Udali Varadaraja’s Commentary on Sri Ramayana

Dr. M.A.Venkatakrishnan
M.A., M.Phil., Ph.D., D Litt.

Prof. & Head, (Retd.)
Department of Vaishnavism
University of Madras,
Chennai 600 005

Many people have written commentaries for the primordial epic, the
Ramayana. Among the commentaries available to us, scholars believe that
the one written by Udali Varadaraja is the most ancient. Having remained
in palm-leaf manuscripts without being printed until now, this commentary
is being published for the first time.

The Identity of Udali Varadaraja

In the concluding lines (colophon) of this commentary, it is written:

S G ISTAIPadHdd o AT USdTeHERIS

R faRfad fadsmfaas -y SRErueRe

From this, we learn that the name of this commentary is Vivekatilaka.
Its author is Varadaraja, who belonged to the Udali clan of the Atreya
Gotra and held the title Chola-Pandita-Brahma-Maharaja. Inscriptions
from the Chola period indicate that the title Brahma-Maharaja was conferred
upon ministers and high-ranking officials. For example, inscriptions mention
an Aniruddha-Brahma-Maharaja who served as the first minister to Rajaraja
Chola. Therefore, Udali Varadaraja might have been a minister or a high
official in the Chola court. However, no specific details regarding his exact
time period are available.

Nampillai and Udali

The name of Udali Varadaraja is mentioned in a specific place within
the Eedu Muppathiarayirappadi (the 36,000-unit commentary) on
Tiruvaymozhi, authored by the Sri Vaishnava preceptor Nampillai (c. 1147—
1252). While commenting on the phrase (7iruvaymozhi 7.5.1) "Narpal

Ayoddhi"” ([BMLITED GLITEG)) , he observes:

“EHTH TS WCHT QMSHT TadTHMHCM. ©)H&HEGS5H
HHSHCHT 6Tevreniley, @& CHFHHCL LIMBSTeTTSHev
QUBLOTEHH G G msLD Q&FWIWITETMe0 & WG
TmICHIN @FILEHCn LImbsmer e  ellWHsmeor
FLEHMSH TOrHME. ‘WHGHFFEH KQOHM  6rerm



6UWIMEWITOTLD  LlicooteootleoTmedT  2-L.MeYl. @\HBlevsHlev
Upeumemln  QeuehsE&Ssd  sThemn a6l hssl
eTeoT S M Meof1Gm’

Nampillai explains that everyone born in Ayodhya had immense love
for Rama. But because Manthara was born elsewhere, she behaved without

love. That is why Valmiki, describing her, says gl ST (born
somewhere). Udali interprets this as "dd: PdEAd SIId" (born from
somewhere or other) says Nampillai. (In the commentary on Ayodhya Kanda

7.1, the line "Idl ST - Tck: @d@?[ Sfldl " from Udali’s commentary is
cited here.)

Not only did Nampillai cite Udali by name, but in another instance, he
provided an explanation without specifically mentioning his name. While
commenting on Tiruvaymozhi (2.7.4) regarding the phrase "Thevum

Tannaiyum" (@& 6)/LD &60T60I60TIL/L0) he says:

LG IMHD BTHUTCEHSIT: 6TedTMTe | GM. ‘Qb&L0LLGELD
UTsD  BTHUTCHST’  eleaTHImmer  eleotml  HFlevd
QFMLIAITE6IT.

In the commentary for Ayodhya Kanda (111.7), Udali Varadaraja

explains the phrase "3 ATfdadd:" as " SHYd YR HATfdd:". Here,
Nampillai’s reference to "some" (silar) can be inferred to mean Udali
Varadaraja.

Thus Udali is mentioned in the 12th-century work of Nampillai, and
hence it is confirmed that this commentary was written in or before the 12th
century.

Udali in the Arumpada Urai (QJ(HLOLIS 2_60I])

In the Arumpada Urai (glossary) of the EFedu commentary, Udali’s
name is explicitly mentioned (9.5.2) and his commentary lines are quoted:

qRIY g&d I fgaol Y=t ufRadd | TRATe X T Pl qAry
gad- ST §e1-H- T SHadHRATA-STHIS | a8 A ged AfYet Il
famonfaR ufvadd | q I9 ged HId Afd 79T S|
Tdgdd Hald | IRERgeAIda- IRERHEEH! St sad gfdl 3fa
Jeifer

This refers to Udali Varadaraja's commentary on the 28th verse of the
77th Sarga in the Bala Kanda.




