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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: 

"इति प्रथमाते्रयेण उडालीकुलसंभवेन वरदराजेन चोलपण्डििब्रह्ममहाराज 

अपरनाम्ना तवरतचि तववेकतिलकनातम्न श्रीरामायणव्याख्याने " 

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 (Tiruvaymozhi 7.5.1) "Narpal 

Ayoddhi" (நற்பால் அய ாத்தி) , he observes: 

“ஜ்ஞாதிதாஸீ  யதா ஜாதா என்கிறதியற. இதுக்குக் 

கருதத்தன் என்னில், இத் யதசத்தியல பிறந்தாளாகில் 

தபருமாளுக்கு விய ாதம் தச ் ாளாகக ாயல 

எங்யகனும் ஓ ிடத்தியல பிறந்தாள் ஒரு விழுந்தான் 

கிடக்கக என்கிறது. ‘ த:குதசச்ித் ஜாதா’ என்று 



வ் ாக் ானம் பண்ணினான் உடாலி. இந்நிலத்தில் 

பிறவாகம இவளுக்குக் தகாடுகம விகளந்தது 

என்கிறானியற’’ 

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 "यिो जािा" (born 

somewhere). Udali interprets this as "यिः कुितिि् जािा" (born from 

somewhere or other) says Nampillai. (In the commentary on Ayodhya Kanda 

7.1, the line "यिो जािा - यिः कुितिि् जािा " 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" (யதவும் தன்கனயும்)  he says:  

ஆத்மாநம் நாதிவ ய்ததா: என்றானியற. ‘ஆத்மபூதம் 

ப தம் நாதிவ ய்ததா:’ என்கிறான் என்று சில  ்

தசால்லுவ க்ள்.  

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

explains the phrase "आत्मानं नातिवितिे:" as " आत्मभूिं भरिं नातिविे:". 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 (அரும்பத உக ) 

In the Arumpada Urai (glossary) of the Eedu commentary, Udali’s 

name is explicitly mentioned (9.5.2) and his commentary lines are quoted: 

“िस्याि हृदये रामः तिगुणं भृशं पररवितिे। िस्मात्स रामः िस्या अन्तजातिमतप 

हृदयं-अतभप्रायं हृदा-मनसा व्यक्तमाख्याति-जानाति। िस्य रामस्य हृदये मैतथली भूयो 

तवशेषेणातिशयेन पररवितिे। िस्मात्तस्य रामस्य हृदयं भावं मैतथली मनसा जानाति। 

एिदुकं्त भवति। परस्परहृदयान्तवतितनेन परस्परभावमुभौ जानीि इत्यथत इति। इति 

उडातलः"  

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 
qualities 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:" अत्र गुणशब्दः सौशीले्य गुणतवशेषे वितिे। न गुणसामाने्य" (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: " गतियतः शरणं चातप स रामोऽद्य प्रवत्स्यति ". Explaining this, Udali 

says: "गतिः प्राप्यस्य प्राण्डिमागतः। शरणं प्राप्यम्। उपायिोपेयिेत्यथतः। " (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), भगवानतप तवश्वात्मा शमु्भरेकादशात्मकः। 

ब्रह्मा वसति देवेशो ब्रह्मतषतपररवाररिः॥ Eplaining this sloka Udali Varadaraja 

comments as: "भगवान् इति शब्दः भगवति नारायणे तनरूढं नाम। िच्च 

भागविशबे्दन प्रिीयिे। िदयमत्र पदाक्रम:—तवश्वात्मा भगवान् ब्रह्मतषतपररवाररिः ित्र 

वसति। एकादशात्मकः शमु्भः ब्रह्मतषतपररवाररिः ित्र वसति इति।" 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: 

अयं च सगतः केषुतचत्कोशेषु न दृश्यिे। उडाररण न व्याख्यािि। आरम्भात्प्रभृति 

प्रबन्धप्रतिपातदि- नारायणपरत्वतवरुदं्ध चात्र प्रतिभाति सूयतपरत्वम्। अण्डसं्मि कािे 



