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Neither did Çré Räma, The Supreme Absolute Truth, the embodiment of all bliss, reject 
Sétä from being His wife nor did Çrématé Sétä-devé, His eternal consort, reject Him as her 
husband and lord for even a moment as is evident from the most authentic versions available 
of Çrémad Välméki Rämäyaëa. Hence when there is no rejection from either side and only the 
deepest love and affection which has only further deepened and taken the form of pangs of 
separation (on account of being (apparently) physically separated because of an adverse 
situation), even on earth how can this be viewed as divorce. 

There is of course unfounded propaganda that Räma is unjust based on incomplete or 
perverted versions of this episode by various categories of the misinformed,  to wit. the 
atheists, feminists, socialists and so on. On the other hand there are scholars (and atleast one 
Ramanandi, Çré Tulasi Péöhädhéçvar Jagadguru Ramanandäcärya Rämabhadräcäryaji) that say 
that the whole Uttara-käëòa is a later interpolation falsely ascribed to Välméki. I don‟t think 
this claim is true but as of now cannot prove conclusively its falsity.  But surely it can be 
easily shown that even the Uttara-käëòa as available to us does not foster such a notion if 
taken in entirety.   

Of all fantasies that lead to this misgiving it must be the following that are at the very 
root. 1) That Räma, just on overhearing the words of a washerman’s reproachful 
conversation with his wife, decided to banish Sétä. 2)That Räma banished Sétä and had 
Lakñmaëa abandon her in the wilderness of some remote forest infested with wild animals.  

Often paying heed to details helps see through the smoke. Let us consider these one 
by one in association with details provided in the Uttara-käëòa of Välméki-Rämäyaëa.  

The first one serves to extenuate the very situation that necessitated their apparent 
physical separation. Yes it was only physical separation. This time there was no Rävaëa but a 
formidable situation in the way of Räma‟s being the spotless emperror of His beloved 
subjects. The perspective of Räma from which to respond to a situation of such gravity may 
hardly occur to us who are part of today‟s hedonistic world.  

  In the 43rd sarga (chapter) of the Uttara-käëòa we find Çré Räma asking one of His 
attendants Bhadra to tell him what the citizens and the village folk say about Him, about His 
wife Çrémati Sétä-devé. about Lakñmaëa, Bharata, Çatrughna and about mother Kaikeyé, and 
His own mother. “…käù kathä nagare bhadra vartante viñayeñu ca || …kià nu mätaram| 
vaktavyatäà ca räjänaù vane räjye vrajanti ca ||” <7:43:4-6>. To this, attendant Bhadra replies 
that there is mostly talk of Your victory over Rävaëa, the ten headed demon. But Räma asks 
him again saying “…kathayasva yathä tattvaà sarvaà niravaçeñataù ||” („tell me everything 
without spare‟) <7:43:9>, as if to dig something out of him. Bhadra comes up with a more 
detailed list (7:43:13-19) and at last mentions the issue about Sétä (17-19): “ kédåçaà hrdaye 
tasya sétä-bhogajaà sukham |   aìkam äropya tu purä rävaëena baläddhåtäm || 17 ||  laìkäm 
api purä nétäm açoka-vanikäà gatäm | rakñasäà vaçam äpannäà kathaà rämo na kutsyati || 
18 ||  asmäkam api dareñu sahanéyaà bhaviñyati | yathä hi kurute räjä prajäs tam anuvartate || 
19 ||”  (“How is it that Räma does not reject Sétä inspite of Rävaëa having carried Her away by 
force to Laìkä and She having stayed there in the Açoka grove under the custody of the 
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demons?. We would also have to become similarly lenient with our wives.  It is only natural 
that the subjects follow the example the king.”).  At this Çré Räma was heartbroken and 
appearing to be in the deepest distress (paramärtavat) asked all the other counselors if this 
was true. All of them got down on their knees and bowed their heads touching the floor and 
replied to the already afflicted Çré Rama saying yes this is so. Lord Çré Räma dispersed the 
assembly.  Then having come to a conclusion, with a heavy heart summoned  Lakñmaëa, 
Bharata and Çatrughna. While announcing His decision to them with eyes laiden with tears 
He also speaks about Çétä‟s purity reminding them how it was proven by Her entering the 
agni and coming out unscathed, how Väyu himself had announced from the sky and how the 
Sun and the Moon had attested to it in the presence of all the demigods and sages and how 
He had always known by Himself of Her purity and flawlessness („antarätmä ca me vetti sétäà 
çuddhäà yaçasviném‟ <7:44:10>). He then explains the allegations heard from the citizens 
which have brought about the helpless situation to rescue which it has become necessary to 
give up Sétä. If the people are lead astray and become lax and groundless in dharma on 
account of their King defamed by allegations (even false ones), then, Çré Räma says, He 
knows nothing (even giving up His own life or one of His brothers or Sétä) to be more 
miserable than that  („nahi paçyämy ahaà bhütaà kiïcid duùkham ato ‟dhikam‟ <7:44:16>). 
Such are the standards of Vedic polity as shown by Lord Çré Räma and Kings akin to Him.   

