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Introduction

One of the most popular and influential Puranas, even in the 20%" c. is the Bhagavatapurana
(BhP). Although it was presumably composed in the Tamil land (or at least in South India),
possibly under the influence of the Alvar poetry (Hardy 1983) around the 9t"-10%" centuries, a
fully-fledged Tamil version of the Purana® was relatively slow in coming.? And yet, when it did
come in the 16™ c., it was not once but twice, within the same century, namely Cevvai
Catuvar’s Pakavatapurdanam (CCBh) and Nellinakar Arulala Tacar’s Puranapakavatam (ATBh).

A few questions rise at this point: why did it take so long for someone to render the
BhP into Tamil? Why did two poets undertake the task at around the same time? Who were
they? Were they aware of each other’s works? How close are their works to the Sanskrit
Bhagavatapurdna (BhP)? Do they even claim to closely follow the Sanskrit work? Why are
these two Puranas relatively unknown nowadays, and not part of mainstream Tamil
literature?® | will seek to address these questions in this note. For that purpose, | shall give
some details on these two works, and then examine select passages from these two
Bhagavatas to see whether they are more like vernacular retellings of the BhP or rather fully-
fledged works with an identity of their own.

1. Purana literature in Tamil

The Puranas in Tamil were mostly were based on a Sanskrit Purana (e.g. Kantapurdnam based
on the Skandapurana), but sometimes could also be original works (like the very first Purana
in Tamil, the Periyapuranam).* Hundreds of Puranas celebrating the glory of a sacred place,
like a temple-town, were also produced, and that too, well into the 20t c. Verse was the
favoured medium, although the 20™ c. saw a rise in the use of prose for this genre
(Arunacalam 2005 [1977]: xlvii).

The Jains were the first to compose Purdnas in Tamil,> but these are not extant
anymore. The Saivas were the next (ca. 12t c.), and they are also by far the most prolific. The
Vaisnavas began later, and did not produce as large a number as the Saivas did. Mu.

1 For more on the definition, the types and the writing of the Puranas in Tamil, see Zvelebil 1974: 170-192.

2 Bammera Potana’s Andhramahabhagavatamu (15 cn.), for example, was at least a century earlier. For more
on the Vaisnava Puranas in Tamil, see Arunacalam (2005 [1977]: 227-232).

3 There are no new reprints of the standard edition of the CCBh by U. V&. Caminataiyar since it was first published
in the middle of the 20™ c. As for the ATBh, the 1989 edition is out of stock, and not reprinted since. It is hard to
get a copy of either work.

4 For more on the topic, see Arunacalam (2005 [1977]: xliv-Ixxii).

> There were two of them, Cantipuranam (possibly about the 16™ Jain Tirtharikara) in the 8" c. (?), and
Puranacakaram composed in the 9% and the other, (Arunacalam 2005 [1977]: xIv).



Arunachalam (2005 [1977]: 227-8) explains that this phenomenon was caused by the fact that
the vast majority of Vaisnavas after the Alvars (6"-9%" c.) wrote mostly in Sanskrit and
Manipravalam between the 9™ and the 16" centuries, relegating Tamil to the mere
composition of stotras.® He also believes that because Tamil literature thrived at the hands of
the Saivas, who wrote widely popular Puranas like the Kantapurdnam, and great poetry like
Arunakirinatar’s Tiruppukal, the Vaisnavas slowly began to be interested in writing in Tamil
again and produced big-sized works in Tamil, like CCBh, but also a few sthalapuranas, e.g.
Tirukkurukai Perumal Kavirayar’s Tirukkurukai Manmiyam (16% c.).

As far as the Bhagavatapurana is concerned, a few scholars who have worked on the
Tamil versions (e.g. Aiyar & Pillai 1891: iii-iv, repeated by Arunacalam 2005 (1977): 235)
suggest that there exist seven types of Bhagavatams in Sanskrit, namely, the itihasa-, purana-
, samhita-, upasambhita-, visnurahasya-, visnuyamala-, and gautamasambhita- bhagavatas,’
and that the two Tamil bhagavatams correspond to the first two types in this list. Whatever
the authenticity of this classification, the two works in Tamil are different from each other, as
we shall see.