ततं्रशदुत्तरशिसगात उडाररणा गतणिाः। एिदन्तभातवे एकततं्रशदुत्तरशिसगातसे्तन गतणिा 

भवेयुः। 

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: 

ििो युद्धपररश्रानं्त इत्यादौ सगे आतदत्यस्सतविा सूयतः इत्यारभ्य 

नमस्तमोतभतनघ्नाय रवये लोकसातिणे(21) इति एवमनं्त आतदत्यहृदयम्। 

अन्यदगस्त्यसै्यव वचनम्। स्तोते्र प्रथमाने्तषु तं्व शब्दमध्याहृत्यान्वयः। अस्य च 

स्तोत्रस्यायं प्रसङ्गावसरः। सवतरातं्र युद्वा पलातयिे रावणे नासौ तियिे कथमयं हन्यि 

इति तचन्ततयत्वा चापमवष्टभ्य तवश्रम्यण्डथथिे रघुनाथे प्रभािे प्रोद्यति भास्करे 

रामरावणदशतनसमागिैः देवमुतनतभः समागिोऽगस्त्यः ित्रान्तरे अन्तररिादविीयत 

अवशं्य रावणमदै्यव जेष्यतस। मा तचन्तापरोभूः। स्ववीयोपबंृहणाय भास्करं समुद्यनं्त 

अनेन स्तोते्रण उपतिष्ठसे्वतु्यपतदश्य ऊवं गिः। िदान° रावणः 

पुनरागितमते्यवमवसरपररकल्पनया स्तोत्रतमदं संघि एव। स्वयमेव वक्ष्यति पश्यिां 

िन्महद्युदं्ध सवतरात्रमविति (109-37) इति। 

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 "अत्र पूवं महादेवः प्रसादं अकरोि् 

प्रभुः" (Yuddha kanda 126-18) Govindaraja explains that Mahadeva here 

refers to the King of the Ocean, not Rudra, and cites Udali: 

“अथवा, अण्डस्मन्सगे श्लोकाः प्रायश: व्यत्यस्ता दृश्यने्त इति 

उडाररप्रभृतितभरुक्तम्।“ 

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: "अत्र पूवं महादेवः प्रसादं अकरोि् 

प्रभुः" Udali also says "इते्यष पाठक्रमः। कोशेषु तवपयातसः भं्रशि लेखकदोषकृिः" 

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: 



"नागरातद वणेषु नात्यन्ततनपुणैनतरैः। खिने स्खतलिः पाठः पारम्पयेण तलख्यिे ।। 

अिोऽत्र सम्यक्पाठि ित्र ित्र प्रदृश्यिे। बहुदेशसमानीि बहुकोशपरीिणाि् ।। 

तवरुद्धानीवाथातनां लिणोल्लतिनातमव। शब्दानाञ्च यथाशण्डक्त पररहारोऽत्र कथ्यिे ।। 

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 (सम्यक् पाठः) 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 (पद-तिप्पणी). Finding exactly which word of one sarga he is 

explaining is very difficult as he skips many verses. For some Sargas, there 

is no commentary at all. 

Numerical Calculations 

In the commentary on Bala Kanda (4.2): 

"चिुतवंशति-सहस्राणां श्लोकानामुक्तवानृतषः।  

िथा सगतशिान् पञ्च षि्कािातन िथोत्तरम्" 

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 24,277 

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: 

"एिदत्र वयः परमं निीनातमव दशतयेि्। िािवं सप्रयोगं च ितै्रवाभ्यन्तरं कृिम्" 

He also provides a detailed defence for why the first four Sargas are 

an integral part of the Ramayana: 

"नने्वित्सगतचिुष्टयं श्रीरामायणं न भवति। एिेन िस्य पृथक् समुत्पतत्ततवतनयोग 

कथनाि्। नैष दोषः। प्रस्तावना ग्रन्थोपपादनादेव भवति। िस्यातप िदङ्गत्वाि्। 

ख्यातिलाभपूजाथं प्राधाने्यन तत्रतभरङै्गः महाकाव्यातन तक्रयने्त। िातन च कवेवृतत्तकथनं 