Hence we see that it was only after fervent deliberation that Lord Çré Räma had to 
resort to such a solution. He may have also gone Himself in disguise and heard the 
washerman speak but He took decision only after confirming it from all the counselors that 
such allegations that rob His image as their ideal King are widespread among the masses. 

The second one can also be similarly clarified by simply looking at the actual verses 
(7:45: 16,17,18 which recount Räma‟s words when He is asking Lakñmaëa to leave Sétä at 
SageVälméki‟s Äçrama. (“…çvastaà prabhäte saumitre sumanträdhiñöhitaà 
ratham||……viñayänte samutsåjya | gaìgäyästu pare päre välmékestu mahätmanaù || äçramo 
divya-saìkäças tamasätéramäçritaù | tatraitäm vijane deçe……..”.) Hence Sétä was not 
banished into wild animal infested forest wilderness but placed under the care of Sage 
Välméki.  

Just before Çré Räma entered the assembly where He heard the allegations, He was 
with Sétä. Knowing that She was pregnant Räma was asking if She cherished any desires 
which He could fulfill (7:42:32,33). This as a custom can be seen even today in Bhärata that 
all the family members, especially the husband, strive to fulfill all the desires of a pregnant 
woman. Mother Sétä expressed Her desire to visit the äçramas of the sages located on the 
pleasant, beautiful, lush green banks of the Gaìgä and serve them staying there for some 
time(7:42:33,34,35) and Räma had agreed (7:42:35,36). Hence when it became necessary for 
Him to send Her away Räma chose to leave Her there (7:45:23).  

No where is it mentioned or left to infer that Lord Çré Räma didn‟t want Sétä for His 
wife or vice-versa. Sétä‟s words in this connection, when she was finally informed by 
Lakñmaëa on reaching the other shore of the Gaìgä, of what had befallen, are recorded in the 
verses 7:48:2-19. Verses 12-28 which form Her message to Räma are to be highlighted and  
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the verses 12 and 13 need special attention.  From them anyone would know there is no  
question of their bond as couple being broken. On actually hearing those words from Mother 
Sétä even a stone hearted person would melt with all his faculties of speech and expression 
arrested.   

 Morover personally Çatrughna was at Välméki‟s äçrama on the occasion of the birth of 
Lava and Kuça (7:65and 66). 

