The Emperor of Ceylon at the time (yrthe
Arrival of the Portuguese in 1505

CCORDING to the Rajavali, it was when Dharma Parikramabahu

(the Ninth) was Sovereign of Katte that, in 1505, a Portuguese flect

commanded by Don Lourenco de Almeida arrived in the harbour
of Colombo.!  The date given for this event by the Rajavali, however, is
1522 A.C., being 17 years after the truc date.2  From the Rajavali we also
learn that Dharma Parakramabahu was the cldest of the four sons of Vira
Parikramabahu (the Eighth) who is called Javira Pracura Mabago by Diogo
do Couto. The other sons of Vira Pariakramabihu were Vijayabahu and
Rajasithha, who as joint husbands of a princess resided at Minikkadavara,
and an unnamed prince who resided at Rayigama. From a sister of the
mother of these four princes, Vira Parikramabahu had two other sons,
namely, Sakalakalivalla of Udugampola and Taniyavalla of Maidampe.3

The carliest Portuguese writings referring to Ceylon do not give the
name of the Kotte Sovereign at the time of de Almeida’s arrival at Colombo.
Diogo do Couto says that it was in the time of a king named Boenegabo
Pandar (Bhuvanckabahu) that the Portuguese first arrived in this Island.
According to this historian, Javira Pracura Mabago Pandar (Jayavira
Parikramabihuy, i.e. Vira Parakramabahu VII) was succeeded by the eldest
of his sons, called Drama Pracura Mabago (Dharma Parakramabahu). ‘At
this time, there died one of the king’s brothers, who left four sons and two
daughters and their mother married another brother of her husband’s called
Bocenegabo Pandar, who was ruler of Reigao (i.c. Rayigama). This king,
after being crowned cight times, died, leaving three young sons, whom

1. Rdjavali, translated by B. Gunasekara, Reprint, Colombo, 1954 (Rt), p. 63.

2. Inalearned paper entitled * The Discovery of Ceylon by the Portuguese in 1506, Donald

Fcrgusox_l maint‘ains that thcv true date of this event was 1506, but this view has not been adopted by
]_Jktcr writers.  Sce Jountal of the Ceylon Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society (JCBRAS), Vol. XIX (No.
59), pp- 284—400.  For the purpose of this paper, it is immaterial whether the event took place in 1505
or 1506.

3. R, p. 61 JCBRAS, Vol. XX (No. 60), p. 70.

‘4. The History of Ceylon from the earliest rimes to 1600 A.D. as related by Joad de Barros and Diogo
do Couto, translated and edited by Donald Ferguson, in JCBRAS. Vol. XX (No. 60). For Barros's
account, sce pp. 22 ff. - The Portuguese in Ceylon In the First Half of the 16th Cenrury, Gasper Correa’s

iérflmm’;q 1by Donald Ferguson in Ceylon Literary Register, ‘Tinird Series (CLR), Vol. 1V, pp. 141—161,
61—211,
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their uncle seized and sccretly slew, the right to the throne thus being left
to him alone, whercupon he forthwith had himself crowned as emperor,
bringing up in his house the three stepsons whom we have mentioned, who
were also his nephews, the sons of his brother, who werc called Boenegabo
Pandar, who was the cldest, and the second Reigao Bandar, and the third
Madune Pandar.’s Bhuvanckabahu who, according to do Couto, succeeded
Dharma Parikramabahu and was occupying the throne of Katte in 1505,
was previously the ruler of Rayigama. He can therefore be identified with
the unnamed brother of Dharma Parakramabahu who, according to the
Rajavali, dwelt at Rayigama. According to do Couto, Dharma Parakrama-
bahu reigned for eight years only, but the Rajavali ascribes to him a reign
of twenty-two years, and states that he was succeeded by his brother Vijaya-
bahu (the Sixth). The names of the three sons of Bhuvanckabihu (the
successor, according to do Couto, of Dharma Parakramabihu) are the same
as those which the Rajavali gives to the sons of Vijayabahu VII; the
relations of these princes with their father, as given by do Couto, are
identical with those of the sons of Vijayabahu with their father.6 It is there-
fore clear that the Bhuvanckabahu of do Couto is the same as the Vijayabahu
of the Rdjavali. The tradition that the Portuguese first landed in Ceylon
when a Bhuvanckabahu was reigning at Kotte is also given by the
Sarigardjavata of the eighteenth century.?

Fernad de Queyroz closes his garbled account of the Emperors who
ruled at Kotte before the arrival of the Portuguese with the statement that it
was in the days of a Sovercign of Kotte named Paracarmes-Bau (Parakrama-
bihu) who was the son of Vira Paracrama-Bau (Vira Parakramabahu) that
de Almeida came to the port of Colombo. This historian, thus, is in agree-
ment with the Rajavali, though he does not give the cpithet of Dharma to
the Parakramabihu with whom the first Portuguese to arrive in Ceylon
had dealings. According to de Queyroz it was Javira-Paracrama-Bau
(Jayavira Parakramabahu) the successor of Ruqueli-Paracrama-Bau (Rukule
Parakramabahu, i.c. Parakramabahu VI) to whom the name of Darma
(Dharma) was given by the people.®  Though do Couto and de Queyroz

5. JCBRAS, XX (No. 60), pp. T0—71.
6. JCBRAS, XX (No. 60), pp. 72—70 and Rt., pp. 64—66.

. 7. Edited by Sri Charles de Silva, vv. 41—42.  According to Ribeiro, too, the Emperor at the
time of the first arrival of the Portuguese in Ceylon was styled Boenegabo Pandar.  Ribeiro, however,
takes this monarch to be the same as Bhuvanekabahu VI Sec Ribeiro, History of Ceylon, translated

by P. E. Pieris, Colombo, 1909, p. 8.

8. The Temporal and Spiritual Conguest of Ceylon, by Father Fernad de Queyroz, translated by
Father S. G. Perera, Colombo, 1930, (Queyroz), pp. 25-—26.
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are at variance with regard to the name of the Emperor at Kotee when de
Almeida arrived at Colombo, they both agree in stating that he was a son
of Vira Parakramabahu (the Eighth).