काव्यसमुत्पतत्ततवतनयोगकथनं नायकवृत्तान्तकथनं च तक्रयिे। अि एिदतप श्रीरामायणे 

नैककालकृिं न भवति। िस्य तनमातणसमये अस्याथतस्य तनवृत्तत्वाि्। अिः पूवततनवृिं 

नायकचररिं कृत्वा िि् कझ्शीलवौ ग्राहतयत्वा िाभ्यामुत्पतत्ततवयोगाि कावे्य प्रयोतजिे 

पिातददं वृतं्त कतथिंु युक्तम्। अिोऽवातचीने काले सगतचिुष्टयमेिि् कृत्वा िेन 

सितिितमति प्रिीयिे। भविु नामैवम्। नैष दोषः। िथातप महानुभावामुनय एवं न 

कझ्वतण्डन्त। िे प्रथमतमतिहासातदकरणं सङ्कल्प्प्य िस्य भातवकथनप्रकारं ज्ञानेन दृष्ट्वा 

िच्च तनवृते्तन नायकवृत्ताने्तन सह भूिप्रत्ययं न तनतदतशण्डन्त। ित्र च कारणं ज्ञानस्य 

तवषयीभूिमेवेति बुण्डद्धिावश्यमेवैिि् भतवष्यिीति तनियच्च।अयं च न्यायो 

मनुमहाभारिातद महानुभावग्रन्थानां साधारणः।" 

“Now, one may object: this group of four cantos does not belong to 

the Śrī Rāmāyaṇa, 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 Śrī Rāmāyaṇa, 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 Kuśa 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 Smṛti, the Mahābhārata, 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: 

"नन्वत्र सगे वरुणो जनयामास सुषेणं, पजतन्यश्शरभं, धनदो गन्धमादनं 

इतु्यक्तम्। युद्धकािे िु रावणं प्रति शादूतलवाके्य धमतस्य पुत्रसु्सषेणः 

वैवस्विपुत्रौशरभगन्धमादनौ इति वक्ष्यिे। तकमनयोः प्रमाणं। एिि् प्रथमोक्तमेव। 

कझ्िश्शादूतलस्य वानरपीडाभयस्खतलिबुण्डद्धत्वाते्तष्वनभ्यासाच्च एििचनमेव भगविि 

परस्परतवरुद्धातभधाने प्रयोजनम्।" 

“One may object: in this canto it is stated that Varuṇa begot Suṣeṇa, 

Parjanya begot Śarabha, and Dhanada begot Gandhamādana. But in the 

Yuddhakāṇḍa, in Śārdūla’s speech addressed to Rāvaṇa, it is said: ‘Suṣeṇa 

is the son of Dharma, and Śarabha and Gandhamādana are the sons of 

Vaivasvata.’ Which of these statements is authoritative? 

The earlier statement alone is authoritative. For Śārdūla, 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 Bālakāṇḍa, 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 

yajña, the divine bow was given to the gods, and the statement made here 

that it was given to Devavrata. 

"ननु पूवं दियज्ञाने्त महादेवो देवानां धनुदतदौ इतु्यक्तम्। इदान° िु महादेवो 

देवानां िस्य ददातवतु्यच्यिे। कथमेिि् सङ्गछिे। नाण्डस्त सङ्गति तवरोधः। देवेभ्यो धनुतष 

तदण्डत्सिे िदानीमेव िैदेवैः सतिकषं गत्वा स्वयं गृहीिंु भीिैरस्मदथतस्य देवरािस्य हसे्त 

दत्तवातनति कृत्वा संगिमेिि्। एवं च सति न्यासभूिं िदान्यस्ततमति न्यासाथातेे 

तनष्पद्यिे। भविु नाम एवमेित्सङ्गिम्। यदुकं्त तवश्वातमत्रयज्ञरिणाने्त तमतथलां 

तजगतमषुतभः तवश्वातमत्रातदतभमुततनतभः यजे्ञ जनकस्य देवैदत तं्त धनुररति ित्कथम्। एिदतप 

