Sri Lanka Journal of Aesthetic Studies 2026 1V(1) : 1-07 ISSN (online) 2989-0225

@O0

Jeyavathani Jalagoan

This article is published under the Creative Commons CC-BY-ND License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/

From Practice to Precept: Analyzing Kalidasa’s Structural Innovations as the Precursor to
Dhanaiijaya’s Dasarupaka.

Ms. J. Jeyavathani

Swami Vipulananda Institute of Aesthetic Studies,

Eastern University, Sri Lanka.

Correspondence:- jeyavathanis@gmail.com

Submitted: May, 24, 2026 Revised: June, 08, 2026 Accepted: June, 20, 2026

Abstract:

This research paper examine the evolutionary trajectory of
Sanskrit dramaturgical theory, focusing on how the
Dasartipaka of Dhanafijaya (10th century CE) logically
refined the dispersed mandates found in Bharata’s
Natyasastra. Central to this study is the integration of the
theoretical triad—Vastu (Plot), Neta (Hero), and Rasa
(Sentiment)—and Dhanaifijaya’s distinct methodological
approach toward drama as a Literary Structure rather than
a mere visual performance.

The primary thesis of this research establishes that
Dhanaiijaya’s Dasartipaka successfully filled the structural
and theoretical gaps present in Bharata’s Natyasastra,
while Kalidasa’s Abhijiianasakuntalam stands as the
quintessential practical model and pioneering evidence for
the very theories Dhanafijaya later codified. By analyzing
character typologies rooted in psychological maturity
rather than social status, and the strategic use of technical
devices such as Patakasthanaka, this paper argues that
Kalidasa’s  creative  practice anticipated future
dramaturgical formalizations. Utilizing comparative and
analytical methodologies, and drawing from the primary
texts and Raghavabhatta’s commentary (1938), this study
reinforces Kalidasa’s status not just as a playwright, but as
a dramaturgical pioneer who bridged the gap between
foundational tradition and systematic formal theory."

Keywords: Natyasastra, Dasartipaka,
Abhijiianasakuntalam, Structural Innovation,
Psychological Typology, Kalidasa, Dhanaijaya.

1. Introduction

Dhanafijaya’s Dasartipaka (10th century CE) stands as a
pivotal and concise treatise in the history of Sanskrit
dramaturgical theory. While firmly rooted in the tradition
of Bharata’s Natyasastra, Dhanafijaya distinguishes his
work through a critical and analytical approach toward
preceding scholars. By selectively distilling the essential
principles of dramaturgy, he provided a systematic and
logical framework that facilitated a clearer understanding

of the internal structure of drama than the encyclopedic
mandates of Bharata (Haas, trans. 1912).

Composed primarily in the Anustubh metre, the
Dasartipaka achieves profound intellectual depth through
brevity and conceptual clarity. This scholarly excellence
attracted numerous commentators, yet the most
authoritative remains the Avaloka by Dhanika (Kane,
1971). For the purpose of this research, Dhanafjaya’s
work is vital as it serves as a bridge, formalizing the
practical innovations seen in Kalidasa’s works into a rigid
theoretical structure that was only implied or dispersed in
Bharata’s original work.

Literature Review

The transition of Sanskrit dramaturgy from a
performance-oriented manual into a structured literary
theory remains a fundamental subject in post-classical
aesthetic scholarship. To establish a rigorous theoretical
foundation for this study, it is essential to synthesize prior
academic works addressing Bharata’s Natyasastra and its
subsequent structural refinements.

Chronologically, foundational twentieth-century
scholarship spearheaded by George C.O. Haas (1912)
initiated the systematic evaluation of formal dramaturgical
codifications. Haas’s seminal translation of the
Dasariapaka textually demonstrated how Dhanafijaya
selectively  distilled the extensive, multi-layered
performative instructions of the Natyasastra into an
integrated, highly functional handbook for playwrights.
This translation highlighted an evolutionary shift from
broad theatrical spectacles toward rigorous textual and
narrative architecture.