Nampillai has extensively quoted and commented on many Ramayana
verses in the Manipravalam style in his Tiruvaimozhi commentary. His
disciple, Periyavachan Pillai, authored a work called Sri Ramayana
Tanishloki for writing detailed commetary on specific verses of Ramayana.
Many of the unique meanings in those works are generally not found in
Udali’s work. In fact, Udali did not even write a commentary for many of
the verses explained by those Acharyas. Only in a few places does he show
unique insights of Acharyas.

For example, At the beginning of the Ramayana, Valmiki lists sixteen
gualities and requests Narada to identify who possesses these virtues. First
and foremost, he asks, "Who is a Gunavan (virtuous)?" Udali Varadaraja
explains the significance of why "Gunavan" was mentioned generally at the

start:" 33 UILTeG: AIRed UMARY gcfd | 7 ORI (The word guna

here does not refer to general good quality but His particular quality namely
humility.) Many Sri Vaishnava Acharyas have echoed this same view.

In Ayodhya Kanda (20.2), regarding Rama leaving for the forest,
Valmiki says: " Tfod: IR A1 9§ IHISY Haedid . Explaining this, Udali
says: "I UTeIg UTfGrATT: | YR Uy | IurauTg | - (Meaning:
Sri Rama is both the Means and the Goal). This concept is also mentioned
by the Vaishnava Acharyas in their works.

In Kishkindha Kanda (42.59), YA {3y ImRBIERTHSD: |

&l auid A=l FRNURANRd: Il Eplaining this sloka Udali Varadaraja
comments as: "HIAI Sﬁf Yec: HIGNd ARIEU fe¢ I d=

YNTadRTee UdIad | TGI8 UaTehH:—fayTeT 4T sSeriuRara: o
I | THTCRIMHD: MY SFNYRATR: T a9fd Sid 1" Thus Udali says

tha the word Bhagavan only refers to Lord Narayana.

Except for a few such places, his commentary is generally neutral;
therefore, one cannot definitively claim Udali Varadaraja was a Sri
Vaishnava.

Udali and Govindaraja

In the Yuddha Kanda (Sarga 107), the Aditya Hridaya hymn is
situated. At the end of the famous Bhushana commentary, Govindaraja
notes:

318 T : HYAIeh IRIY 1 T4 | SSTRUT 7 ARATTY | SRS
gaRGfaed- TRIARGE %S aF UfayTfd JauRad | &y Hus



PRIgTR=IaaT ISTRUM 70T | TdgaHid UhARIGaRRIaH R IO
‘J-Iaq: I
Govindaraja claims this Sarga is missing in some manuscripts and that

Udali did not comment on it. However, Udali Varadaraja, in his Vivekatilaka,
has accepted this Sarga and written:

ddl geuRy< SO W omewfad @ sORW
T Y ddananiey) Sfd Ttadd  snfedgead|
OGTRAd ToH| WH THMY © UsgHARANG: | 3 d
AT TETaR: | JavE ggear gardd a0 A fad sywd gaa
sfd @ ammayw faymfa g gurd mafd YRe
TARIAUCRFHNTG: GaqAfy: TARAISTRG: TR SFRemgady
3a%Y UG SRy | AT RITIRIY: | WAUggumd WY Te
39  WRU  JufdSWgUle® HE Tl daM’  XEuk
I RATAHATHIIRUR BT ITHAHE Hud Ud| [aHd d&gfd u=adi
dH8egs JaREHadd (109-37) 3fd|

Even though Udali did not provide meanings for certain words in this
Sarga, as he did in other sargas, he explains why presence of this Sarga is

appropriate. Thus, Govindaraja’s statement that Udali did not comment on it
appears contradictory.