सङ्गछिे। देवमािे देवैन्यातसियादातपिं ििः प्रभृति न्यासभूिमेव स्ववंशे्यषु वितमानं 



जनकेन स्वयजे्ञ स्वते्वन यातचिं देवैस्तस्य यज्ञफलते्वन दत्ततमत्यस्याथतस्यावबोधनाि्। 

एिदपे्यवं संगिमसु्त।यदनसूया समास्या परया सीिया यजे्ञ जनकस्य वरुणेन दतं्त 

धनुररति वक्ष्यिे। कथमत्रातप सङ्गतिः। असे्त्यव। देवैिोतदिो वरुणः स्वहसे्तन यजे्ञ 

जनकस्य दत्तवातनत्यथतस्य पररग्रहाि्। अयमत्र धनुरागतिक्रमः। पूवं देवाण्डिपुरवधाय 

तवश्वकमतणा तनतमतिं धनुमतहादेवाय ददुः। िद्दियज्ञतवरोधे तवषु्णजंृतभिं देवैः प्रातथतिो देवो 

देवरािस्य हसे्त न्यस्तवान्। ििः प्रभृति न्यासभावेन मैतथलेषु वितमानं ित्सवेन देवा 

वरुणेन यजे्ञ जनकादापयतिति परशुरामकामुतकस्य वरुणहसे्त तनिेपणम्। तदवं्य 

देवेष्ववासु्त तकं मनुषे्यण्डष्वति तवशेषेण अस्य हसे्त तनिेपणं स देवानामायुधानां तनधाय 

को दायकिेति।" 

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. 

3. 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: 

"एिच्चातभषेकतदनाि् पूवेद्युवृततं्त वक्ष्यति श्वो पुषे्यण इति (11)। ननु पूवतसगे ‘गिे 

पुरोतहि’ इत्यारभ्य रामवृत्तान्तकथने रातत्रः प्रभािेतु्यक्तम्। ििः पुनवतसुतदनं गिः 

पुष्यतदनं च प्राितमति गम्यिे। कथं पूवेद्युवृततं्त भवति। नैष दोषः। केवलं रामसै्यवं 

वितमानस्य तदवसोगि इते्यिावन्मातं्र ित्र तववतििम्। न सवेषाम्। अि इदं मन्थरावृतं्त 

पूवेद्युरेव। पुरालङ्कारातदकमतप अतभषेकवािातसरमात्रादेव प्रवितिे।" 

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 



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): 

"िदयमत्र ियोवतयोगणनक्रमः। देवस्य पातणग्रहणान्ताः षोडश। ििोऽयोध्यायां 

िादश। ििो मुनीनामश्रमेषु दश। ििः प×चवट्ां त्रय इते्यकचत्वाररंशि्। देव्यासु्त 

तमतथलायां षि्। अयोध्यायां िादश। मुनीनामाश्रमेषु दश। प×चवट्ा त्रय। 

इते्यकततं्रे्यि्। ननु देव्याष्षषे्ठ पातणग्रहणतमति कथमुच्यिे।नह्यत्यन्तबाले पातणग्रहणं 

युज्यिे। सत्यमेिि्। तमतथलावितनसंवत्सरेषु षषे्ठ पातणग्रहणतमतु्यच्यिे। नतह 

तदव्यदेहपररग्रहसंवत्सरेण्डष्वति।एषा तह देवी द्रौपदीव पररपक्वा भुवं तभत्वा 

दशवषतदेशीया तनगतिा। अत्र च प्रमाणं ‘वीयतशुले्कति मे कन्या थथातपिेयमयोतनजा’ 

इत्यातद पररणतिसूचकं जनकस्य वाकं्य स्वयंवरे तकल प्रािा। ‘त्वमनेन यशण्डस्वना’ 

इत्यातद यौवनसूचनं अनसूयावचनम्। ‘पतिसंयोगसुलभं वयो दृष्ट्वा मे तपिा’ इति देव्या 

वचनं च। नतह प×चवषे शुल्कथथापनं स्वयंवरघोषणं पतिसंयोगयोग्यतं्व च तवद्यिे। ििः 

पूवतमतप तकतिचि् पररपके्वव तनगतिेत्यध्यवसीयिे। अिो भूगभे दश पिाि् 

षतडत्यस्यािाथति षोडश एव पातणग्रहणम्।" 