Furthermore, P.V. Kane’s authoritative historical survey,
History of Sanskrit Poetics (1971), provides an exhaustive
critical mapping of post-classical dramaturgical
developments. Kane argues that subsequent rhetoricians
did not merely replicate classical mandates; instead, they
selectively reorganized Bharata's definitions to focus
explicitly on plot cohesion and internal logic. Within this
framework, Kane contextualizes the Dasaripaka as a
crucial theoretical bridge that consolidated dispersed

June 2026

Page | 1

Sri Lanka Journal of Aesthetic Studies 1V (1)


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/

Sri Lanka Journal of Aesthetic Studies 2026 1V (1) : 1-07 ISSN (online) 2989-0225

performative rules into standardized, mathematical-like
formulas. This perspective underscores the critical
necessity of evaluating how creative masterworks
practically anticipated these structured systems.

In contemporary hermeneutical studies, Manjul Gupta’s 4
Study of Abhinavabharati on Bharata's Natyasastra and
Avaloka on Dhananjaya’s Dasarupaka (1987) offers a
comparative psychological appraisal of these structural
traditions. Gupta’s comparative research demonstrates
that while Bharata treated aesthetic sentiment (Rasa) on
an equal plane with other theatrical attributes, post-
classical theorists like Dhanafijaya elevated it to the
supreme, animating essence of the literary frame.

However, a distinct critical gap remains within the existing
literature. While prior studies comprehensively isolate
these treatises as separate theoretical products, they
systematically overlook the operational intersection where
creative practice directly informed formal precept.
Specifically, current scholarship fails to examine how
these post-classical structural, psychological, and generic
refinements were already being practically engineered
within the creative playwriting of Kalidasa. This study
explicitly addresses that conceptual bottleneck, leveraging
Raghavabhatta’s Arthadyotanika commentary (1938) to
prove that Kalidasa’s innovative practice served as the
dynamic structural precursor to Dhanafijaya’s formal
dramaturgical rules.

Research Objectives

To ground the structural significance of this evolution, this
study establishes the following precise research
objectives:

To  systematically evaluate how  Dhanafijjaya’s
Dasariapaka  restructured and  streamlined  the
encyclopedic, dispersed mandates of Bharata’s
Natyasastra into a logical literary framework.

To critically analyze Kalidasa’s Abhijianasakuntalam as
a practical precursor that anticipated subsequent formal
dramaturgical codifications.

To investigate the application of advanced structural
conventions (Natya-dharmi) and psychological character
typologies within Kalidasa's text to demonstrate his
pioneering role in Sanskrit dramatic theory.

2. Materials and Methods

Research Methodology

This research adopts a rigorous qualitative, comparative,
and analytical methodology to explore the evolutionary
trajectory between creative practice and formal theory.
The study conducts a direct textual comparison between
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the primary mandates of Bharata’s Natyasastra and the
codified chapters of Dhanafijaya’s Dasaripaka. To
substantiate the practical execution of these structural
frameworks, the analytical focus is directed toward the
acts of Kalidasa’s Abhijiianasakuntalam. Furthermore, the
study draws extensively from classical hermeneutical
evidence, leveraging Raghavabhatta’s authoritative
Arthadyotanikd commentary (1938) to bridge the
interpretive gap between baseline performance traditions
and systematic post-classical formal theory.

2.1 Research Design

The Theoretical Triad of the Dasariipaka

Dhanaiijaya systematically organizes his dramaturgical
theory around three fundamental pillars, which serve as
the definitive criteria for classifying various dramatic
forms. These essential components are:

Vastu (Plot) : The structural arrangement and internal
logic of the narrative.

Neta (Hero) : The psychological typology and
characterization of the protagonist.

Sentiment : The primary aesthetic flavor or
emotional experience evoked in the audience.

Based on the intricate interplay of these three elements,
the Dasartlipaka is logically divided into four chapters,
termed Alokas (Flashes or Illuminations). Unlike the
Natyasastra, where these principles are found in an
encyclopedic and dispersed manner, Dhanafijaya’s
consolidated tripartite framework provides the necessary
analytical tools for evaluating the formal perfection of
classical Natakas like Kalidasa’s Abhijiianasakuntalam
(Haas, trans. 1912).

The four chapters of the Dasarlipaka logically integrate
dramatic structure, characterization, genre classification,
and the theory of sentiment (Rasa). In the first chapter,
Dhanafijaya transforms the five structural junctures
(Pafica-sandhi) into a systematic Structural Formula. The
second chapter focuses on the psychological depth and
typology of dramatic characters. The third chapter
categorizes the ten primary forms of drama based on the
essential triad of Vastu (Plot), Neta (Hero), and Rasa
(Sentiment). Finally, the fourth chapter elaborates on the
Theory of Rasa while excluding the Santa Rasa
(Tranquility) from the stage, arguing that drama is
inherently driven by dynamic action. Collectively, the
logic of these four chapters provides a comprehensive
theoretical framework to analyze the structural integrity
and emotional richness found in Kalidasa’s
Abhijfianasakuntalam.