In his account of the * discovery * of Ceylon by Lourenco de Almeida
in 1505, de Queyroz refers to the Emperor of Kotte at that time by the
name of Paracrama Bau (Parakramabihu) with no distinguishing epithet.
In recounting the relations of the Portuguese with the residents of Colombo
in 1507, the king is referred to as being then in his dotage.!0 De Queyroz
has also recorded that, about this time, King Parikramabihu had to face
disaffection in his own court and a rebellion on the fronticr of Candea,
which are explained as * the common fate of old age.’' We are told by
de Queyroz that, towards the end of 1517, when the Portuguese Governor
Lopo Soaresde Albergariaarrived in Colombo with the intention of building
a fort there, the Emperor Parikramabahu himself came to the scaport from
Kotee to meet the Governor.  In the account of this interview between the
Sinhalese Emperor and the Portuguese Governor, the former is represented
as 2 man in extreme old age * with a long grey beard and authority of
person’. In an ancedote which de Queyroz has made the old Empcror
relate, the latter refers to his father as the Emperor Paracume-Bau (Pirakum-
ba or Parikrama-bihu).!2

A document which de Queyroz makes this Parikramabihu sigh on
this occasion, acknowledging vassalage and the payment of tribute to
Portugal, is dated in the 40th year of his reign.  Not long afterwards, as a
result of popular resentment against the Emperor for his weak-kneed
attitude towards the Portuguese, he is said to have completely lost his reason.
The people thereupon entrusted the government to his son Vigia-Bau
(Vijayabahu), who is said to have hastened the end of the old Empcror by
giving him poison.  This Vijayabihu is said to have been the younger son
of Parakramabihu ; the clder, named Chacrauda-Bau (Cakriyz1cllla:billtl),
being passed over in the succession as not so capable.  According to de
Queyroz this Emperor Parakramabihu reigned for 46 years.!3 )

The Vijayabihu referred to here is said, in the course of de Queyroz’s
subsequent narrative, to have lost his life in the cpisode well-known in the
9. Queyroz, p. 177.
10, Queyroz, p, 183,
T Queyroz, p. 185,
12 Queyrox, p. 191,
13 Queyroz, p. 197
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history of the period as Vijayaba-kolle.'4 He was therefore the king
asually called Vijayabihu VII, though he was actually the sixth ruler of that
name.  According to the Rajavali, Vijayabihu VI (VII)!S was a son of Vira
Parakramabahu.  Therefore, the Emperor who, according to de Queyroz,
was occupving the throne of Kotte at that time was Vira Parakramabihu
VIII, and he was succeeded after his demise by Vijayabahu VI (VII).  The
Rajavali, however, interposes the twenty-two years’ reign of Dharma
Parakramabahu, the cldest son of Vira Parakramabahu, between that
monarch’s reign and the advent of Vijayabahu VI (VII).  Modern writers
on Ceylon history from G. Turnour up to Sir Paul Picris'® have all taken
it as an cstablished fact that the Portuguese arrived for the first time in
Ceylon in the reign of Dharma Parakramabihu IX, but two distinguished
historians who have written after de Queyroz's important work had been
made available to students of Ceylon history,!7 namely H. W. Codrington and
Father S. G. Perera, arce definitely of the view that that cvent took place when
Vira Parakramabahu was the Emperor of Kotte.  Father Perera, however,
is of opinion that though Vira Parakramabahu was the nominal Emperor,
he had entrusted the government of his rcalm to his sons, Dharma Pari-
kramabahu ruling at Kotte and Vijayabahu at Devundara.  Also according
to Father Percra, the King Paracrame-Bau of de Queyroz at the time of
dc Almeida’s arrival at Colombo in 1505, was Dharma Parakramabahu IX,
to whom he has assigned a reign of ten years from 1509 to 1519.  Codring-
ton, on the other hand, is of the opinion that Vira Parakramabahu reigned
up to 1513 at least, and possibly up to 1518, while Dharma Parakramabihu
is treated as a shadowy figure, reigning from 1509 to 1528 at least, and
spending his last days at Kilani. We now proceed to examine the
positions taken up by these two historians.

De Queyroz states that the Emperor Parakramabihu who ceased to
reign a short time after he entered into a treaty with Lopo Soares reigned
for 46 years. This is at variance with the alleged treaty of vassalage of 1517

14, Queyroz, p. 203

15, Mudalivar Simon de Silva. in a paper contributed to the JOBRAS, XX (No. 63), pp. 316 ff.
has conclusively proved that there was no king named Vijayabahu V1 preceding the reign of Pardikrama-
bahu VI. The next king after Vijavabithu V to bear the name was he who succeeded Dharma Pardi-
kramabahu. Hc should, therefore, be styled Vijoyabithu VI, and not VI as is usually done.

16, G. Turnour, The Mah@varsa, with the translation subjeined, Cotta Mission Press, 1837, p. Ixvii;
Pridham, Ceylon, Vol. I, pp. 84—85; W. Knighton. The History of Ceylon. pp. 222—3; Paul
Pieris, Ceylon : The Portiguese Era, Vol. 1, p. 40 and pp. 438 1.

17. H. W. Codrington, A Short History of Ceylon, London, 1947 (SHC), pp. xviii, 94 and 100:
Father S. G. Perra, A History of Ceylon: The Portuguese and Dutch Periods, Revised by Father V. Perniola,
Colombo, 1955, pp. 12 and 15.
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which contains the words " the heart of my Empire, 40 vears called
Segara’,!¥ which probably arc meant to convey that the document was
dated in the 40¢h year of the Emperor’s reign, for the Emperor, according to
the subsequent narrative, died in 1518, The figure 46 is probably duc to
a clerical error, or the reign has been caleulated from the time that Para-
kramabahu becanie yuvargja, and the alleged treaty is dated from the years
of his reign as Supreme ruler.  If we take that this Parakramabiahu of de
Queyroz was in the 40th year of his reign in 1517, he should have begun
his reign in 1478, This would be about the time when, according to
Sinhalese sources, Vira Parakramabihu ascended the thrope of Kétte. For
we know from the Buduguna-alakara that the third year of Bhuvanckabihy
VI was 2015 of the Buddhist cra, i.c. 1472 A.C., and that he dicd after having
reigned for seven years.  According to the Rajavali, the son of Bhuvanecka-
bihu VI, named Pandita Parakramabihy VII, was proclaimed Emperor
at Kotte ; but the younger brother of the deceased Emperor, then yuvarja
at Ambulugala, asserted his rights to the succession and, having slain Pandita
Parakramabahu, ascended the throne of Kotte as Vira Parakramabihu.
Though do Couto credits Pandita Parakramabihu with 2 reign of three
years, the Rajavali is silent on the duration of his authority. The trend of
the narrative in that chronicle gives one the impression that Pandita Pari-
kramabihu did not wicld the sceptre for cven a year. At any rate, Vira
Parakramabihu would have considered himsclf ‘the legitimate successor
of Bhuvanckabihy VI, and counted his regnal years from the demise of
the latter.!  Thus, if Vira Parakramabihu was the Emperor at Katte in
1517, he would have been at that time in the 40th year of his reign.