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: 



"िदयमत्र वयोयोगगणनक्रमः। देवस्य पातणग्रहणान्ताः िादश। िदन्तरं दश 

वषाततण सि च। ििः परं त्रयोदशे वषे यौवराज्यातभषेकारम्भः। ििि वनप्रवेशसमये 

रामः पञ्चतवंशतिवधातहतः। ििः मुनीनामाश्रमेषु दश वत्सराः। पञ्चवट्ां त्रयः। वनवासस्य 

चिुदतशे वषे सीिापहरणाम्। सीिायाि भूगभातदातवभातवानन्तरं तमतथलायां षि् 

संवत्सराः। ििः तववाहानन्तरमयोध्यायां िादश इते्यवमष्टादश वषातः गिाः वनवासारम्भ 

इतु्यक्तम्। ----- इदानी ं िु रामः अष्टततं्रशिषतः मम ते्वकततं्रशिषात गिाः। इदानी ं िु 

िाततं्रशो वषो वितिे। (इति सीिा उवाच)" 

It is 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): 

"अत्र वातलवधे रघुवीरस्य प्रच्छिवधे तकं कारणमुच्यिे। अदै्यव िं हतनष्यातम िव 

भायातपहाररणं इति, सुखं तह कारणं शु्रत्वा वैरस्य िव वानर। आनन्तयं तवधास्यातम इति 

च रघुवीरेण सन्यस्तः सुखोपायवधः प्रतिज्ञािः। एवं ण्डथथिे वातलनं यतद प्रकाषमाह्वयेि् 

स भीिस्ववेगेन पलायेि वा, तकण्डिन्धां दुगां समातश्रत्य बलैस्सह दीघं युद्धयेिा। सन्धाय 

े्यरणं गछेिा। िथा सति सद्यसु्सखोपायवधप्रतिज्ञा हीयेि। िि इदानीतमदमेव 

युक्ततमति प्रतिछिवेधनं कृिम्।" 

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: 

"पौणतमास्यां सुवेल प्रवेशः। ििः कृष्णपिप्रथमायां युद्धस्य प्रारम्भः। िस्यामेव 

रात्रौ नागपाशबंधयुद्धम्। तििीयायां धूिािस्य युद्धम्। िृिीयायां वज्रदंष्टरस्य। चिुथ्यां 

कम्पनस्य, प×चभ्यां प्रहस्तस्य, षष्ठयां स्वयं रावणस्य, सिभ्यां कझ्म्भकणतस्य, 



अष्टम्यामतिकायादीनां, नवम्यातमन्द्रतजिः, िस्यामेव रात्रौ कझ्म्भतनकझ्म्भादीनां, 

दशम्यां मकारािस्य, एकादश्यां िादश्यां त्रयोदश्यां इन्द्रतजि इति।" 