Comparative Study of the Natyasastra and the
Dasariipaka

While the Dasartipaka continues the classical tradition of
the Natyas$astra, it exhibits several unique features in its
content and methodology, making the comparison
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between these two treatises a vital area of research.
Primarily, the similarities reveal that Dhanaiijaya
significantly grounded his work in Bharata’s foundational
principles. This is particularly evident in their shared
perspective on the Theory of Rasa. Both theorists maintain
that Rasa is a profound aesthetic experience generated
through the systematic integration of Vibhava
(determinants), Anubhava (consequents), and
Vyabhicaribhava (transitory states). Furthermore, there is
a unanimous consensus between the two works regarding
the classification of the eight primary Rasas.

Despite this shared foundation, Dhanafjaya provided a
more rigorous logical refinement of the Rasa theory.
While Bharata placed the aesthetic sentiment (Rasa) on an
equal plane with other psychological states (Bhavas) (NS
VI.31), Dhanaiijaya argued with greater emphasis that
Rasa is the supreme and constant essence of a drama. He
posited that all other transitory emotions must dissolve
into this singular sentiment to achieve emotional harmony
(Dhanatfijaya, trans. 1912, IV.34). According to his view,
the holistic beauty of a play resides entirely within this
aesthetic essence. This perspective is regarded by modern
scholars as the conceptual precursor to the doctrine of
"Rasatmaka"—where Rasa is identified as the very soul of
the literary work. In his analysis of the Erotic Sentiment
(Srigara), Dhanafijaya introduces a more nuanced
structural division than his predecessor. While Bharata
originally categorized Srigara into two types—union
(Sambhoga) and separation (Vipralambha) (NS VI. 45)—
Dhanaiijaya expands this into a tripartite framework
consisting of Ayoga (longing before union), Viprayoga
(separation after union), and Samyoga (union) (DR IV.
50).

Dhanaijjaya’s refined classification serves as a highly
effective analytical tool for a psychological appraisal of
the emotional evolution within Abhijiianasakuntalam.
Specifically, it provides a structured lens to examine the
initial romantic longing between the protagonists (Ayoga),
the agonizing separation triggered by the curse of Sage
Durvasas (Viprayoga), and the ultimate divine
reconciliation achieved in the final act (Samyoga).

Structural Unity and Methodological Divergence

A fundamental consensus exists between the Natyasastra
and the Dasarlipaka regarding the core structural
principles of drama. Both treatises maintain a unified
framework consisting of the five stages of action (Pafica-
avasthda: Arambha, Prayatna, Praptyasa, Niyatapti, and
Phalaprapti), the five elements of the plot (Pafica-
arthaprakrti: Bija, Bindu, Pataka, Prakari, and Karya), and
the five structural junctures (Pafica-sandhi: Mukha,
Pratimukha, Garbha, Vimars$a, and Nirvahana) (NS XXI.
1-20; DR 1. 15-55). While Dhanafijaya fully adopts
Bharata’s foundational rules in this regard, he introduces
significant logical refinements to their classification.
However, a distinct methodological divergence is evident
in their broader approach to dramatic genres. Bharata
Muni perceives drama primarily as a Visual Performance,
placing paramount importance on stagecraft, costumes
(Aharya), and musicality to create a lived spectacle for the
audience. In contrast, Dhanafijaya approaches drama as a
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Literary Structure, prioritizing the internal logic of the plot
and the psychological depth of the characters. His unique
perspective posits that the structural unity and aesthetic
essence (Rasa) of a play should be palpable through its
literary text alone, even in the absence of a theatrical
staging.

Technical Devices and Dramatic Conventions

Both Bharata and Dhanafjaya extensively describe
various technical devices—such as Patakasthanaka,
Akasabhasita, Svagata, and Prakasa—which are essential
for advancing the plot and facilitating stage dialogue. In
Sanskrit dramaturgy, these are categorized as Natya-
dharmi (Dramatic Conventions).