Bhuvanckabihu VI and Vira Parakramabihu VI were both actual
or adopted sons of Parikramabahu V7,20 The Kudumirissa rock-inscription,
which must be of Vira Parikramabiahu,?! refers to the great king, the father
of the ruler who issued the grant; and, later in the document, the original
grantor so referred to is named $ri Parakramabihu. In the Kalyani ins-
cription, Bhuvanckabihy VI, the elder brother of Vira Parakramabihu,
is quoted as referring to his father as Parakramabihu.22  Thus the reference
to his father as a Parikramabihy by the Emperor of Kétte in 1517 would
not militate against the identification of the latter with Vira Parakramabihu,
Bhuvanekabihy VI, then known as Prince Sapumal, was old cnough in

18, Queyroz, pp. 195 and 197,
19. See University of Ceylon, 4 History of Ceylon, (UHC), Vol. |, pp. 677633,
20. UHC, Vol. L p. 673.
2L JCBRAS, Vol. X (No. 34), p. 95,
2. Indian Antiguary, Vol, XXII, p. 45.

]
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1450 to lead an cxpedition to Jaffna.  Assuming tlh{wt ln}sl i/(izl;%u]ﬁr\g,tohlff(i
the later Vira Parakramabahu, was ﬁftc.cn’ years o (~th t la s st,“mncm "
have been 82 years of age in 1517. Thls' is in ;lcc01) with lLb"}; nent of
de Queyroz that, already in 1507, the king called Parakramabahu by

was in his dotage.

The Parakramabihu who was the Emperor at KGlggcd at tgc fl::icthd;
Almeida arrived at Colombo, de Queyroz 1111f0r111{15 L:is, m{ ;;)ta Litlot loné
ion 3 ier of Candea’, i.c. the Kanda-uda-rata,
rebellion “on the frontier o _ , SRRGA, ok o
sre | ‘vidence from any other so at th
after that cvent.23  There is no ¢ e fre e i e
i i I akramabahu in that quarter during gn.
was a rebellion against Vira Para : quarter during his reign.
> Rdjavali informs us that, in the reig
On the other hand, the Rdjava the xeign of Dharma
Para a > pri f the Udarata became refractory, a ‘
Parakramabahu, the prince o dara po remactory, and was
i8S > Emperor’s brother, Sri Rijasui in
brought to submission by the Emp s pip o M
1 Rajavali, Vira Parakramabihu reig
kadavara.24 According to the Ra vali, : il it
tw:cnty years, and Dharma Parikramabihu for tv;}{nfy twtothy(t:illié
: a a otte at the
YT i Parakramabahu, the Emperor of Kott
de Queyroz assigns to the it A A
i uese, a reign of 46 (possibly . 2
of the first arrival of the Portuguese, reign ssibly an eraar for 42)
1 : 7 the position is that
g > give credence to the Rajavali, . r
e b o is tl It of mak ¢ personage of Vira
a 2 e result of making one p
kramabahu of de Queyroz is the res : o
and Dharma Parakramabahus. On the other hand, Ef de %Lfl;yroi ltstilf .
; ifferent title
ijavali eparate Emperors out of two
the Rajavali has made two separa : : fer }
one anfi the same Sovereign. De Queyroz is not alonce md Oll}lttl;g %hzglx:l
‘ 1 1j a 7 arakr -
Parakramabahu and making V1Jayabahp Vll (VIII) sui:ccl? (}?rihc =
a c Raj akara,23 written m the latter ha 3 :
bahu. The Rdjaratnakara,®s w hot e
: i 1 i i vatitsa, written 1n
4 the continuation of the Ciila A ]
century, and following it the € e, written in
i irtisri Rajasimha of Kandy, omit Dharma Parakra
the reign of Kirtisri Rajasimha : 12 Parak -~
from tﬁc list of Ceylon kings.20  Consequently, in _Wl_]csug}:i\ s ghro
logical List of Ceylon kings, there is no Dharma Parakramabahu.

r0z’s evidence 1S matter
The questions thus arise whether de Ql.lct}“uoz s f..Vldall;cc t()ltlhzhgl :1Peror
i i : > > of his information abou
is reliable, and what was the source v ) 1bo; =
of Kotte 4t the time of the first arsival of the Portuguese in Ceylon.

23, Queyroz, p. 177.

24, Rt p. 62.

23, Rt pp. 61 and 63. o s T b Bt
26. R "'a}:imikam edited by P. N. Tisera, Colombo, 1‘)29., p- 43_,‘ f,uv_lfmmlnla. Ltﬂlctclx’iﬂlrzu"uese EIS[,

P.T S' \Y (llj H‘ chapter 92, vv 1—4.  The statement in the Sulu-pajavaliya t}a{ﬁrl P]rﬁkr:nlabihu

‘ - : ' = = R a1 Pa hu,

arriy d ino(“ev’]on iln the r’cign of Pandita Parakrnnmb{ﬂ?u, the pr_cduq.w]:(r_)(:t g tha e

Tl;riliv'szes thL‘lunswtisfa('mrix\xcss of the historical traditions relating to Kotte gs

idic: # 3 s : 5 '