When commenting upon the sloka "31H qﬁ Ogldd: Ude 3“I0b~{\ld\

UY:" (Yuddha kanda 126-18) Govindaraja explains that Mahadeva here
refers to the King of the Ocean, not Rudra, and cites Udali:

«Ryal,  fRF TBr TN OORdl eRO 3
JSIRUYfdEreddd |”

However, in Udali’s own commentary, there is no explanation
regarding the word "Mahadeva." He simply identifies the correct sequence
of verses: When Lord Rama was returning in the Pushpaka Vimana, after

showing the Setu (the bridge) to Sita, he says: "3{A tlﬁ HSIad: PRSI CHOM\ICL
T:" Udali also says "SY T3 H: | HIRY AU Y1y daHeNHd:"
Thus, because Udali Varadaraja's commentary was cited as an

authority by scholars several centuries ago, it is confirmed that this
commentary was highly famous even in ancient times.

Nature of the Commentary

Udali Varadaraja mentions the primary reasons for writing this work
in his opening verses:



"IRRITG FOIY AT -TgOmR: | WUS RFTerd: UTd: TR foRead ||
AIST TIFUTEY I T UeRAd | TgCRHHIT Igeh IRIURI&UTd ||
I GTIaTuiT A&y -THd | e JUTRfad GRERIST B ||

He notes that due to scribes lacking expertise in Nagara and other
scripts, many errors crept into manuscripts over generations. This
commentary identifies the correct readings (&I Uld:) by examining
manuscripts from various regions. He also identifies the correct sequence of
verses.

The commentary is not extensive; it functions like a glossary for

difficult words (QE-%UTUﬂ), Finding exactly which word of one sarga he is
explaining is very difficult as he skips many verses. For some Sargas, there
1s no commentary at all.

Numerical Calculations
In the commentary on Bala Kanda (4.2):
" RAT-TEHT0T KBTI |

YT IR I YCHIUSTH qURy”

He clearly specifies the number of Sargas and the number of Granthas
(verses) in each Kanda:

Kanda Sargas Granthas (Verses)
Bala Kanda 77 2,280

Ayodhya Kanda 119 4,415

Aranya Kanda 75 2,732

Kishkindha Kanda 67 2,620

Sundara Kanda 68 3,006

Yuddha Kanda 131 5,990

Uttara Kanda 110 3,234

Total 647 24277

The total is 647 Sargas and 24,277 Granthas. (A Grantha is a unit of
32 syllables). He explains that the extra 227 "verses" come from longer
meters like Trishtup and Jagati. He notes that "500 Sargas" refers to the first
six Kandas as a round number. Govindaraja shows nearly identical numbers.



In Bala Kanda (4.8), he provides extensive citations from Bharata’s
Natya Shastra and Sandilya Smriti:

"Tded a9: RH AN GRIAq | ATU8d YA 9 dand=iR Haq"

He also provides a detailed defence for why the first four Sargas are
an integral part of the Ramayana:

I aqyd SRR 9 Hafd | T a8 Us GHARIa AT
PYA| A | TG FRIqUEAGd Hafd | T@ qagn
StfaarHgey wrerE AR Aeere fha | a1 9 dadasyd-
DA RIAFATTH YU TS Idah U= g fhdd | 3{d TdgU SRR
AEHapd 7 Hafd | 7 Al s/ fRgdand| sid: gdfagd
TG aRd Pl aq HRTaal i@l MaMaRiaamy HIe T
gyifad 9o Hidg I Sdisad" &d Sagyaddaq @l o

- Taad | Yag AHTH| AY GIY: | JUTY AgrHTarda 14
Hedd | O FYAHIERICHU Iged a8 UAHYTUHR A 5]
d= g e 98 Yauad | [~ 9 9 sRu 399
fowihyaiafd  gfceyavaiddq fosdifa Fag=ris @ =m
'J:IT:I_E:T‘J-I'R_CI'I'% HETHTGURITAT JIYROT: |

~ “Now, one may object: this group of four cantos does not belong to
the Sri Ramayana, since it separately narrates the origin and purpose of the
poem. This, however, is not a fault. It arises precisely because of the
introductory establishment of the text, and that too forms an integral part of

the work. Great epics are chiefly composed with three components, for the
sake of fame, recognition, and honor:

(1) an account of the poet’s own life or activity,
(2) an account of the origin and purpose of the composition of the poem,
(3) an account of the life and deeds of the hero.