1. Patakasthanaka (Episode Indication / Foreshadowing):

This device serves as a form of foreshadowing, where a
specific event or dialogue on stage provides a subtle hint
about a significant future occurrence. Bharata Muni
classifies this into four distinct types (First, Second, Third,
and Fourth Patakasthanaka) based on their poetic and
structural functions [3].

Dhanaijaya fully adopts these four classifications in the
Dasartipaka (I. 14-15), defining them as vital technical
tools that enhance the suspense and interest of the drama
[1]. A quintessential example is found in Kalidasa’s
Abhijfianasakuntalam: when King Dusyanta enters the
sacred grove, his right arm throbs—a traditional
auspicious omen. This serves as a Patakasthanaka, subtly
indicating his imminent and fortunate encounter with

Sakuntala.

2. Akasabhasita (Conversation with the Sky / Aerial
Address):

In this dramatic convention, a single actor on stage mimics
a conversation with an invisible or distant character by
looking toward the sky. They pose questions and provide
answers as if responding to an unheard voice. The primary
objective of this device is to convey information or
messages from characters who are not physically present
on stage without the need for additional actors or scene
changes.

3. Svagata / Atmagata (Aside):

Often termed as a "soliloquy" or "aside," this device
represents the internal monologue of a character.
Although other characters may be present on stage, the
convention dictates that they do not hear these words; only
the audience is privy to the character's private thoughts. In
Abhijfianasakuntalam, Kalidasa masterfully employs
'Svagata' to reveal King Dusyanta's deep admiration for
Sakuntala and his internal conflicts regarding her lineage
and affection before their formal union. In the First Act,
when King Dusyanta first beholds Sakuntala, he is struck
by her beauty but faces an internal conflict regarding her
lineage. Being a Ksatriya, he wonders if she is eligible for
him to marry. At this moment, he speaks to himself

4. Prakasa (Aloud / Public Address):
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This is the standard mode of dialogue intended to be heard
by all characters on stage. While it appears to be a simple
conversational method, its significance arises from the
structural contrast it provides against indirect modes like
Svagata (Aside). By driving the external actions of the
play, this technique is fundamental in establishing the
dramatic realism of the performance.

In the First Act of Abhijiianasakuntalam, Kalidasa
masterfully employs the device of Prakasa (Aloud) to
transition from the protagonist's private contemplations to
external social interaction. After observing Sakuntala and
her companions from a concealed spot, King Dusyanta
eventually reveals himself to engage in an open
conversation, addressing them aloud: 'Kaccit tapah
vardhate?' (Is your penance progressing well?). To this,
Anastiya responds publicly for everyone on stage: 'Idanim
atithivisesalabhena!' (It is even better now, by the arrival
of a distinguished guest!). This interaction serves as the
vital External Action that drives the plot forward into the
stage of formal engagement. Structurally, it provides a
sharp contrast to Dusyanta’s preceding Svagata (Aside)
regarding Sakuntala’s beauty, highlighting the distinction
between his private internal thoughts and his public social
behavior. By utilizing this aloud address, Kalidasa
establishes a layer of dramatic realism that bridges the gap
between individual desire and the societal norms of the
hermitage—a practical application that Dhanafijaya later
codified as a fundamental necessity for maintaining the
logic of the plot (Vastu) and characterization (Neta)."

5. Janantika and Apavarita (Confidential Addresses):

These serve as excellent devices for exchanging secrets
within the presence of other characters. A specialized
technique where a character shares a secret with another
by using the Tripataka hand gesture (three-fingered sign).
By convention, other characters on stage act as though
they cannot hear this exchange. This is perfectly
exemplified in Abhijianasakuntalam during scenes where
the heroine’s companions, Anastiya and Priyamvada,
whisper to each other regarding King Dusyanta.

Apavarita: A "confidential statement" where a character
turns aside to reveal a secret truth to another, away from
the rest of the ensemble.

The strategic employment of these technical devices and
Dramatic Conventions (Natya-dharmi) is precisely what
allows a complex narrative like Abhijfianasakuntalam to
be presented with such elegance and brevity. These tools
serve as the primary foundation for maintaining Time
Management and the Economy of the Plot, ensuring a
seamless flow of the dramatic story.

Character Typology: A Philosophical and Structural
Comparison

While Bharata Muni and Dhanaifijaya share a foundational
consensus regarding the classification of dramatic
characters, significant theoretical differences emerge in
their interpretive methodologies.