among the scholars of Kandy in the eighteenth century. . T

27, Mahdvarisa, translated into English, Government Printer, Color i ]
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carlicst Portuguese writings referring to Ceylon do not mention this ruler
})}i.uan:{c. dng lé:ttcr otl; King Emmanucl (Manuel) of Portugal t(lwS ;’Lol}ti
ulius, date cptember, 1507,28 which gives a ¢ I ‘
reception of the first Portuguese ambassadf); ?tl\l/z;tlfi%lllsc tgctcl?}usl't l()flt‘hc
Empceror as King, without giving his personal name, " The letter (L)f xlf%a o
dg Albuquerque to King Manuel, dated 30 November 1513,29 §; ] e
lélllg of Ceilam is dead,” but does not aive his na;nc Nothor oo he
((;ff):]rm’[imrt Lopes dc Cllzl(sltanhcda, nor j0;1(3bdc Barros—the catliest historians
1¢ Portuguese i India—gives the name of the Kaete rei :
whom the Portuguese had d?alings between IS(SISILafl(é) FitL‘SISSO-::’LruT%u‘ \;Vlt :
P‘ortugucsc writer to refer to this Sinhalese Sovercign by 1£'1111'L‘ is Di o H{St
I({,(_):ltoi) ;Imt, ;loo, in hlis sfg)mcwhat garbled account of t};c SO\S/crcli(;;gn(: (o(f)‘
otte betore the arrival of the Portugucse it1
be that the carlier Portuguesc writcrsg E:f(CL}Folﬁ }\;Cz‘sil?i;tthct;sr_appc‘ags tO
}tlhci 1211111? of tth ?in}lmlcsc Sovereign with whom their pioncer 13)\:2511;1111%2
ad dealings. ¢ later writers, after they had eaine s asquat :
with the people of Ceylon, their customs, }t/raditignsnaclclldsgi]slgtStci(cl)lxllmnm‘l 151
dfL attempt to ascertain this fact, but the conclusions they arrived ts, ou lé
have depended on the veracity of their informants. W have a" WO?'
the information gathered by do Couto with regard to this nn‘ttt‘r s tlll"It
the Portuguese first arrived in Ceylon when a king named BI;U\:m“l?Sbt‘}:t
was reigning at Kotte,’ and that this is in accord with a tmditi‘ e fl‘ :
among the learned circles in Kandy in the cighteenth cc‘ntu;'v Simmilarly,
the information gathered by de Queyroz, or the writer whom he copied
{)o t.hc cH:cct tl?at the Sovereign at K..‘()ggc at the time of the first arrival o}g th(—:
ortuguese was succceded by a Vijayabiahu is based op another traditi
current among the Sinhalese, which has found its way to the Rdjar t1 ELI 0'11»
';’alllso1 a work \{VE.‘I?CH icll1 Keu(lldy. Neither do Couto nor de Qucyﬁozalllfd (;’hﬂa’
cans, cven it they desired to do so, of ascertaining the truth or ofhor:c.
of the information with regard to these matters whgich they tl}zcilx(?ct(}ik e

Neither Gaspar

Similarly,

g i R — - e : =
. ¢ interest shown by de Queyroz in ascertaining the name of the
Sinhalese Emperor who had deal i b, ] oo
omhales Al}f Wwho had dealings with Lourengo de Almeida and Lopo
: ui de * crgaria is part of the effort, noticeable throughout his work
© enliven hus narrative with factual minutiae and confor ,
norms of historical writing. For this same
specches to be put into the mouths of in
28, JCBRAS, Vol. XIX (No. 39), pp. 340—41.
29 JCBRAS, Vol. XIX (No. 59), p. 373,

30. JCBRAS, Vol. XX (No. 60), pp. 22 f; ¢
! A .o : » pp. 2211 CLR, Vol. IV, pp. 3
31, Sce above, note 3, 7 e Fb

m to accepted
purpose, he invents appropriate
portant personages, and cven
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includes cpisodes of doubtful historical authenticity. An example of the
last category appears to be the detailed account of the visit paid by Para-
kramabahu to Lopo Soares when the latter arrived at Colombo for the
purposc of building a fortress there.’2  None of the carlier Portuguese
historians of India alludes to such a visit and, if a Portuguesc Governor
received such consideration from the Sinhalese Sovereign, there was no
rcasonn why they were silent on it In fact, Gaspar Corrca categorically
states that, when the Emperor received the messengers sent by Lopo Soares,
he sent his grand chamberlain to negotiate with the Portuguese Governor;33
Joad de Barros states that the Sinhalese Sovercign © conceded him (Lopo
Soarcs) the fortress, sending to interview him with words that showed his
satisfaction”.3*  Thercfore, until one is satisfied about the authenticity of
the source on which de Queyroz based his account of this alleged visit of
the Sinhalese Sovereign to mect Lopo Soares, all the interesting details given
in that account of the appearance and character of Parakramabahu have to
be treated with suspicion.  On the face of it, it is most unlikely that the
Emperor would have been so unmindful of his dignity, and so imprudent
as to risk his person, by a visit to the captain of a foreign armada.

Similar should be the verdict with regard to the agreement which
Parikramabahu is said to have signed and given to Lopo Soares. Many
of the titles given to Parakramabahu in this document, such as * Fortunate
descendant of the Kings of Anu-Raja-Pure,” ‘ Rightful heir of the Kings
of Dambadeni and of the great Peak of Adam ™ are of a type quite unlike
the cpithets given to Sovereigns in genuine documents emanating from the
Court of Jayavardhana-pura3s, and scem to have been invented, not without
the idea of ridiculing the Emperor, by a Portuguese writer not acquainted
with the formulac in use among the scribes of Kotte, but with some know-
ledge of the history of the Island.

The letter of de Albuquerque, to which reference has already been made,
seems to contradict what we gather from de Queyroz’s narrative, that the
Emperor of Kotte in 1505 and 1518 was one and the same.  Paul Picris,
however, is of opinion that the expression * King of Ceilam ™ in a Portu-
guese document of this period need not necessarily mean the Emperor of

32. Que?ﬂ»z, pp- 89—192.

33. CLR, Vol. 1V, p. 195.

34, JCBRAS XX, (No. 60). p.40.

35. Queyroz, p. 195. For royal titles in the Kotte period, see Bell, Report on the Kegalla District

(RKD), pp. 93—94, Epigraphia Zeylanica (EZ), Vol. TlI, pp. 66—67, JCBRAS, Vol. XXII (No. 65),
pp. 271—=273.
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Katte, and that it may refer to some other ruler of the Island. He says that
the ruler of Jafna is so styled in some Portuguese documents.36 We shall
revert to this point later.

 Having thus examined the literary sources that have a bearing on the
subject, We now take up for consideration the contemporary cpigraphical
records likely to throw light on it. There are two dated stonc insiriptions
and a datgblc copper-plate charter, the evidence supplied by which should
m my opinion, decide the question in a conclusive manner. These arc the
stonce nscription of a paramount king named Vijayabahu at Devinuvara
(l_)on.dra),»‘7 a copper-plate of a Sovereign of the same name found at Kadi-
rana in the Negombo District, now preserved in the Colombo Muscum
and the stone inscription of an Emperor named Parikramabihu at the
Rajamahavihara at Kilapi.  Of these, the last-named record, the most
significant for our purpose, has not, in my opinion, been correctly inter-
preted as yet, so far as its chronological signiticance is concerned.