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

classifications 

"अते्रदमवसरप्रािमुच्यिे। अस्यावसरस्य प्रयोजनं रावणातद वधः सिामनुषे्ठय 

धमततनिय प्रतिपतत्ति। ित्र राज्यपररत्यागेन वनवासेन च यथा सवं सुखं पररत्यज्य 

सवतदुःखमनुभूय चाप्यवशं्य गुरुवचनमनुषे्ठयतमति सिामनुषे्ठयधमततनिय 

प्रतिपतत्तभतवति। िथािेनेन्द्रतजि् समर पराजयेनातप शुचीनां शुद्धभावानां ऋजूनां 

धतमतष्ठानां प्राणसने्दहदातयन्योऽतप तवपदोऽवश्यमने्त तवनश्यण्डन्त। तवपरीिानां 

पातपष्ठानां करिलगिातप कायततसण्डद्धतवतगलति। अिश्शौचाजतवातदगुणयुकै्तः 

पंुतभभततविव्यतमति सिां धमततनिय प्रतिपतत्तज्ञातयिे। िेन कझ््थकझ्लनाथस्य 

पराजयवृत्तमपीदं नव्यथं भवति। यदयमविारो लोकस्य 

वीयातेेपकायातचारोपकारीतु्यभयोपकारी वेतदिव्यः। िथातह भगविोऽपकारः  प्रायेण 

वीयातेेपकारी तवद्योपकारीः ज्ञानोपकारी आचारोपकारी, उभयोपकारी, 

सवातेेपकारीति। ित्र मत्स्यकूमतवराहनरतसंहादयः प्रायेण वीयातेेपकाररणः। 

हंसहयग्रीव कृष्णिैपायनादयः प्रायेण तवद्योपकाररणः। कतपलादयो ज्ञानोपकाररणः। 

नरनारायणादयः आचारोपकाररणः। उभयोपकारी-रामादयः। सवोपकारी-

कृष्णाविारः।" 

Textual corrections 

Udali points out many textual corrections throughout his commentary. 

For example, he says "एदमतमच्छातम" is the correct reading over 

"एितदच्छातम". He comments on verses like the "Indrohyasrunipatam" verse 

(Ayodhya 74.27) 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: 

"अत्र प्रकरणे श्लोकतवपयातसथथानतवपयातसाि तवरोधाभावानू्मलि एव मुतनभ्यो 

दीयमानेषु कोये्ड्ढु मुतननैव कृि इति वेतदिव्यः। एवमन्यत्रातण अतवरुद्धाः 

श्लोकतवपयातसा अधततवपयातसाः पादतवपयातसा थथानतवपथातसाि मन्तव्याः। एवमेव मम 

सतं्य शपमानः बभूव लुतलिं मन (63) इत्यस्मादेवानन्तरम् लालप्यमानस्य (64) इत्यातद 

श्लोको द्रष्टव्यः। उपररिु लेखकैः प्रमादाण्डल्लण्डखिः। अिः उपररिनस्सगतस्याऽऽरंभः 

िमेवं शोकसन्ति इत्यातदक एव।" 



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 (लालप्यमानस्य...) should immediately follow verse 63 (मम सतं्य 

शपमानः...), and that the next Sarga should correctly begin with the verse िमेवं 

शोकसिि... (Distressed by grief in this manner...). 

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

अत्र प्रदेशे अने्यऽतपकेचन श्लोकाः केषुतचि् कोशेषु सण्डन्त। िे हेहया इति न 

प्रदृश्यने्त। कतिपयपदग्रथनकोतवदकतविालवलाभलुतष्टितववेकैः अतवितु्कलकुमारै: 

०स्ववाक्यसादृश्य शोधनेन वा सहपाठिस्ववाक्प्रथनसंभावनाभ्रमणे वा कौिूहलबहुलेन 

बाले्यन वा िादृशाः श्लोकाः कोशेषु तलण्डखिाः इति वेदनीयाः। 82.अत्र कोशेषु 

श्लोकपौवातपयततवपयतयो मुतनभ्यो दीयमानेषु कोशेषु मूलि एव मुतननानुमिः। 

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: 

ननु आयं िाि (5) इत्यातदना राजा स्वगतिः मािरि तवधवा इति भरिेनोक्ता। 

रघुनाथोऽशोचि्। तकतमत्यतभषेकप्रत्याख्यानं कझु्रिे। तपिृमरणानन्तरं श्रवणमेव 

शोतचिवं्य तह। नाण्डस्त व्यतिक्रमः। िण्डस्मन् भरिवाक्यप्रबने्ध 

तपिृमरणमानुषतङ्गकेनोक्ताऽने्यन राज्यस्वीकारमेवोच्यिे। अिो रघुनाथः 

िदानीमेवममन्यि। तपिा पुत्रशोकेन मृिकल्पः। न पुनजीतवष्यिीति मृि इतु्यच्यिे। 

मािरि तवधवाकल्पतमति तवधवा उच्यने्त। अनेन ममातभषेचनमेव प्राधाने्यनोच्यि इति 

अशोक अतभषेकप्रत्याख्यानं कझु्रिे। स्ववाके्य तपिृमरणानुवादस्य चायमेव पररहारः। 

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, I 

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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