When Räma asks Bhadra as to what the subjects speak about Him and so on  in sarga 
43, in the last half of the sixth verse He uses the word „vaktavyatäm‟. Although it can be 
translated as “the state of being a subject matter to be spoken about or against” here the 
meaning is seen to lean more towards the derogatory side of it. So the verse half amounts to 
mean „Kings are often the subject matter of (loose) talk of both the citizens and those that 
dwell in the forests‟. Then again after 3 verses He asks Bhadra “…kathayasva yathä tattvaà 
sarvaà niravaçeñataù ||”as if exactly looking for something particular. It is believed that He 
intended to dig out those very allegations Himself so that His separation from Sétä as per the 
curse of Bhågu can be brought about. The story behind the curse is roughly as follows.Once 
when in battle the demigods ,with the help of Lord Viñëu, vanquished the demon army, some 
of the demons sought shelter at the äçrama of Bhågu‟s wife, mother of Çukräcärya. She 
accepted to give them shelter. Then when Indra arrived there in search of those demons she 
refused to allow him harm them as they were sheltered by her. She threatened to curse him. 
So he left and approached Lord Näräyaëa to request Him to act on the situation. When Lord 
Viñëu arrived there she told Him also that they were under her shelter and that it would be 
inappropriate for Him to kill them. So it became necessary that she be killed first. The 
dharma-sükñma behind this act is easy to understand. After accomplishing this by His 
Sudarshana-cakra Lord Viñëu killed all the demons hiding in the äçrama. When sage Bhågu 
saw his beloved wife lying dead he was overcome by grief and cursed Viñëu that He too 
would have to suffer separation from His wife.  Lord Viñëu willingly accepted the curse. The 
seperation of Lord Çré Rama and Sétä was in this way predestined as a consequence of that. 
Sumantra relates this fact ,as he heard it from a conversation between King Daçaratha and 
Dürväsa, to Lakñmaëa on his return journey to Ayodhyä after having left Sétä at Välmékis 
äçrama (in the verses 7:51:10-18). 

 In this way all this can be seen as brought about by Räma‟s own will. But for this 
prelude, such a blemish on the citizens of instigating the painful episode of Sétä-viyoga 
becomes a difficult pill to swallow. Their love for Çré Rämä is conspicuous in Rämäyaëa. Here 
is a verse describing the mindset of even a common man in the kingdom of Lord Räma in a 
way as simple, beautiful and complete that would be difficult to describe even by long essays.                                                                
yaç ca rämaà na paçyet tu yaà ca rämo na paçyati | ninditaù sa bhavet loke svätmäpyenaà 
vigarhate ||   “ Such a person who  does not see Räma or whom  Räma does not see is 
despicable not just to the outside world but to his very own self !”.  

The following verse from the Çrémad Bhägavatam speaks of Lord Räma, Sétä and 
Lakñmaëa on the platform of the Absolute truth, as relished by the self-realized and without 
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the ultimately unnecessary effort to prove the flawlessness of Lord Räma‟s actions in terms of 
their conformity with mundane conceptions of propriety.    

na vai sa ätmätmavatäà suhåttamaù saktas tri-lokyäà bhagavän väsudevaù | 

na stré-kåtaà kaçmalam açnuvéta na lakñmaëaà cäpi vihätum arhati ||                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

“(Translation by Çréla Prabhupäda) Since Lord Çré Rämacandra is the Supreme 
Personality of Godhead, Väsudeva, He is not attached to anything in this material world. He 
is the most beloved Supersoul of all self-realized souls, and He is their very intimate friend. 
He is full of all opulences. Therefore He could not possibly have suffered because of 
separation from His wife, nor could He have given up His wife and Lakñmaëa, His younger 
brother. To give up either would have been absolutely impossible.” (SB 5.19.6) 

It is commonplace that people with world views of very limited perspectives try to 
drag the completely independant , majestic Absolute truth down to their level and in the 
process severely distort it. For instance, there was one mäyävadé who was asking „how to 
understand that the Bhakti stance of accepting that there are real differences between the 
individual soul and the Supersoul, the Supreme Personality of Godhead, is not 
Schizophrenia!‟. Of course there is no end to the number of such misunderstandings.  And 
getting down to their level to answer them may be tantamount to acceptance of such 
perspectives. On the other hand reasoning it out only as much as the valid pramäëas provide 
as was the question put here with a request to stick to references is definitely very healthy 
and should be welcome. Thank you very much for engaging me in this service.  

 

(If it is some Anna DMK Karunanidhi fellow that is asking this then it can be settled simply by 
saying : “Well, it is not a divorce because it is not covered under Indian Divorce Act, 1869  or 
under The Parsi Marriage and Divorce Act, 1936 or under Dissolution of Muslim Marriages Act, 
1939 or under Special Marriage act, 1954. Not to speak of the Hindu Marriage act, 1955. Nor are 
the grounds for divorce stipulated under these or any other national or international acts met.”   

The svärasya in this is understood on the background of Karunanidhi (The dishonourable chiefminister 
of Tamilnadu)’s anachronistic remark that Räma could not have built a bridge across the ocean simply 
because he did not qualify as an engineer from the IITs or one of such other Universities.)  

 