A .To‘ mk'c the two documents of Vijayabahu first.  The Devinuvara
wscription is dated the first of the waning moon in the month of Poson in
thf year after the fourth (i.c. the fifth) of the Emperor Sirisafigabo  $ri
Vijayabahu who attained the sovereignty in the year 1432 of the Saka cra
Normally, expired years are quoted of the Saka cra, to convert which int(;
thqsc of the Chrigtian cra, 78 has to be added. But, as Codrington haé
pointed out, the Saka year quoted in this document has to be treated as
current.  The Kadirana Sannasa,$ which is written in characters resembling
those of the Devinuvara nscription, records a grant made to a Brahmil%
on the new-moon day of Poson in the year after the cighth (i.c. the ninth)
of ‘thc Emperor Sirisafigabo Sri Vijayabahu, on the occasion of a Solar
cclipse.  There were Solar cclipses in the lunar month of Poson (May-Junc)
on 18 Junc, 1517 and 8 June, 1518, but the second was not visible in Ceylon
"Ihf‘ date of the Kadirina Sannasa has therefore to be taken as 18 June 1517,
which was in the ninth year of Vijayabahu.3®  The Saka year 1432, il;
;5;) ;)-;ml Pieris, Ceylon: The Portiguese Era, Vol. 1, pp. 442443, .
. he te 1s rec i ids i
Risys Davids reading b o il e R T bt o P T

For the revised text, see S. Paramavitana, The Shrine of Upnlp 3 irs of
lugical Survey of Ceylon, Volume V), P]p., 751_«/81.rmc of Upnlvan at Devindara (Memoirs of the Archaco-
38. The text published by Louis de Zovsa, M i .

3 Zoysa, Maha Mudaliyar, in JCBRAS for 1873, Vol. V, No. 18
pp. 75—79. The Maha Mudaliyar's text has been i y Dr i o. 162 n his Ancien:
kel N Ceylml‘a a Mudaliyar's text has been included by Dr. E. Miiller as No. 162 in his Ancient

39. BEZ, Vol Il p. 58. H. C. P. Bell (RKD)
.. EZ, I, p.58. H.C. p, » p- 86, takes the Saka year quoted in the Devundar:
:;:;t)rlllpt!(m] tp(z)l)c the same as the fifth year of Vijayabéhu and concludes that th]is Emperor ascc;nded tl)u]
¢ m 1505, The wording of the scription does not support Bell’s interpretation.  Moreover,
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which he ascended the throne, was therefore equivalent to 1509 A.C., and
his accession must have taken place before the new-moon of Poson of that
year if his ninth year was current on 18 June, 1517, In the thirtcenth year
of the same Sovereign is dated the Kappagoda inscription.40  This record
is onc attested by Vijayasihha Ekanayaka Pcrumalu, identical with
the Ekanayaka Mudali of the Radjavali, who, according to that chronicle,
together with Kandure Bandara, conspired to keep the three sons of Vijaya-
bahu and Rajasithha out of the succession. This conspiracy led to the
famous Vijayaba-kolle, in which Vijayabahu lost his life, and the throne
passcd to Bhuvanckabahu VIL. It is now known for certain that the last
named king began his reign in 1521.41 If Vijayabahu ascended the throne
in 1509, his thirtcenth regnal year, the date of the Kappagoda inscription,
could have been current in 1521. It is thus clear that the Emperor referred
to in the Devinuvara and Kappagoda stone inscriptions and the Kadirana
copper-plate is the monarch named Vigia Bau by de Queyroz, the first
Sinhalese ruler to make a determined stand against the designs of the Portu-
guesc to gain control over Ceylon.

Now, according to de Queyroz, it was shortly after Lopo Soares
succceded in establishing the first Portugucse settlement in Colombo that
Vijayabihu became Emperor of Kotte. Father S. G. Perera, therefore,
gives Vijayabahu VI (VII) a reign of only two years from 1519 to 1521, but
thinks that he was ruling in the south of the Island while Dharma Parakrama-
bahu was reigning at Kotte.#2 The Véragama Sannasa of Vijayabahu
militates against this view of Father Perera, based on de Queyroz ; for this
document, dated in the seventh regnal year of the monarch, embodics an
order delivered by him, while he was scated on the throne, attended by
his ministers, in the palace of Jayavardhanapura (Kétte). Codrington, on
the other hand, takes Vijayabihu to have reigned from 1509 to 1521 at
Kotte, while, at the same time and much later, Dharma Parikramabahu
was reigning, perhaps at Kilani, and Vira Parakramabihu at somec
unspccified place.#3  According to Codrington, therefore, there were three

Contd. from page 18.
if Vijayabéhu VI came to the throne in 1505, his ninth year, during which there was a Solar cclipse in
Poson (June), should have been 1513 ov 1514, in neither of which years there was such a Solar eclipse.
[ am indebted to Mr. D. J. Jayasinha, Dircctor, Department of Meteorology, for obtaining from the
Royal Greenwich Observatory, information about these eclipses.
” 40.  Bell, Report on the Kegalle District, (RKD), pp. 86—87. For Ekanayaka-mudali, sec Rt., pp.
H4—65.

41.  For the date of Bhuvanckabahu, sce JCBRAS, Vol. XXII (No. 63), pp. 267--302, and CLR,
1V, p. 380, foot-note 2.

42. S, G. Perera, op.cit., p. 15.

43. Codrington, SHC, pp. xviii, 96 and 100.
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contemporary Emperors in the realm of Kotte from 1509 to 1513 or 1518.
This conclusion, quitc at variance with the historical tradition of the
Sinhalese, has been artived at partly on the cvidence of the Kilani
Rajamahavihira inscription, to which we now dircct our attention.