2. Cevvai Cutuvar’s Vintu-bhagavatam (CCBh)
2.1. The question of authorship and date
The author of this work does not say anything about himself or give many clues as to his

identity, so this created a confusion when it was first published, as it was attributed to a non-
existent Ariyappa Pulavar.® U. V&. Caminataiyar (U. Vé. Ca.), who was fond of the text since

5 While this may have some elements of truth, it may be pointed out here that whatever they wrote, the
Srivaisnava Acaryas wrote mostly to establish and/clarify their theology, or to savour the experience of reading
texts related to God and of discussing favourite themes. And this, they could do directly using Sanskrit texts,
because the Acaryas were perfectly bilinguals, and they could render the difficult parts of their discourses into
Tamil, if necessary, for their audience. So they did not need to produce full-length renderings/translations of
works such as the epics or the Puranas. They even quoted them in Sanskrit, in the Manipravalam commentaries
and the sampradaya granthas.
7 This is supposed to be based on the first adhydya of the Gautamasamhita, which spells out the
bhagavatalaksanam (‘the types of the Bhdgavatal[s]’, which | have not been able to trace, since the first chapter
of this samhita rather deals with the investiture of the sacred thread, and is devoid of any mention to the BhP.
For more details on these different types, see Arunacalam (2005 [1977]: 246-7).
& The first editor of this work, Kémalapuram Iracakopala Pillai (1881), a Tamil scholar who had written
commentaries on the Tiruvaymoli, Nalavenpa, Nalatiydr, and so forth, attributed it to a certain Ariyappa Pulavar.
This apparently was due to a confusion caused by either a spelling mistake or a corrupt line in a floating verse:

&LLGleTETMID (HLUC\esTETMID &6l 6L L8808 506l 6uTetTmILD

& Wupesfl eresrmid CUIF ClameTeuGyT - SibLeflufsv

LDGBT6BTIT 6LI6VTLI6ML(S5LD UMD (G LIBEns WTflwLiLies

Syetreormerfl Gevul(HIb&E SHITev.

kampan enrum, kumpan enrum, kali ottakkittan enrum

kumpamuni enrum pér kolvaré —am puviyil

man navalar putai cal val kutantai ariyappan

a- ndlilé irunta kal.

Would they take the names of Kampan, Kumpan,

Kali, Ottakkattan, and Kumpamuni,® during the times

when Ariyappan of the flourishing Kutantai

was [still] on [this] beautiful earth, surrounded by great poets?



childhood,’ later learnt the name of the original author, thanks to the following verses which
he found in some manuscripts, and worked on a proper edition of the text:1° 11

&5 &GN NoUCUTHSSS &HE&T([HEED LUMSH6SHS &60nSH6en L (LPOTEITLD
W& &G WWF euLClmlwmm LjeneoThs (Hemed elwimswpesfl euyGeor s

2 £& G BlemL T&HLIETTIYSHE ClFaleneud @ lblwesr 2 6v@ CUTHMD

N &G Lenm WelfEevssHlev CameTmw(hb SlLpme|b efleTbLNesrmGeor.

katikkum maru pirapp’ olittu, kati kotukkum pakavata kataiyai munnam
matikkum uyar vatamoliyal punaint’ arula viyata muni varané mila

On the one hand, Kannan Cuvami (1989, vol.1: 24) states without giving exact references that (presumably Ra.)
Irakava Aiyankar (who published an edition of the Cuntarapdntiyam, about which we will see) has written that
this was the result of a copying error, with atiyappan being mispelt as driyappan. On the other hand, Mu.
Arunacalam (2005 [1977]: 232-4) more convincingly argues that the third line of the above verse is corrupt, with
the proper variant being man ndvalar paravum anatdriyappan (‘Anatariyappan from Vayal with great poets’),
which is quoted by U. Vé. Ca. (7) in his preface to Tiruvalavutaiyar Tiruvilaiyatarpuranam. And Anatariyappan is
the composer of a Purana called Cuntarapantiyam, one of the three sthalapurdnas on Madurai.