1. Socio-Ethical Status vs. Structural Functionality:

Jeyavathani Jalagoan

Bharata Muni evaluates the protagonist primarily through
the lens of socio-ethical and moral standing, categorizing
heroes into three distinct tiers: Superior (Uttama), Middle
(Madhyama), and Lower (Adhama) (NS XXIV. 84-89). In
contrast, Dhanafijaya advances this theory by focusing on
the hero's functional role in the progression of the plot. He
distinguishes between the Principal Hero (Adhikarika),
who carries the primary responsibility of the narrative, and
the Secondary Hero (Pataka-nayaka).

Critically, Bharata does not provide a detailed theoretical
framework for this structural or functional division of
heroism. However, in his masterpiece
Abhijianasakuntalam, Kalidasa portrays King Dusyanta
essentially as an Adhikarika hero—the central engine of
the entire dramatic action. King Dusyanta serves as the
central engine of the entire plot—from his hunt to the
recovery of the ring. This perfectly embodies
Dhanafijaya’s concept of the Adhikarika (Principal) hero,
a structural role not explicitly detailed by Bharata. This
concept of Functional Heroism, which was not
theoretically elaborated in the Natyasastra but was
practically employed by Kalidasa, was only later
formalized as a definitive dramatic theory by Dhanaiijaya
in his Dasartipaka. This suggests that Kalidasa’s creative
practice expanded the boundaries of Bharata’s original
mandates, providing a practical model that later theorists
codified into new rules.

Although both Bharata and Dhanafijaya accept the four
primary categories of the hero, Dhanaiijaya provides a
more exhaustive and psychological elaboration of their
traits. Based on the hero’s romantic psychology and his
behavior toward his beloved, Dhanafijaya expanded the
four basic types into sixteen distinct variations by
introducing four sub-categories: Daksina (clever), Satha
(deceitful), Dhrsta (shameless), and Anukiila (faithful)
(DR 1II. 3-7). For instance, in the First Act (Act I), when
Dusyanta encounters Sakuntald and her companions, he
speaks with great respect and kindness without the
slightest arrogance of a king. Specifically, his sensitivity
in recognizing their exhaustion from watering the trees
and his cleverness in introducing himself as a common
traveler depict him as a Daksina (Clever/Courteous) hero.
While Bharata prioritized external performance and social
status, Dhanafjaya formulated these new rules from a
literary perspective, focusing on how the hero's
disposition facilitates the logic of the plot. This
demonstrates that Kalidasa employed certain nuanced
heroic traits in Abhijiianasakuntalam that were not
explicitly detailed by Bharata. Such innovative trends
were only later codified into formal dramatic theories by
Dhanatfijaya in the Dasartipaka.

Heroine Typology: Psychological Maturity as a
Structural Innovation

While Bharata and Dhanafijjaya share a fundamental
consensus on the Astanayika theory—the eight-fold
emotional states of a heroine in love—they diverge
significantly in their primary classification criteria.
Bharata’s mandates in the Natyasastra primarily
emphasize social status and environmental backgrounds,
categorizing heroines as Divya (Divine) or Kulapatni
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(Noble) to dictate their acting styles. In contrast,
Dhanaiijaya introduces a refined classification based on
psychological maturity and emotional self-control (DR II.
15-16). Within this framework, heroines are categorized
by their level of romantic experience as Mugdha
(Inexperienced), Madhya (Partly experienced), and
Pragalbha (Mature), with further distinctions such as
Dhira  (Self-controlled/Resolute) based on their
psychological response to the hero’s faults.

Kalidasa’s deliberate focus on the emotional evolution of
the heroine in Abhijiianasakuntalam represents a distinct
shift toward psychological depth that transcends Bharata’s
rigid social hierarchies. By portraying Sakuntala’s
transition from an innocent Mugdha to a psychologically
resolute Dhira woman, Kalidasa employed nuanced traits
that were not explicitly detailed as a formal theory in the
Natyasastra. This creative practice provided the practical
foundation for later theorists like Dhanaiijaya to codify
these formal psychological classifications in the
Dasartipaka, effectively demonstrating how Kalidasa’s
dramatic genius anticipated and shaped subsequent
dramaturgical theories.