This inscription, which was first cdited and published by Maha-Mudali
Louis de Zoysa,** refers to the year 2051 of the Buddhist cra and the nine-
teenth regnal year of the Emperor Sirisaiigabo Sri Parakramabahu. The
lcarned Maha-Mudali interpreted the document as stating that the Emperor
named therein ascended the throne in the year of the Buddhist cra given
in it, thus making the actual date of the record to be in 1527 A.C. The
Maha-Mudali identifics the Emperor of the Kilani inscription with Dharma
Parikramabahu IX, refers to the fact that the Mahavarisa (the later continu-
ation of the venerable chronicle) and the Rajaratnakara ignore this monarch,
and rightly concludes that this is more to their disadvantage than to the
sovereign cold-shouldered.  He then refers to the date of the accession of
Vijayabahu VI (VII) given in the Devundara inscription and, cxhibiting
remarkable judgment (given the validity of the premises on which it is
based) and modesty becoming a great scholar, comments in these words,
on the problem thus posed : “ 1 shall not, at present, attempt a solution
of this strange historical problem, beyond expressing my belief that the
assumption of the sovercignty by Dharma Parikrama Bihu was disputed
by his brother Vijaya Bahu, and that, at least for a time, one part of the

nation (probably those in the South) acknowledged the latter as sovercign,
while the rest adhered to his brother’.43

This suggestion of Louis de Zoysa has been adopted as reasonable by
H. C. P. Bell. And it is the Maha-Mudali’s view that has been adopted,
with certain modifications, by H. W. Codrington and Father S. G. Perera.
The historical problem which has arisen from his interpretation of the
Kilani inscription has been characterised as strange by Louis de Zoysa,
cven at a time when the reign of Vijayabahu VI (VII) was taken to have
extended up to 1534 and Bhuvanckabahu VII was given a reign of cight
years beginning in that year.46  The historical problem has become imuch
stranger now that it has been definitely established that Bhuvanckabahu VII
came to the throne in 152147 For, according to the accepted interpretation
of the Kilani inscription, Dharma Parikramabahu was still Empcror in 1527,
44, JCBRAS, Vol. V, 1871—1872, pp. 36—+,
45, RKD, p. 86,

40, G. Turnour, The Mahdramsa, Cotsa Mission Press. 1837, p. Ixviii.
47, See note 41 above.
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48 Jayavardhana Kottayehi sri-méligave sirnhdsanayehi wida=hifida wmtdali=varmn widida pa vada!
. Jayave ana-. 5 1§ N - 157,
wmehevarin,  Ceylon Antiquary and Literary Register (CALR), Vol I,y
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reading given above is quite distinct on the stone.
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6 ratilahkrta viSuddha-Buddhankura $rimat Sirisaiigabo Sri Para-
kramabihu cakravarti-

7 svamin-vahanseta dada-nava-vanu Navami pura ekolos-vaka

Bell’s translation of this passage,s? which agrees in essentials with that
of the Maha-Mudali, is as follows :—

‘Hail ! On the eleventh day of the bright half of the month of Navam,
in the 19th year of the reign of His Imperial Majesty Srimat Siri Safigabo
Sri Parakrama Bahu, Supreme Ruler of Tri Sinhala (Ruhuna, Miya, Pihiti)
Sovereign Lord of other Rajas, on whose lotus-feet have settled (like bees)
jewels in the crowns of Kings of the neighbouring (countries), whose store
of fame is bright as the beams of the moon ; who is adorned with delight-
ful...... qualities like unto gems ; who is an immaculate embryo Buddha;
and who ascended the throne of Lanka in the year 2051 of the Era of the
omniscient and supreme Gautama Buddha, sovereign lord of the gloricus
and true doctrine (dharmma), who gladdens the three World,s (of gods, men,
and Nigas), who is a tilaka ornament to the Royal race of Sakyas, and who
is the sun of the universe and the giver of Nirvana, great, undying’.

The Maha-Mudali and Bell both wrongly read vanu in 1. 3 as vanuva
and construed the phrase ending with it as referring to Lawika-rajjasriyata
pamini, thus interpreting this part of the record as stating that the year in
the Buddhist cra given therein is the date on which the king described in
the following phrases came to the throne. But the word on the stone is
vany, which is in the nominative singular or the stem form, and not vanuva,
which may be taken as the locative singular of vanu. or vanu and the verbal
form va. If it was the intention of the writer of the document to express
the fact of the king attaining to the sovereignty on a particular date, the
word cxpressing the ordinal number of the year should have been in the
locative case. Compare, for example, the opening lines of,thc Devundara
slab-inscription of Vijayabahu VI (VII), where we read,’* * Sri $uddha-Saka-
varusa ck-dahas-sara-siya-de-tis-vannchi raja  pamini. ... ... ... Srimat  Siri-
satigabo-Sri Vijayabahu.’ :

The Pipiliyana inscription uses the following phrascology, differing
from that in the record under discussion, in order to state that it is dated
in the month of Miiidindina in the 39th year of Parikramabahu, who came

53. In this extract from Bell’s translation, the diacritical marks have been supplied where necessary
and the spelling of proper names, in one or two places, have been brought to the standard now accepted,
54, S. Paranavitana, Shrine of Upulvan, op.cit, p. 76.
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is not onc which has been left to us by the writers of the carly sixteenth
century, but onc which has arisen in the second half of the nineteenth
century.

When 2051 B.E. is taken as the ninetcenth year of Dharma Parikrama-
bihu, many of the recorded historical facts of the period admirably fit with
cach other.  The date of the Kilani inscription, pura 11 of Navam in 2051
B.E., is equivalent to 31 January, 1509. This day could have been the first
or the last of the nincteenth year of Dharma Parakramabahu, which was
then current.  The upper limit of the nincteenth year of the Emperor is
thus pura12 of Navam, 2050 B.E., i.c. 15 January, 1508 ; the lower limit is
pura 10 of Navam, 2052 B.E., i.c. 19 January, 1510. According to the
Rajavali, Dharma Parakramabihu reigned for twenty-two years.ss The
upper and lower limits of the twenty-second year would have been pura12
of Navam, 2053 B.E., i.c. 11 January, 1511 and pura 10 of Navam, 2055 B.E.,
i.c. 16 January, 1513. Had the twentyosecond year of Dharma Pﬂ.rakramw-
bahu been completed when his reign came to an end, i.e. when he died,
his death could have occurred some time after 16 January, 1513 and before
the expiry of the 23rd year, i.c. pura 10 of Navam, 2056 B.E. (4 February,
15145%6),

This is in accord with the letter of Affonso de Albuquerque to King
Manuel, dated 30 November, 1513, in which it is stated that ‘ the King of
Ceilam is decad.’s” It may be, as Paul Pieris states, that in Portuguese
documents the expression * King of Ceilam ™ may mean a ruler in the
Island other than the Emperor of Kotte, but it has definitely been used in
many contexts to mean the latter. As therc is cevidence in the Kilani
inscription, correctly interpreted and taken together with the Rajavali, that
an Emperor of Kotte ceased to reign in or about 1513, the statement in de
Albuquerque’s letter must be taken as referring to Dharma Pardkramabihu.