Therefore, even in the Sr7 Ramayana, this portion is not something
composed at a different time. At the time of the poem’s creation, this matter
was already settled. Hence, having first completed the earlier portion
describing the hero’s life, and then entrusting that narrative to Kusa and
Lava, and incorporating into the poem the account of its origin and
transmission through them, it is appropriate that this narrative was told later.

Thus, it appears that these four cantos were composed in a later period
and then integrated into the work. Even if that be so, it is no defect.
Nevertheless, great sages of high stature do not compose in this manner.
First, having resolved to compose an epic or historical work, and having
clearly understood through knowledge the method of narrating future events,



they do not indicate mere conjecture along with a narrative of the hero’s past
that has already been completed. Rather, they hold the firm conviction that
this knowledge itself is the determining cause and that these events will
certainly come to pass.

This principle is common to the great and authoritative works such as
the Manu Smrti, the Mahabharata, and other revered texts.” - Says Udali
Varadaraja.

In Bala Kanda (17.35), he resolves a contradiction regarding the
parentage of Vanaras like Sushena and Sharabha between the Bala and
Yuddha Kandas:

"G TEUN ST o, Ool-IRRY, el TG

TgFY| JodlUe g @u Ufd Mo gH RS
JOEAEIRRYTRATGA! 3fd 9ead | fha=an: T Tdq gyHeaHa|
PEARIG A AFRUTSTHIRI e AT ST Udga-Hd HTady

RER IS TATSTH | "

“One may object: in this canto it is stated that Varuna begot Susena,
Parjanya begot Sarabha, and Dhanada begot Gandhamadana. But in the
Yuddhakanda, in Sardiila’s speech addressed to Ravana, it is said: ‘Susena
is the son of Dharma, and Sarabha and Gandhamadana are the sons of
Vaivasvata.” Which of these statements is authoritative?

The earlier statement alone is authoritative. For Sardiila, having his
intellect shaken by fear due to the torment inflicted by the monkeys, and
being unaccustomed to such matters, uttered these words. Moreover, the
Lord’s purpose in allowing mutually contradictory statements is precisely
this.”

In the Balakanda, canto 75, verse 21, in the commentary, a very
detailed explanation is given reconciling the apparent contradiction between
two statements: the earlier statement that, at the conclusion of the Daksha
yajiia, the divine bow was given to the gods, and the statement made here
that it was given to Devavrata.

"] U4 S&O Heleal odMi Yded) sgaaH | $aM° g Hgleal
S T GTacg e | HUH T o | TR i fadle: | Gau ergfy
%@ﬁmﬂa?ﬁ% WWWW%@EW SIRIT &
SRaTfd Pedl IWAAA! Td 9 Fft rayd deraafafa ammi
foRrd| vag Qil'ﬁﬁ?\‘:l?q_clﬂ ﬁ%rr&lwm?r At
fomfergfa: ﬁ%ﬁﬂ%ﬁr@ﬁrﬁ# T uﬁcbw adad YR b YT | Tdaf
I5od| SaAd Sa-aiaareiiud da: gyfd aryaid Waavay aduT




S WY W ATrod Gasd JRhad- G aa = |
TdeEd AU 1T FHRAT WAl Jqdm T3 SHeH a90H &

eARfT Fgad| HyrFf Igfa:| 3RAg| ﬁm JSU: e a?r
S GUal-AYR URUEI | 3hHT YRATHH: | g4
ﬁ%ﬁwﬁrﬁﬁﬂaﬁgﬁaﬂ@ | FEETRITARIY fAwifire e wfﬁaﬁa‘r

SR §& Oeqar| I TYfT U1 ARy aad doia- ol
N\ 2\ o 0N (o 2\ .
JEUH I3 SHPIGAA RIRAGHSHE aouew Hagoy| o

GdsgaRy fob TRl fa=No erer g&d Maul 9 ammgymE R
CARARCR IR

He addresses the discrepancy between earlier mentions of the bow
being given by Mahadeva to the Gods and later accounts stating it was given
to Janaka's ancestor, Devarata. Udali explains that there is no contradiction.
When Mahadeva intended to give the bow to the Devas, they were too afraid
to approach and handle it themselves. Therefore, on their behalf, it was
placed in the hands of Devarata. Thus, it was held by him as a "trust" (nyasa).