Classification of Plot: The Innovation of 'Misra' Vastu

Significant differences exist between Bharata and
Dhanaiijaya regarding the terminology and classification
of the plot (Vastu). While Bharata used both Itivrtta and
Vastu synonymously, Dhanaiijaya preferred the term Vastu
to emphasize the structural essence of the narrative.
Furthermore, Dhanafjjaya introduced a definitive three-
fold classification of the plot based on its source (DR I.
15): Prakhyata (Famous), Utpadya (Invented), and Misra
(Mixed).

Notably, Bharata’s Natyasastra lacks a clear theoretical
explanation for the 'Misra' or Mixed Plot. Bharata strictly
separated legendary narratives from purely invented ones.
However, in Abhijianasakuntalam, Kalidasa pioneered
this 'Misra' approach by blending legendary tradition with
profound poetic invention. This creative synthesis, which
was practically employed by Kalidasa before it was
theoretically codified, was only later established as a
formal rule by Dhanafijaya in the Dasartipaka. This further
validates that Kalidasa’s genius anticipated subsequent
dramaturgical developments.

Structural Mechanics and the Formalization of the
Plot

The opening chapter of the Dasariipaka establishes a
logical distinction between Natya, Nrtya, and Nrtta. While
Bharata presented these elements as an integrated
encyclopedic entity, Dhanafijaya isolated the plot (Vastu)
as the primary engine of drama, classifying it into
Adhikarika (Principal Plot) and Prasangika (Incidental
Plot).

A critical contribution of this chapter is the formalization
of the Five Structural Junctures (Pafica-sandhi) into a
systematic formula. In the Natyasastra, Bharata explained
elements like Bija (Seed) and Arambha (Inception) in
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separate chapters without explicitly mandating their
logical synthesis. However, Dhanafijaya refined these
dispersed elements into a mathematical-like formula:
"Arambha + Bija = Mukha Sandhi" (DR I. 22).

This structural refinement by Dhanafijaya provides a
Logical Roadmap to analyze the profound Structural
Unity found in Kalidasa’s Abhijianasakuntalam. By
utilizing this framework, the commentator Raghavabhatta
(1938) successfully demonstrates how each act of
Kalidasa’s play aligns with these theoretical junctures,
proving that Kalidasa’s creative practice anticipated the
very structural perfection that Dhanafijaya later codified
into formal theory.

Theory of Rasa: Theoretical Divergence and Poetic
Innovation

While a fundamental consensus exists between Bharata
and Dhanafijaya regarding the essence of Rasa, significant
theoretical ~ divergences appear in its specific
classification. Bharata categorized Srigara (Erotic
Sentiment) primarily into two states: Sambhoga (Union)
and Vipralambha (Separation) (NS VI. 45). However,
Dhanafijaya introduced a more sophisticated tripartite
framework consisting of Ayoga (longing before union),
Viprayoga (separation after union), and Sambhoga (union)
(DR IV. 50). For the purpose of this research,
Dhanaiijaya’s refined model proves more effective than
Bharata’s bipartite model in evaluating the complex
emotional trajectory within Abhijiianasakuntalam.

Dhanafijaya’s refined tripartite classification of Srigara
finds its perfect realization in the emotional trajectory of
Abhijiianasakuntalam. The initial longing in Act I, where
the protagonists face the dilemma of their social and
spiritual differences, reflects Ayoga. The agonizing
separation in Act V, triggered by the curse after their
formal Gandharva union, embodies Viprayoga. Finally,
their ultimate divine reconciliation in the hermitage of
Sage Marica in Act VII signifies Samyoga. This structural
alignment demonstrates how Kalidasa’s practical
application of complex emotional states anticipated the
very theoretical refinements later codified by Dhanaijaya.

Furthermore, Dhanafijaya maintains a rigid stance
excluding Santa Rasa (Tranquility) from theatrical
performance, arguing that the action-driven nature of the
stage is incompatible with total stillness (Sama). Bharata
himself did not explicitly mandate Santa as a dramatic rule
in his early recensions. It is precisely here that Kalidasa’s
innovation becomes evident. Kalidasa’s innovative
employment of $anta Rasa (Tranquility) in the final act of
Abhijfianasakuntalam further exemplifies his role as a
precursor to future dramaturgical shifts. While
Dhanaiijaya rigidly excluded tranquility from the theater,
arguing that the stage is fundamentally action-driven,
Kalidasa utilized the serene setting of Sage Marica’s
hermitage in Act VII to provide a profound aesthetic
resolution. By transitioning from the dynamic conflicts of
the earlier acts to a state of 'Prasanta’ (Absolute Calm),
Kalidasa demonstrates that tranquility can indeed serve as
a structural and aesthetic tool—effectively transcending
the limitations later codified in the Dasartipaka.
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Distinction Between Drama and Dance: The
Sovereignty of Rasa