Although U. Vé. Ca. did not initially know about the authorship of the CCBh, as he had never seen any
references in any of the manuscripts he had accessed throughout his life till then, he spotted the wrong
attribution, as well as dubious verses in Pillai’s edition. However, when he confronted Pillai, the latter simply
denied being the publisher of the edition at all (Caminataiyar 2019 [1950]: 631-2). Explaining this (based on
other scholars’ writings), Matavan (1993: 8) adds that Pillai was a staunch Vaisnava who was known to tamper
with the texts that he edited when he found verses not to his taste, including those of the Villiparatam (from
which he removed verses in praise of Siva), and allegedly changed some old variants found in the
Kamparamayanam for replacing them with his own.

9 U. Vé. Ca. mentions his appreciation of the CCBh thus:

ClEeueneu G Hleumy eraTen)ild aN&glIeumet GFwiu|eT HenLullesd @uiHMlw LTseuSD @) (HEEHMSE. H6VV

6UME (. U FrhisLl Ljsveusnyll GumssTmeury. @UGLITE| Hsvev LKIILITES @l6vensv. gmaEemnmw 5,000

Qewylsemer wWenLwgl. Hbgmwenilenws srilgsyb Guflwug). sgsl NFH eeresflLd 2 6Terg. Lisv

FL{H& seulgsCerm(h) UL (HE Cardls s enous s (HeHGmeir. GmILiLenr WweedlweumCmmhH CarsaiL

USIULNES TV LilgLILIeUTS ETHE (G W& 2 LIGWTSLTE @) (8 E)LW.

cevvai cituvar ennum vittuvan ceyyul nataiyil iyarriya pakavatam irukkiratu. nalla vakku. avar carnka

pulavarai pénravar. ippotu nalla patipp’ aka illai. érakkuraiya 5,000 ceyyutkalai utaiyatu. cintamaniyai

kattilum periyatu. katita pirati ennitam ullatu. pala éttu cuvatikalotu oppittu, cétittu vaittirukkirén.
kurippurai mutaliyavarrotu cérttu patippittal patippavarkalukku mikavum upaydkam daka irukkum

(Matavan 1993: 8).

There is the Bhdgavatam composed in verse by a scholar called Cevvai CUtuvar. [His] capacity to

compose poems is good. There is no good edition now. It contains around 5000 verses. It is larger than

even the Cintamani. | have a paper copy [of it] in possession. | have compared and examined [it] with

many palm-leaf manuscripts. If [we] publish [it] along with glosses and so forth, it will be very useful for

those who read [it].
10 . Ve. Ca.’s edition was published by the TTD around the middle of the 20%" c. after many obstacles: Aiyar
(1949: vii) narrates how the project came to happen, with Matavan (1993: 19-21) taking up the narration where
he leaves off: the CCBh was published in two volumes after many misshaps, including the outbreak of the second
world war, the consequent moving of the TTD printing press from Cennai to Tirupati, the scarcity of paper, U.
VE. Ca.’s death, and Aiyar’s eventual death in 1949 and 1953, respectively.
11 probably not knowing U. Vé. Ca.’s edition nor his son’s preface to it, Kamil Zvelebil (1974: 191) not only fails
to spot the authorship issue (which leads him into further error), but states that there are three retellings of the
BhP in Tamil, namely, Cevvai Cituvar’s, Varataraca Aiyankar’s, and Ariyappa Pulavar’s. The fact that the number
of verses for the first and last works are exactly the same (4970) does not seem to have made him wonder. He
dates the last one to the 18" c., and states that the author was a vé/ala (a caste) from Kumbhakonam, without
supporting evidence.



utikkum nimpai matava pantita cevvai citi ena ulaku porra
vitikku(m) maraiyavar kulattil tonri arum tamilalum vilampinané.

He appeared in a family of ruling Brahmins'2 and narrated [the Bhdgavatam] in
precious Tamil

in such a way that the world praised saying, ‘Vyasa, the best among ascetics, who
had previously

graciously composed, in the superior and revered northern language, the story
of the Bhagavatam

— which destroys another angry birth and gives moksa—himself appeared again

[as] Madhava-pandita/a scholar with great penance, Cevvai Citi from Nimpai!’