Furthermore, he reconciles the statement that the Gods gave the bow
to Janaka during a sacrifice with Anasuya's later statement that Varuna gave
it. He explains that Varuna acted on the instructions of the Devas to hand it
over during the sacrifice.

The established sequence of the bow's journey is:

1. Created by Vishwakarma for the destruction of Tripura and given to
Mahadeva.
2. After the conflict at Daksha’s sacrifice, it was placed in the care of
Devarata.
It remained with the kings of Mithila as a sacred trust.
4. Finally, it was formally gifted by the Devas through Varuna as a
reward for Janaka's sacrifice.
In Ayodhya Kanda (7.2), he addresses a doubt regarding the timing of
the coronation:

@Wﬁuﬁwﬁﬂmqﬁ?{g@ﬂa&uﬁr%‘rg@mgﬁrm)lﬂqﬁﬁnﬁ
RIRT FARW IHJARIDHYA A GHIAGedH | Tk
W@Hawﬁrﬁrﬂmﬁmauj@éﬁwﬁnﬁwmlmmﬁa
A feauiTd sAaaHE o faaigay | = A | 3d 3¢ HRRIgT
JdqIRd | RIAERIGHATY NHATdRRARCT Jadd |

Udali resolves this by stating there is no error. The mention of the
night dawning was intended only to describe the conclusion of Rama's
specific observances and routines; it was not meant to indicate that the day

W



had physically changed for everyone in the narrative. Therefore, the incident
involving Manthara indeed took place on the previous day. He further notes
that the decorations and festivities in the city began immediately upon the
mere spread of the news regarding the coronation.

In Ayodhya Kanda (20.45), he establishes that Rama was 28 years old
at the time of exile. He elaborates in Aranya Kanda (47.10):

"G TANGARTUFHY: | G UTORIGUIT: NISRT| ddlsaemdt
GIeY | dal G-y S| da: Uxddedt T SAH QNG| Gy
iyl wel S gex| GAFMEHHY Rl Uxddcdl 34|
ECCAERRG :Tﬁ?{BqTﬁﬁl@qTﬁm—s"U@ﬁ$uﬂde§m'ddm BIUBRY
qd| IaHdaq|  AidadTiaeRy ¥§  UitRRuiged| AR
Reguiosdoiiey & 368 Suda uRusr yd
CRaveRfar FrfdT o 9 ol didehla # S wiftdgEAfeT
gTfe IRUITCFD SPw aTad TG fobel ATl o JRIRGAT
@T@qldﬂ{j\dd S RECIEERE qﬁﬂﬂﬁwwaﬁwﬁfﬁm ‘sﬁ?{&ﬂ
g 9| Ag UxTay Y[eh ITT+ WHARUNU! GicRiaaia@ 9 fderd | d

Waauﬁu%ﬁﬁmwa@uﬁl&ﬁﬁwﬁmum
S SaryTdd W g UTormgu |

Udali's Timeline:

1 Rama with Vishvamitra: Age 16
2. Exile: Age 28

3 Separation from Sita: Age 41

4. Coronation: Age 42

He argues that Sita being 6 year age at marriage is inappropriate;
instead, she was got from the earth as a 10-year-old and stayed in Mithila for
6 years, making her 16 at marriage.

In the Sri Ramayana Tanishloki, a Manipravala style commentary on
the Ramayana authored by the Vaishnava Acharya Periyavachan Pillai (who
is considered to have lived after Udali Varadaraja), several verses from the
Ramayana are cited as evidence to state that Lord Rama was twelve years
old and Sita was six years old at the time of their marriage. He further states
that when they departed for their exile in the forest, Rama was twenty-four
years old and Sita was eighteen years old. Govindaraja has also followed this
same path exactly:



"JGIHT TUANNIUAGH: | <ax UIfURIgUIn: GIGR| dea-ay Gl
YT 9w I dd: W TACR IY TRISATHYDRT: | TdY TTYIIHI
W: yfdRifaasls: | aa: GATaTsEy o= a@RT: | gFdedt 79 | TR
IqeR a8 Hiauerumy | ddEny  yrdigiadiaHR et ve
Wwa&ﬁmmﬂmﬁrmmsﬁwmw TTaT: IR

SHH| - FaFT g I EEEgy: 7w dehivgst Tdn| gar g
mﬁr‘«fﬁaﬁaﬁ?n fa Trar Iam)"

It 1s truly surprising that Udali Varadaraja argues that it would have
been impossible for Sita to have been married at the age of six, during the
days of Rama i.e. thousands of years ago, especially considering the fact that
the custom of child marriage for girls was prevalent even until a century ago.
Furthermore, his conclusion that Rama and Sita must be considered to be of
the same age (16 years old) at the time of their marriage also appears to be
inconsistent or illogical.