D¢ Albuquerque’s letter also states that the dead king of Ceilam © had
two sons, and there is a division between them over the succession to the
throne ; they told me that one of them sent to Cochin to ask them to give
him help, and saying that if they wanted a fortress he would give them a
site for it.” If, on the authority of the Kilani inscription as it has now been
mtuprcted we take that Dharma Parikramabihu died in or about 1513,

55. 'The cq uiv llc‘llt\ in the Christian era of these dates in the Buddhist era have been ascertained
with the aid of L. D. Swamikannu Pillai’s Indian Ephemeris, Vol. V.

56. Rt p. 63.
537, See above, notes 29 and 3a.

24

THE EMPEROR OF CEYLON IN 1505

this statement in de Albuquerque’s letter partly agrees with the account
given in the Rajavali of what took place after the demise of that monarch.
For we learn from this chronicles® that, on the demise of Dharma Parakrama-
bahu, the ministers of state and the people offered the throne to Sakala-
kalavalla of Udugampola, the half-brother of the deceased monarch, but
that prince, saying that * there were several objections to it’, himself took
the Iead in securing the throne to Vijayabahu who resided at Minikkadavara.
Perhaps, the rdle played by Sakalakalavalla on this occasion was not such
a self-abnegating one as is stated in the Ra;aval However this may be,
the Rdjavali vouches for the fact that, on the demise of Dharma Parikrama-
bahu, there was a move to keep his younger brother, Vijayabihu, out of
the succession, in favour of Sakalakalavalla. Vijayabahu, faced with such
a situation, might well have asked for Portuguesc assistance to his cause, and
Sakalakalavalla, fearing the consequences of an intervention by the Portu-
gucse, gracefully withdrew from the contest.  De Albuquerque refers to
the two rival contestants as sons of the dead king, whereas, in actual fact,
one of them (Vijayabihu) was a brother, and the other a half-brother of his.
This inaccuracy in the relationship of the two princes to the dead monarch
could have arisen through the intermediaries from whom de Albuquerque
learnt of the happenings in Ceylon.  Or, he may have been careless about
this detail when he wrote the letter to his king, assuming, on the analogy
of the rules of succession in Europe, that the claimants to the throne on the
demise of a monarch would have been his sons.

De Queyroz has also recorded that Vijayabahu was elevated to the
throne ‘ because he was better fitted to govern than the elder Chacraude
Bau’ (Cakriyudha-bihu).59 This Cakrayudha appears to correspond to
Sakalakalivalla of the Rajavali; but de Queyroz, in another place, states
that the three princes, namely Bhuvanckabihu, Maha Rayigam Bandara
and Maiyadunne, whom Vijayabahu wished to keep out of the succession,
were sons of Cakrayudha.6® According to the Rajavali, these princes were
born to Vijayabahu and his brother Rajasirhha whilst they were living to-
gether as the co-husbands of a princess at Minikkadavara.6! It therefore
appears that Cakrayudha is another name of Rajasihha. It was Cakrayudha
who went to Colombo, on the news of the first arrival of the Portuguese,
to obscrve these strange people and to recommend whether to adopt a
frlcndly attitude towards them or resist them. 62

58. Rr., pp. 63—64.
39, Queyroz, p. 197.
60, Queyroz, p. 203,

61. Rt p., 64.
62. Rt p, 63,
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Whatever be the identity of the prince who contested the succession
with Vijayabihu, it may now be taken as established that this monarch
assumed the reins of government at Kotte in 1513.  He was therefore the
Emperor at Kdtte when Lopo Soarez de Albergaria arrived at Colombo to
build a fortress there. Joad de Barros, in his account of this event, states
that the king (i.c. the Emperor of Kotte) ‘ had some time ago been occupied
in treating of this matter with Afonso Dalbuquerque’.63  This statement
most probably refers to the offer made to the Portuguese of a site to build
a fortress by onc of the two princes who contested for the throne of Kotte
after the death of the Emperor in 1513, as reported by de Albuquerque in
his letter to King Manuel quoted before.  And the present interpretation
of the Kilani inscription, by which the death of Dharma Pardkramabahu
can be inferred to have occurred in or about 1513, satisfactorily explains the
statement of de Barros.

Gaspar Correa, in his account of the building of the first Portuguese
fortress in Colombo,54 says that the Emperor of Kotte at that time, who was
at first friendly towards the Portuguese, was persuaded by a brother of his,
who ruled in another part of the Island, to resist the Portuguese. This
brother of the Emperor, it is said, sent a large body of men to take part in
the fighting, but it appcared to the Portuguesc as if this prince was prepared
to conie to an undcrstanding with the Portuguese Governor if, in the course
of the fighting, he destroyed the Emperor.

If we follow de Queyroz and conclude that the Emperor at the time
was Vira Parakramabahu, we cannot account for this statement of Correa,
for a brother of Vira Parakramabihu living at that time is not known from
anysource. If, on the other hand, on the authority of the Kilani inscription
as now interpreted, we take that Vijayabahu VI (VII) was the sovereign of
Kotte at the time, he had more than onc brother or half-brother who could
have been the prince referred to by Correa.  One of his brothers was the
prince of Rayigama,65 who probably was yet alive in 1518. Sakalakalavalla
of Udugampola, a half-brother of Vijayabahu, was probably dead in 1518,
for the Kadirina Sannasa, issued in 1517, states that the grant referred to
thercin was made by Vijayabiahu from the new palace at Udugampola. If
Sakalakalavalla was then living, it is very unlikely that the Emperor would
have been in residence at Udugampola.  But Vijayabahu had another half-

63. JCBRAS, Vol. XX (No. 60), p. 401

64, (CLR. Vol. IV, pp. 196—197.
65, Rt., p. 61.
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brother, Prince Taniyavalla of Midampe, who, in the reign of Dharma
Parakramabihu, helped in repelling a raid on the pearl-banks at Chilaw by
a Muslim: pirate.66  The exploits of this prince have become legendary, and
he has been deified after his death.67 It is most likely that he advised his
brother to adopt a firm attitude towards the Portuguese.