So this poet was a Brahmin, possibly a Smarta-Coliya one,'* and his name may have been
Madhava. And Cevvai Cltuvar sounds like a title that he acquired for his poetic prowess.'* He
was from Nimpai, which is synonymous with Vémparrir/Vémpattdr, a town near Madurai,
which seems to have produced many poets since the Cankam age (Caminataiyar 1927: 15-6):

&\(IH LD(TH6Y LI(eh&FV&:&6uT Geuemnsy GClLIMmig
CEW&EWL @\ HS) Clamhs s

Clz68T (HD6MLI [H& TSIV EUT(LOLD 2 [HS650TIFI6V
FmHs C\Feusmeus G Hleumy

&(HSHLSHLD LTH6US CILIETTTETLD 685 60TIy

tiru maruvu panca lakkana vélai ponki
celikkum iru niti kolikkum

ten nimpai nakaram-atil valum antanaril
ciranta cevvai catuvar

curuti pukal pakavata pauranam étinar; *°

12 please note that vitikku(m) maraiyavar can also be understood as ‘Brahmins who perform [sacrifices]’, or even
as ‘those of the Vedas that command’.

13 In his preface to his edition of the Tiruvalavayutaiyar Tiruvilaiyatarpuranam, U. Vé. Ca. (1927: 16-7) lists the
famous, scholarly Coliya Brahmins from Vémpattir, in which he includes Cevvai Cltuvar. VEmpattir was also
known as Kulacékara Caturvedimangalam because of its being a brahmadeya dedicated to Coliya brahmins by
Kulacékara Pantiyan (for more on this, see Caminataiyar 1927: 15-7). Aiyar (1949: v-vi) also adds that Cevvai
Catuvar belonged to the Kaundinya Gotra, according to a Tamil magazine called Tamilaracu 1(2), p.67, which |
have not been able to trace.

Zvelebil (1974: 191) suggests that Cevvai Chtuvar was a Vaisnava Brahmin, of which | am not too
convinced as, unlike Arulala Tacar, he freely sings in praise of deities other than Narayana, as we can see from
the invocatory verses, as well as the 12" skandha. But then, he could have been less strict in his views than his
fellow poet. However, the fact that he does not mention his Acaryas, or any Acarya for that matter, is a little
disconcerting, as this is an established practice among the Srivaisnavas, as can be seen from ATBh’s work.

14 cevvai means ‘correctness, fitness, abundance, evenness, sound condition’ and catuvdr, a participial noun,
‘one who wears, one who is crowned’. So we may roughly translate the title as ‘he who is crowned with
smoothness/fitness [of words]‘. Please note that the Tamil Lexicon (TL) has an entry for his name (‘A native of
Vémpattir in Ramnad District, author of the Tamil Pakavatam, wrongly ascribed to a fictitious poet Ariyappa-p-
pulavar’).

15 Aiyar (1949: vi) claims that this cirappu payiram verse (‘a special invocatory verse’) was found in the Bhagavata
MSS of the Tamil Cankam of Maturai.



Cevvai Cltuvar, the best among the Brahmins who lived in the city of

Nimpai in the South, where the sea --- of five qualities, which is endowed with riches --- swells
and thrives, and wafts ashore the two treasures,*®

uttered the Bhagavata paurdna of Vedic fame.’

As for his date, the poet is claimed to have lived at the beginning of the 16" c., around 1500-
25 CE*8, hence earlier than Arulala Tacar (Arunachalam 2005 [1977]: 232). However, a closer
scrutiny at the text is needed to firmly establish his date.

2.2. Cevvai Cltuvar’s Bhagavatam

His work, traditionally known as the Bhagavatapuranam, Itihasa-bhagavatam or
Vintubhagavatam (vintu <Skt.- Visnu'®), is composed of 4973 verses divided into 155
adhyayas, which themselves are —very much like the BhP that it follows closely— divided
into 12 skandhas. This work has very few descriptive passages as it sticks to the essential, so
that the story keeps moving forward.?°

After the five initial verses (four invocatory stanzas and an avaiyatakkam one,?! as we
shall see in some detail at present), the CCBh shifts to Naimisaranya where the ascetics
address Sita, and from there the story proceeds very much like (and in the same order as)
the BhP.22 The 10" skandha is the central one in terms of both importance and size, with 1682
verses,?® and it, too, stays very close to the contents of the Sanskrit original.

