item operationalises śānta-rasa as a bodily rather than evaluative state; the core anchor is deliberate (centre of gravity).

	Y5
	If asked to describe this architecture, I would describe how it feels to be inside, not what it looks like.
	Language shift
	Anubhava-yoga; the experiential precedes the visual in description.
	Pallasmaa (2012) critique of ocularcentrism; phenomenological priority of lived experience.
	Item tests the meta-cognitive consequence of Yoga-Sthiti: a shift in descriptive register from visual to experiential.



The RSS-25 is intended for post-encounter administration. The stimulus encounter may be in situ (physical heritage visit), mediated (immersive VR, 360° video), or pedagogical (a guided imaginative reconstruction). Administration should follow four principles:
1. Timing. Administer within 60 minutes of the encounter to minimise memory decay of bodily-register details.
1. Item randomisation. Present items in randomised order without subscale labels, to prevent priming of subscale-consistent response sets.
1. Body-anchor visibility. The italicised body anchor must be visible alongside the item text. In the Google Forms implementation, the anchor was placed on a line below the item, separated by a line break.
1. No back-tracking required. The respondent need not have completed every stage; items reference what occurred during the encounter, not what the respondent believes should have occurred.
Mean completion time in the validation study was approximately seven minutes. Missingness across all 25 items was zero, suggesting that respondents found the items interpretable and the instrument well-paced.


11. Resources Used in Constructing the RSS-25
11.1 Classical Indian Sources (Sanskrit Substrate)
Bharata Muni. (1951). The Nāṭyaśāstra: A treatise on Hindu dramaturgy and histrionics (M. Ghosh, Trans., Vol. 1, Chapters I–XXVII). Calcutta: Asiatic Society of Bengal.
Bharata Muni. (1967). The Nāṭyaśāstra (M. Ghosh, Trans., Vol. 2, Chapters XXVIII–XXXVI). Calcutta: Manisha Granthalaya.
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Appendix. The Administered Form (Compact Reference)
The 25 items below are the complete RSS-25 as administered in the Google Forms validation study (April 2026, N = 31). The stem prompt and response anchors are reproduced verbatim.
Stem: "You have just experienced the Vijaya Vittala Temple. Focus on what your BODY felt. Did the experience make your body want to physically engage with the architecture? Rate each statement 1–7."
Response anchors: 1 = strongly disagree · 4 = neutral · 7 = strongly agree.
	Code
	Item (as administered)
	Body anchor

	K1
	I felt drawn toward the stone surfaces—I wanted to reach out and touch them.
	Hand

	K2
	My body leaned forward when I encountered carved details or sculptural surfaces.
	Torso

	K3
	I felt an urge to step closer to walls, pillars, or doorways to examine them.
	Feet

	K4
	When I saw a narrow passage or dark threshold, I felt pulled to enter it.
	Whole body

	K5
	I wanted to linger at certain spots rather than move on.
	Feet

	L1
	I noticed my walking pace change—slowing in narrow passages, quickening in open courtyards.
	Legs

	L2
	My body adjusted its posture—looking up at tall elements, hunching in compressed spaces.
	Spine / Neck

	L3
	I felt a rhythm in my movement through the colonnade, as if column spacing set a beat for my steps.
	Legs + Torso

	L4
	I found myself physically turning, craning, or bending to follow architectural details.
	Whole body

	L5
	My breathing pattern changed—deeper in open spaces, shallower in enclosed ones.
	Chest

	A1
	I feel I now know the weight of the stone—not as a number, but as a heaviness I can sense in my hands.
	Hands

	A2
	I could feel the difference between warm courtyard granite and cool inner sanctum stone.
	Skin

	A3
	I understand the building's scale not as a measurement but as a sensation of my own smallness.
	Vestibular

	A4
	I can recall the acoustic character of the space—how the space shaped sound around my body.
	Ears + Skin

	A5
	If I close my eyes, I can mentally walk the processional path and feel each transition in my body.
	Whole body

	M1
	At some point, the architecture made me catch my breath or hold it involuntarily.
	Chest

	M2
	I felt goosebumps, a chill, or a tingling sensation in response to a space or surface.
	Skin

	M3
	The height or depth of a space made me feel physical vertigo or weightlessness.
	Vestibular

	M4
	I experienced involuntary stillness—my body stopped moving before my mind decided to stop.
	Whole body

	M5
	The transition from bright courtyard to dark sanctum produced a physical sensation beyond visual adjustment.
	Eyes + Chest

	Y1
	At some point, I stopped feeling like a visitor and began feeling the space was made for my body.
	Whole body

	Y2
	The boundary between my body and the architecture felt blurred—I was part of the building.
	Body schema

	Y3
	I felt the architecture's proportions responded to my body—doorways to my height, corridors to my stride.
	Proprioception

	Y4
	I experienced a stillness or peace that felt physical, not just emotional.
	Core

	Y5
	If asked to describe this architecture, I would describe how it feels to be inside, not what it looks like.
	Language shift
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