Dhanaiijaya offers a more precise logical differentiation
between Drama (Natya) and Dance (Nrtya/Nrtta) than the
encyclopedic descriptions found in Bharata’s Natyasastra.
Bharata, acting as an encyclopedist, detailed over a
hundred technical elements of dance, such as hand
gestures and movements (karanas), as a practical manual
spread across multiple chapters. For Bharata, dance served
primarily as a decorative element (Sobhd) within a play,
intended to enhance the visual appeal of the performance.

However, Dhanafijaya synthesized Bharata's extensive
data into a definitive theory: "Dance equals Angika
(physical movement), while Drama equals the synthesis of
four Abhinayas." He elevated the status of drama by
distinguishing it as a holistic form involving sentiment,
speech, and emotion, whereas dance remained limited to
physical representation (DR 1. 7-12).

Kalidasa serves as the critical bridge between Bharata's
technical mandates and Dhanaifijaya's theoretical
refinements. In  Abhijianasakuntalam,  Kalidasa
transforms mere rhythmic elements into a complete
'Natya' experience by integrating them with all four modes
of representation to heighten the core sentiment.
Raghavabhatta (1938), in his commentary Arthadyotanika
(p. 142), establishes that the musical and dance interludes
in Sakuntalam transcend the common style (De$i) and
achieve the elevated classical style (Marga) based on
Dhanaiijaya’s framework. This suggests that Kalidasa’s
practical application concentrated Bharata’s vast mandates
into a more refined, Rasa-centric structure—an
evolutionary step that Dhanafijaya only later codified into
formal theory.

Kalidasa’s Structural Innovations as a Precursor to
Precept

The operational link between Kalidasa’s creative practice
and Dhanafjaya’s subsequent formalization in the
Dasaripaka is  manifested  through  advanced
dramaturgical engineering devices. Rather than merely
following baseline performance rules, Kalidasa's creative
practice anticipated the specific architectural laws that
Dhanaijaya systematically codified centuries later. This
structural anticipation operates across the definitive triad
of Sanskrit dramaturgy: Vastu (Plot), Netd (Hero), and
Rasa (Sentiment) [Bhoja, 1934].

In the Dasaripaka, Dhanaijaya defines Patakasthanaka
(episodic indication) as a crucial structural technique
where an immediate, localized speech or event
unexpectedly foreshadows a macro-narrative plot
development through double entendre or dramatic irony
(DR 1.14). While Dhanaiijaya later categorized this device
into four distinct functional varieties, Kalidasa had already
seamlessly engineered it as a dynamic plot driver in
Abhijiianasakuntalam.
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A premier empirical manifestation occurs in the opening
act of the drama. As King Dusyanta prepares to shoot an
arrow at a fleeing deer, the hermits suddenly interject with
the frantic exclamation:

9 9q 9 S0 ARUTAISTARFHGN FIRRR
(na khalu na khalu banah sannipatyo'vamasminmyduni
mrgasarire //)

They declare that his weapon must not fall upon the tender
body of the deer, analogizing it to casting a raging fire into
a pile of soft flowers. Raghavabhatta, in his authoritative
Arthadyotanika commentary, explicitly isolates this
sequence not merely as a superficial plea for wildlife
preservation, but as a masterfully constructed
Patakasthanaka [Raghavabhatta, 1938]. The immediate
tactical prevention of the slaughter structurally
foreshadows the ultimate preservation of Shakuntala’s
honor and the continuity of the lunar dynasty through the
birth of her son, Bharata, following the resolution of
Durvasa's curse.

Kalidasa deploys this device again at the commencement
of Act V through Hamsapadika’s song, which critiques a
bee for tasting a fresh mango blossom only to abandon it
for a lotus. This localized song functions as a profound
Patakasthanaka, structurally warning the spectator of the
imminent tragic twist where Dugsyanta, clouded by the
curse, will completely forget and publicly reject
Shakuntala. By wusing these localized performative
moments to mirror the overarching plot movement,
Kalidasa's creative practice directly anticipated the formal
structural mandates of plot cohesion that Dhanafijaya later
codified as a rigid law.