16 j.e. $arikha and padmanidhis, two of Kubera’s nine treasures.

17 This verse is quoted by Aiyar (1949: vi), and repeated by Arunachalam (2005 [1977]: 232-3).

18 Cevvai Catuvar’s date has not been established without a doubt, to my mind at least. U. Vé. Ca., who edited
the work, does not date it, simply because he may have died before writing a preface to his book. In his preface
to the 1949 (p. vii) edition Kaliyana Cuntara Aiyar (from now on Aiyar), U. V&. Ca.’s son, explicitely indicates that
the author’s date is unknown. However, because the Tamil Vaisnavas were apparently not interested in
composing Puranas in Tamil till about the 16" c., Arunachalam believes that Cevvai Cituvar must have lived
around 1500-25 CE. His dating also seems to take into account his hunch that CCBh seems older than Arulala
Tacar’s version, which gives its date (mid-16th). While there is no reason to dismiss the date suggested by
Arunachalam, we need to establish it in a more solid way, thanks to historical clues, linguistic features and
intertextual references found in both works.

For some unexplained reason, Amaresh Datta (1987: 61) places Arulala Tacar (‘about 350 years ago’)
earlier than Cevvai Catuvar (‘he lived about 200 years ago’). It is worth noting that Datta gets many facts wrong,
e.g. he claims that the CCBh was first published in 1908 (as opposed to 1881), that the first volume of U. Vé.
Ca.’s edition was published in 1944 (as opposed to 1949), and he is not aware of the publication of the second
volume. And perhaps most of all, his dating the ATBh to ‘about 350 years ago’ is taken from 1891 publication of
that work, to which he seems to have omitted adding an extra century, when he published his own work in 1987.
I thank S. Bhuwaneswari for pointing me towards Datta’s work.
19| thank Naresh Keerthi for drawing my attention to the fact that referring to this Bhagavatam as Vintu/Visnu
Bhagavatam could be in order to distinguish it from the Devibhdgavatam, which some saw as “the” Bhagavatam
par excellence.

20 Matavan (1993: 7), in fact, points out that the poet is not interested in descriptions or alamkaras, and that in
that sense, it is more like an itihdsa, not merely a kdvya or Purana.

21 ‘Expression of modesty by a speaker in a public assembly, apologetic preface’ (Tamil Lexicon s.v.
avaiyatakkam).

22| am yet to find any major difference with the Sanskrit work, except for the changes and restrictions imposed
by the smaller size of the Tamil work.

23 This corresponds to 35% of the whole work.



2.3. Sample passages — the invocation verses

To get back to the initial verses of the CCBh, it begins with one verse each for Tirumal-
Narayana, Suka, the greatness of the book, and Sarasvati. The first verse gives the visaya-
vailaksanyam — the distinction of the subject-matter:

1. FTUSHS LT ER&LITLE FISHTEH S, SmesTedlenL
BILSSCS6T aj6us Hlennhbegmefly et LMHGDTeTD,
7 b5S PEBM el Ewbmls sesflblesrm
SMILSS & (HGL6sTE &L 6650t Lo6VITLY HleMmEsTEUTLD.

1. cir patta param cutar ay, citt’ aki, kanalitai
nir pattat’ ena ulakam niraint’ olir tan pal tonra,
er putta mu tolilum init” iyarri tani ninra

kar patta tiru méni katavul malar ati ninaivam.

We shall meditate upon the lotus feet of the god with a lustrous form
of flourishing blackness,?*
who — being the graceful Supreme Flame, and knowledge [itself] —
stood apart, having nicely performed the three beautiful acts,
as the worlds appeared from Him, fully resplendent,
as if water appeared amidst the mirage.

U. Vé. Ca. (in Aiyar 1949: 1) rightly points out that this verse is reminiscent of Kampan’s first
katavul valttu (‘invocatory stanza’), in which Narayana is described as creating, maintaining
and destroying the worlds. But it also echoes the first verse of the BhP, which incorporates
the metaphor of the mirage (tejovarimrdam yatha).?