Though it has been concluded from the combined evidence of the
Kilani inscription and the Rajavali that Dharma Parakramabihu’s reign
cended with his death in or about 1513, his successor Vijayabihu VI (VII)
is stated in the Devinuvara inscription to have begun his reign in Saka 1432,
corresponding to 1509 A.C. Such overlapping of the closing years of the
reign of onc monarch with the opening years of his successor is known
during the Garhpala period.68  This is also known to have occurred in the
reckonings of the regnal years of the Cola emperors of South India.®® Such
overlapping of reigns was due to the reason that monarchs reckoned their
regnal years, not from the date on which they were clevated to the supreme
power, but from that of their clection as heirs-apparent (yuvarja). The
words in the Devinuvara inscription, raja pamini * attained to the regnal
status,” do not necessarily connote the supreme overlordship. Though
the reign itself was reckoned from the date of being installed as heir-apparent,
the regnal years are quoted in public documents only after the assumption
of supreme power. The Devinuvara inscription, being in the fifth year of
the reign reckoned from 1509, was in fact dated 1514, after the death of
Dharma Parakramabihu. It is also possible that, during the last five years
of the reign of Dharma Parakramabahu, that Emperor was not in a position
to actively direct the affairs of state, and that Vijayabihu acted on behalf of
the Emperor. For it has been reported by Barros that in September, 1508,
the Emperor of Katte was very ill.70

The upper and lower limits of the nincteenth year of Dharma Para-
kramabahu, as we have seen above, being pira 12 of Navam, 2050 B.E. and
pura 10 of 2052 B.E., respectively, the first year of his reign must have com-
menced on a day between pura 12 of Navam, 2031 B.E., i.c. 14 January, 1489
and pura 10 of Navam, 2033, B.E., i.c. 20 January, 1491. If the regnal years
of Dharma Parakramabihu were reckoned from the end of the reign of his

66. Rr., pp. 61—62.

67.  For traditions about Taniya-valla and documents purporting to be his, see JCBRAS, Vol.
XXVIIL (No. 73), pp. 167—171.

68. UHC, Vol. 1, p. 647.
69. K. A. Nilakanta Sastri, The Célas, 2nd edition, Madras, 1955, pp. 194, 246, 343, 348 and 375.
70.  JCBRAS, Vol. XIX (No. 39). p. 366.
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redecessor, Vira Parakramabahu,?! the last possible day of the reign of the
latter was 20 January, 1491. Vira Parikramabihu, as we have remarked
above, might have reckoned his regnal years from the end of the reign of
Bhuvanekabahu VI, which, on the authority of the Budugunalanitkara, the
Réjavali and the Didigama inscription, would have been 2020 B.E., i.e.
1477/78 A.C.72  Accordingly, Vira Parakramabahu’s reign could not have
lasted for more than fourteen years. But the Rajavali credits him with a
reign of twenty years, while do Couto has recorded a tradition that he
reigned for only three years.”  As this monarch’s Kudumirissa inscription,
already referred to, is dated in the cighth regnal year, do Couto is wrong
in stating that he reigned for only three years. The twenty years given to
him by the Rajavali might not have been as Supreme Emperor. Before
Vira Parikramabahu made himself Emperor of Kétte, he was known as
Ambulugala-raja, being the yuvardja with his scat at Ambulugala. And
what the Rajavali states is that the King of Ambulugala reigned for 20 years.74
Therefore it is possible that Vira Parakramabahu reckoned his regnal years
from the date that he became yuvardja at Ambulugala. It is, however, more
likely that Dharma Parakramabahu’s first regnal year and the fiftcenth of
his predecessor ran concurrently. One cannot, of course, be quite certain
of the twenty years assigned to Vira Parakramabahu by the Rdjavali, for
that source is certainly in error when it gives Vijayabahu VI (VII) a reign
of fifteen years ;7% this monarch, who counts his regnal years from Saka
1432 (1509 A.C.), lost his life in 1521.  For the present, however, we take
it that the first six years of the reign of Dharma Parikramabihu ran
concurrently with the last six years of Vira Parakramabihu, and that the
latter’s rule as Emperor in Kotte was between 1477 and 1496 A.C.

At any rate, there is no document assignable to the reign of Vira Para-
kramabihu which quotes a regnal year higher than the cighth, and no valid
evidence to support the view that he reigned for over twenty years. The
inference drawn from the omission of his name by the Rajaratndkara, and
following it by the continuation of the Mahavaiiisa, that he reigned until

71, D. M. De Z. Wickremasinghe (157, Volo 1L p. 41), relying on the Munnéssarama Sannasa,
which gives 2060 B.E. as the twelfth regnal year of Dharma Pardkramabihu, concludes that this Emperor
began his reign in 1506.  But this Sannasa, which also wrongly gives the Saka year 1435 as the equiva-
lIent of the same regnal year, has been rightly condemned as a forgery.  On such dubious evidence,
Wickremasinghe proposes to alter the reading ek-panas in the Kdalani inscription to ekunpanas, but the
writing on the stone slab is against him in this arbitrary proposal.

72, UHC, Vol. 1, pp. 682 and 849.

73. Rt p. 61 and JCBRAS. Vol. XX (60), p. 7.

74 Ambulugala-raja. . . . .. visi avurnddak r@jyaya kara soarga padaviya lada ; RA[Avali, text edired
by B. Gunasekara, Reprinted Colombo, 1933, p. 50
75, Rt p; 67:
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the assumption of the sovercignty by Vijayabahu VI (VII), has been shown
to be fallacious by the present interpretation of the Kilani inscription.  The
omission of his name by the Rajaratnikara could have been due to the re-
missness of its author. The name could even have been dropped out by
a subscquent copyist. The inference that Vira Parikramabihu reigned up
to 1519, drawn from the statement of de Queyroz that the Parikramabahu
who had dealings with de Almcida and Lopo Soares, was succeeded by a
Vijayabihu in that year, is contradicted by de Queyroz himself when
he states that the Parakramabahu in whose reign the Portuguese first
arrived in Ceylon was a son of Vira Parikramabahu. And de Queyroz's
statcment that the king who ceased to reign in 1519 had enjoyed a reign
of forty-six years is contrary to the contemporary cvidence of de Albu-
querque that a king of Ceilam dicd in 1513, Moreover, we have shown
above that a good many of the statements of de Queyroz with regard to
these carly years of the Portuguese connection with Ceylon are either not
supported, or even directly contradicted, by carlier Portugucse historians.
Above all, there is the Kilani inscription, correctly interpreted, which goes
counter to such an inference drawn from the statement of de Queyroz.

On these grounds we conclude that, as recorded in the Rajavali, the
first arrival of the Portuguese took place in the reign of Dharma Parakrama-

bahu.

On the basis of the above discussion, we may assign the following dates
to the Emperors of Kotte who reigned in times immediatcly preceding or
following the arrival of the Portuguese in the Island :—

Vira Parakramabahu (Parakramabihu VII)  1477—1496
Dharma Parakramabihu (Parikramabihu [X) 1491—1513
Vijayabihu VI (V1) 1509—1521.

S. PARANAVITANA
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