Resolution of Contradictions

Regarding Rama killing Vali from a hidden position (Kishkindha 18):

"3 AT TYIRW U5 aa foh SRUMd | 3f€ld d g ag
HITIGTRU 3fd, Y 1§ RO Yl IR dd IR | S04 faurent sfa
T TYARUT G0d: GEIFdY: Uidra: | Td (Y arfer afe TehmeHigad
T Hiawaat= yardd a1, fos et gt T sowg <Y gadgl | IR
SIRU TG quT WS Gerg@iurayuiRT €31 dd serifiedd
GadtHic Tidesde darl"

Udali argues that if Rama had challenged Vali openly:

1. Vali might have fled in fear due to his great speed.

2. He might have retreated into the fortified stronghold of Kishkindha
and engaged in a long, drawn-out war with his entire army.

3. He might have sought a treaty or taken refuge (sharanam).

In any of these scenarios, Rama’s vow to provide a swift and easy end
to Sugriva's misery would have been thwarted. Therefore, Rama concluded
that attacking from a concealed position was the only appropriate way to
fulfill his promise promptly.

In Yuddha Kanda (94.65), he recounts the war timeline:
"AIOHTGT JAd GAL: | ck: POTAETIATI GG TR | T

R Ao | et e gen) qotarat audye agef
BT, XA UgEi, V§dl WY AU, Y@l bgrHbUR,




TRTAHTGH!, TaRIx:, TEHd B heHHHTIEH,
G HHRIE, Th1GRAl gl FAIGRdl gaioid sfd "

In Yuddha Kanda (50.33), he discusses the Avatars and its
classifications

" SACHIERYTETTA | SRR o QUM Je: FarHg8y
YT fdufiy | T TSIURAT a9aRE 9 9uT 94 g9 aRasg
U@ e ﬂ"@ﬂﬂﬂj@ﬂﬁﬁ SEILREEEEIRE D)
yfufdafdl JUA=iTg IoR RS T FgHTaET Fefi
JHfgHT TGRSR RAvdisavrR et
gET SRy SRR SRSt o e:
ginifoqeafifa wai edfHyg gfquRRiEd] o Secsmsa Ty
RISgadUlG T Hafd| YEgHIARI qH
gl re RIS RIGUAISHRT dfdded: | dulfs WadISTHR: Yol
b ueR!  OEUeR:  IEUSRT ERUGR],  IHATIDRI,
ﬂa‘r‘wr\*’lﬁn T AGHRERRGET: YU SR U |
eIETd HUGUEHIGT: TR faeusiRon: | Siudedl IEYHIRT: |
RARAUIGE:  HEARMUGIR:|  IHIUSRI-AGT: | FAUBRI-
FUMTIR: "

Textual corrections

Udali points out many textual corrections throughout his commentary.
For example, he says "QHTI'&I%T&T" is the correct reading over
" ". He comments on verses like the "Indrohyasrunipatam" verse
(Ayodhya 74.277) which is missing in many editions.

In addition to textual corrections, Udali Varadaraja points out the
correct sequence of verses in many places. He asserts that versions differing
from this sequence were written incorrectly due to the negligence of the
scribes who copied the palm-leaf manuscripts. For example, in his
commentary on Ayodhya Kanda (75.57), he states the following:

"3{F YHRUl RAIB AUy faRtemyTaT=ad g g
oy Fidsg AR Fd s Afder| wamEEf sfdear:
YAIDHIQUATT Sreifaua qﬁﬁuﬂmaﬂﬁw‘@%{ e | TaHd A
& JUHH: 944 Jferd T (63) SAMTCAMRH ATHHY (64) MG
YAID! G| IURY Radh: THTGICARId: | 3fd: STRITR TS STH:
add Yhaawd gAlGdh T




He explains that while some transpositions in the sequence of verses
or parts of verses (shloka-viparyasa) might have existed in original
manuscripts given by sages, many are clearly the result of errors by copyists
(lekhaka-pramada). Specifically for the passage in question, he notes that

verse 64 (CIITUHIAY...) should immediately follow verse 63 (HH
RMYHT:...), and that the next Sarga should correctly begin with the verse dAd
MHIAG... (Distressed by grief in this manner...).