In the next verse, Cevvai Cutuvar claims that Sarasvati herself speaks through him:

LLLOL 5608 L|6T8T TH&6L6DT LOITE: &H608
BTLOLIHEDS HENl6STMEITET Y & 6VIT60T

&IT LHNG! GlwesTGMTT &6l wirest GCl&medlest
LMOLBEnS SM LIMgWSTE6LD.

24 Another possible way of interpreting this: “that had bloomed in the monsoon”.
25 Although this verse is translated differently by scholars (e.g. Gupta and Valpey 2017: 49), here is one that
brings out the similarities between this BhP verse (I.1.1) and the CCBh verse above:
janmadyasya yato ‘nvaydaditaratascarthesvabhijiiah svarat
tene brahma hrda ya adikavaye muhyanti yat sirayah |
tejovarimrdam yathad vinimayo yatra trisargo 'mrsa
dhamna svena sada nirastakuhakam satyam param dhimahi [ |
We meditate on that transcendent Reality (God) from whom this universe springs up, inwhom it abides
and into whom it returns—because He is invariably present in all existing things and is distinct from all
non-entities—who is self-conscious and self-effulgent, who revealed to Brahma (the very first seer) by
His mere will the Vedas that cause bewilderment even to the greatest sages, in whom this threefold
creation (consisting of Sattva, Rajas and Tamas), though unreal, appears as real (because of the reality
of its substratum) —even as the sun's rays (which are made up of the element of fire) are mistaken for
water (in a mirage), water for earth and earth for water—and who ever excludes Maya by His own self-
effulgentglory (tr. Goswami and Shastri 2010: 49).



pu matantai punarntavan ma katai
nda matantai navinranal dkaldn

‘ka, matantail’ enr’ or kavi yan colin
pa matantai tan patiyat’ akume.

Because the Lady of Speech uttered the great story

of Him who embraced the Lotus Lady,

if | compose a verse saying, ‘Lady, protect!

it will be as if the Lady of the word sang about her[self].

And this goddess is probably added to the list of those who are praised at the beginning,
following the BhP itself.2¢

The third verse, dedicated to Suka, the main narrator of the Bhagavatam, speaks of

the vaktr-vailaksanyam—the distinction of the speaker:

Nmbs Clumes &IMHEI, Nemm& GLpedl GumesTLLILIL, N6t CUTILS O\&T6TenTev
SIOMHS LS eNWITELP6st] WTSTEHS 6T, Lo&HeVTol 6T memLpLiLIg, Clgeueumul

&g Henm UL eVFTE CIF W &(HEYLD 66T GleuTeoTesT, 2 UNFEHET WTeLD
BlenmbSIMMU|LD &&(Pestleustt suflent UNSHLDS STDENT VTS STesoNlenesTSHE) Gl FUIEUTLD.

piranta poluté turantu, pirai kulavi pol natappa, pin poy tonnal

arainta pukal viyata muni atarattal ‘matalay!” enr’ alaippa, cem vay
tirantu narai poliyum malar celum taruvum, ‘én?’ enna, uyirkal yavum
niraint’ uraiyum cuka muniva! nirai ital tamarai malar tal ninaital ceyvam.

As you walked like a baby moon renouncing [everything] the moment [you] were
born,

[and] as the ascetic Vyasa, famous for uttering the Puranas, went behind and
called [you] ‘O child! out of affection,

even the verdant trees with flowers that pour honey opened [their] good mouths,
and said ‘Yes?’!

0 ascetic Suka, whom all the living beings pervade and dwell in! We shall meditate
upon [your] feet that are lotuses with crowding petals.

This, of course, is inspired by the BhP 1.2.23 itself:

yam pravrajantam anupetam apetakrtyam dvaipdyano virahakdtara djuhava |
putreti tanmayatayad taravo ‘bhinedus tam sarvabhdtahrdayam munim anato ‘smi ||

26 Cevvai Cltuvar seems to praise all the people that the original BhP does (see verse below), except perhaps

Nara:

narayanam namaskrtya naram caiva narottamam |

devim sarasvatim vydsam tato jayam udirayet [ |

After offering homage to Narayana, to Nara, the best of men, to Goddess Sarasvati, and to Vyasa, one
can rise toward victory. (1.2.4; tr. Gupta and Valpey 2017: 50).