Dhanafjaya's Vastu-Siddhanta (plot theory) classifies
narrative structures into three historical types: the purely
historical (Prakhyata), the purely invented (Utpadya), and
the mixed plot (Misra), which integrates historical legend
with imaginative innovations to heighten emotional
tension (DR 1.15).

Kalidasa practically pioneered this mixed framework. In
the original Mahabharata source text, the interaction
between Shakuntala and Dusyanta is a dry, transactional
legal dispute over inheritance and royal status.
Recognizing that such a rigid structure would fail to
generate aesthetic relish, Kalidasa introduced the highly
imaginative inventions of Durvasa’s curse (S@pa) and the
lost signet ring (A4rguliyaka) [Bhoja, 1934,
Raghavabhatta, 1938]. This structural modification
successfully transformed a historical chronicle (/tihdsa)
into a dynamic Misra Vastu. By inventing causal plot
elements to explain and resolve the hero's memory loss,
Kalidasa established the practical prototype for the laws of
plot construction that Dhanaiijaya later regularized.

In his second chapter, Dhanafijaya shifts character
classification away from rigid social hierarchies toward
internal, psychological dispositions. He defines the ideal
hero, the Dhirodatta (sublime and brave hero), as a
character characterized by unyielding moral fortitude
(Dhairya), emotional self-restraint, and a profound sense
of cosmic duty (Dharma) (DR 2.4-5).
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Kalidasa’s characterization of King Dusyanta serves as the
supreme practical precursor to this psychological model.
In Act V, when confronted by the ascetics to accept a
pregnant Shakuntala whom he cannot remember,
Dusyanta does not react with arbitrary anger. Instead,
despite his confusion, he undergoes an intense internal
ethical struggle, choosing to reject her purely to uphold
scriptural righteousness over personal desire. His deep
suffering and eventual spiritual growth in Act VII further
cement his alignment with this archetype. Kalidasa did not
paint his hero as a flawless, static king; rather, he
constructed a character whose psychological maturity and
moral restraint under pressure provided the blueprint for
Dhanaiijaya’s Dhirodatta criteria.

While foundational dramaturgical theories focused
primarily on the binary polarization of the erotic (Syrigara)
and the heroic (Vira) as the only sentiments capable of
dominating a play, post-classical theory increasingly
recognized the sublimation of desire into cosmic
tranquility (Santa Rasa) as the ultimate goal of literary
structures [Anandavardhana, 1891; Gnoli, 1985].

The macro-structural trajectory of Abhijiianasakuntalam
serves as a practical model for this emotional
transformation. The play opens in the sensory domain of
the penance grove with immediate mutual desire
(Sambhoga Srigara), plunges into the devastating
emotional trauma of separation (Vipralambha Srigara)
across Acts V and VI, and ultimately resolves in Act VII
within the celestial hermitage of Sage Marica [Bhoja,
1934]. In this final sacred space, raw worldly desire is
completely sublimated into spiritual peace (Santa Rasa),
symbolized by the family's quiet reunion. This systematic
emotional evolution proves that Dhanafijaya’s integrated
views on Rasa progression were rooted in the organic
structural transformations already perfected within
Kalidasa’s text.

Conclusion

In conclusion, while Bharata Muni’s Natyasastra serves as
a comprehensive and encyclopedic foundational text,
Dhanaiijaya’s Dasariipaka functions as its concise,
systematic, and analytical refinement. Rather than merely

Jeyavathani Jalagoan

duplicating traditional mandates, Dhanaiijaya selectively
reorganized Bharata’s theories into a logical framework
designed to facilitate a practical understanding of dramatic
structure and character psychology. For the purpose of this
research, both treatises provide distinct yet
complementary analytical layers for evaluating
Abhijnianasakuntalam. The Natyasastra offers the vast
traditional foundation from which Kalidasa drew his
primary inspiration, while the Dasariipaka serves as the
theoretical formalization of the very structural and
psychological innovations that Kalidasa practically
employed. In essence, the synergy between Bharata’s
expansive foundational theory and Dhanafjaya’s
structured logical refinement provides a definitive
framework for evaluating the architectural and emotional
brilliance of Kalidasa’s Abhijfianasakuntalam.
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