Regarding Kishkindha Kanda (Sarga 1, Verse 71), he remarks:

3 IRl 3ASTUDb eidl: HYfad HIRY Fi=l| d g8dr 3id A
TR0 | HIqUaUeIAdIdedhiadiadarapdiddd: 3ifage apHN:
oXIATFITERY TN a1 TgUTS dRaaTaI YT HIGHTHHO! a1 S g adg e
T a1 deRm: XAIB: SRy fIRadn: sfd aean| 82,31 BRI
TABUETIA GO G Sy SRy Jad Td G- |

In this section, there are some other verses found in certain
manuscripts. These are not seen in the authoritative (Hehaya) versions. It
should be understood that such verses were written into the manuscripts by
people who, though skilled in stringing a few words together, had their
discernment ruined by a mere pittance of poetic talent; by ignorant fools who
mistook their own lines for the original due to a similarity in phrasing; or by
those acting out of sheer childish curiosity. 82. As for the reversal of the
sequence of verses found in these manuscripts, it should be understood that
such variations existed in the original manuscripts given by the Sage
(Valmiki) himself and were authorized by him.

In a few places, it is pointed out that even the Sargas (chapters)
themselves differ. (At the beginning of each Sarga, the numbers are indicated
as Prathame (first), Dvitiye (second), Tritiye (third), and so on.) In the 20th
Sarga of the Kishkindha Kanda, the commentary indicates that what is
currently the 21st Sarga in modern editions should be included within it.
Consequently, the 22nd Sarga of modern printed books appears as the 21st
Sarga in this commentary, and this one-chapter-less count continues
thereafter. In our current edition, the Sarga numbering follows the sequence
found in this commentary.

In the Ayodhya Kanda, what is taken as the 101st Sarga in Udali
Varadaraja's commentary is shown as the 104th Sarga in some other editions.
(Govindaraja treats it as the 104th Sarga and provides the reasons for it in
his commentary.) Although Udali Varadaraja does not explicitly state here
that the Sarga order has changed, he offers a resolution by stating that Rama



considered Dasaratha to have reached a state equivalent to death due to the
grief of being separated from his son:
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Regarding the doubt raised: In the verse beginning with "Aryam
Tatam" (Verse 5), Bharata stated that the King had passed away to heaven
and the mothers had become widows. Upon hearing this, Raghunatha (Rama)
grieved. However, why does he then proceed to reject the coronation?

Usually, one must observe mourning immediately upon hearing of a father's
death.

There is no inconsistency here. In that flow of Bharata’s speech, the
mention of the father’s death was made incidentally, while the primary focus
was on urging Rama to accept the kingdom. Therefore, Raghunatha thought
at that moment: "My father is dead-like (mrita-kalpah) due to the grief of
losing his son. Similarly, the mothers are called widows because they are in
a widow-like state (vidhava-kalpam)."

Believing that the main point being urged was his coronation, Rama
remained (relatively) without grief and rejected the coronation. This same
explanation serves as the resolution for when Rama himself later refers to
his father’s death in his own words.

In this manner, numerous rare and valuable insights are contained
within the commentary titled 'Vivekatilaka' written by Udali Varadaraja.
(Only a select few examples have been highlighted here.)

Though the palm-leaf manuscripts of this commentary are available in
several manuscript libraries like, Madras Government Oriental Library,
Chennai Adyar Library, Tanjavur Saraswathi Mahal Library, Mysore
oriental Library, Tiruvanandapuram Manuscript library and other places, this
commentary has not been published so far. Now, by Lord Rama's grace, 1
have been fortunate enough to be chosen for printing this commentary from
the palm-leaf manuscripts for the first time. This book is yet to be released
and will be released shortly in a couple of months.
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