As Suka was departing home, unschooled and free of obligations, his father,
Dvaipayana (Vyasa), called out, “Son!,” afraid of losing him. But only the trees echoed
in return, for they were absorbed in the same feelings. | offer obeisance to that seer
who is within the hearts of all beings. (BhP 1.2.23; tr. Gupta and Valpey 2017: 50)

The same incident is narrated with the same characters, with but a few changes. The following
verse deals with the prabandha-vailaksanyam — the distinction of the work, not his own, but
of the original, i.e. the Bhagavatam:

FL055] BV QBT WIEh &8s EH CFTHS)
BOPSS BHTETMDS SL(Eh&leners sHLSS HHeAD
L& &IHTHSEI LITLOLIT HeUGILO6ST 5160 &8 &L
eN WU (Brasest BIsFEACW 69 HDLsuTT CGeur.

culittu nal amut’ oluki am cuka mukam cérntu
talaitta nal marai tatam cinai karpaka taruvil
palutt’ utirntatu paramapakavatam enr’ icaikkum
vilu perum kani nukarcciyé virumpuvar mélor.

The superior ones will desire solely the enjoyment of the great, sublime ripe fruit
called?’ the eminent Bhagavatam, the good nectar, which,

—garnering, trickling down, reaching Suka’s/the parrot’s pretty mouth, [and]
ripening upon the Kalpa tree with large branches that are the four flourishing Vedas
—dropped from [it]V

And this once again echoes the BhP’s own words:
nigamakalpataror galitam phalam
Sukamukhad amrtadravasamyutam

“The fruit of the Vedic desire tree, containing ambrosial juice, has issued from the
mouth of Suka. O knowers of rasa and people of taste in the world! Drink again and
again this reservoir of rasa—the Bhagavata.” (BhP 1.1.3; tr. Gupta and Valpey 2017:
49)%8

Comparing the Bhdgavatam to a fruit and nectar, tracing its origin to Suka and the Vedic tree
that is wish-fulfilling, but also suggesting that the audience is a certain set of people with
superior taste — all these elements are comparable in the two versions.

We can thus see that the poet has stayed very close indeed to the BhP, while not quite
translating from the Sanskrit original. The following verse that expresses the poet’s humility
is, however, not part of the BhP:

2 emmU(h) LOMIEG6L 6UMen)|(Heu CeumF&HlmLd
Fevmu(h) LeTGlemevim(eh Gl&svsv 616060E6UT?

27 More literally, icaikkum means ‘sung, sounded’.
28 | thank Naresh Keerthi for reminding me of this BhP verse and David Shulman for explaining verse 3 above.



@enmeusnT somlafert ClF(HsS) 6558501865t
Simlefert &emeyGLo wenmeuesT wWimen|GLo.

urai patu mankul van uruva or tiram
cirai patu pul elam cella vallavo?
iraivan nal arivinar etutt’ icaittatu— en
arivinat’ alavumé araivan yanume.

Are all the birds alike capable of going to and

piercing through the sky with raindrop-yielding clouds?

The book of God that the knowledgeable people took up and sang [about] —
| shall speak [it] to the extent of my [own] knowledge.

This is reminiscent of a floating verse (tanippatal), which compares Nammalvar/Garuda with
the other poets/houseflies.?®

2 The following verse is given in a footnote of the 1909 edition of the Kéyil Oluku (p.7):
FWT (HleuGsHT &(HLD C\&H G
@reils CadF et Wleslwm (HeuGsm
BT (HeuGCsm 2 m(GCleuid LjeS et
BfGs &iflWedr HeOLWM(HleuGCsT
GuwiT HleuGsHT Lp&Falf eud (LpedT
CILI(THLDITEDT 6U(GH6ITIT LIFEs0T60T S (H6TEafHE!
ER6UIT glem Ty, UNTLOLT enmuesr
RHBEETD QUMICLT 2 u&ElMH HaNGuwi?
Tatuvatoé karutark’ etiré?
iravikk’ etir minmini atuvato?
nay atuvato uru vem puli mun?
nari kécari mun natai atuvato?
péy atuvaté alak’ drvaci mun?
peruman vakulaparanan arul kirntu
ovat’ urai ayiram ma maraiyin
oru col perumé ulakil kaviyé?
That a fly should play before a Garuda!
That a firefly should play before the sun!
That a dog should play before a mighty, roaring tiger!
That a fiend should play before the beautiful Urvasi!
Will the verses of the world be worth one word
from the great Vedas that are the thousand [verses]
spoken unceasingly and abounding with grace
by the Lord who wears bakula-flowers?’
The Kéyil Oluku (in the part called “Tirumankaiyalvar Vaibhavam”) claims that Tirumankai Alvar established
Nammalvar’s supremacy as poet by placing his work on the Cankam plank, and thereby defeating Kampan. There
exists another variant of the story, as captured by Arunacalam (1990 [2005]: 16), in which Madhurakavi Alvar
replaces Tirumankai, and many unnamed pulavars replace Kampan. And the plank tipped over the other poets’
compositions into the water, while Nammalvar’s remained upon it. And when the humbled poets, the story
goes, praised the Alvar, the same verse came out of all their mouths:
Gawb G memasbwm, QFwwdmu urhaesLGeur

[BTLOLD LITITTSI(&&GeoTIT, BTT6euor GevT? - &ITLOLD
slemGeur, 6uGerGm? G merflyesorGLIT, [HT6dT(&LD

2 6m@eur, GILI(HLOTEDT 2 60T8>(8)?



It is also worth noting here that throughout his work, the poet uses types of verses that
had already disappeared in his time, e.g. kappiyaturai, vaficitturai, vafciviruttam and
kaliviruttam (Matavan 1993: 5).

Now that we have caught a quick glimpse of the CCBh, let us now turn our attention to
the other Bhagavatam, not just to learn more about it, but also to examine its eventual
closeness to the BhP and the CCBh

3. Nellinakar Arulalatasar’s Purana-bhagavatam

3.1. Authorship and Date

Arulaladasar, also known as Varadaraja Aiyangar,3° composed what is known as the Purana-
bhagavatam.3! For unknown reasons, his work is even less known than Cevvai Catuvar’s.??
But at least, the identity of the poet and the date of his work are beyond any doubts thanks
to these two verses from the Tiruvaranka patalam of the ATBh:

T8 (BEVSH G| 6U(H(LPeNMCWITST &FiflensHen BN &&H65T @) 60 & LIMeV
2 g6 ClEFTemens &L 6ITTEL 2 601788 6U60TEU6THT &)(Ih6UTTEISLD
ugSlwiwy Cous S resrs5Gs s WLPLenMmEWITET uFgHest GClHsveds

cémam kurukaiy6? ceyya tiru parkatalé?

namam parankucané? naranano? tamam

tulavo? vakulamo? to] iranto? nankum

ulavo, peruman unakku?

Is [your] stronghold Kurukai? Or the perfect milk ocean?

Is [your] name Parankusa? Or Narayana? Is the garland

[made of] tulsi? Or of bakula-flowers? Do you have two,

or four shoulders, O lord?
Please note that this strinkingly similar image is also used by Arulala Tacar (v.1.147, given in 3.3. Sample
passages: the invocatory verses).
30 varadaraja is probably just a translation of the Tamil name ‘Arulalar’, as pointed out to me by Thillaisthanam
K. Parthasarthy in a personal communication. As for Aiyankar, Arunacalam (2005 [1977]: 250) opines that the
poet was probably simply known Varataiyar (as he calls himself in his verses, e.g. ATBh 14.5), and the suffix
Aiyankar (which is a title adopted by the Srivaisnava Brahmins), must have been attached to his name later, as
the suffix did not come into being until later.
31 This work seems to have been published by the end of the 19%" c., in two parts, by different editors. Aiyar,
Pillai and Nayakkar (1891: iv) describe how the first part was published: having worked upon the project for
about 25 years, a certain Punkattdr Kantacami Mutaliyar got the first 4664 verses published ‘four, five years ago’
(which takes us to the 1880s), but passed away before publishing the remaining verses. Aiyar, Pillai and Nayakkar
seem to have published the rest, and possibly the whole work (in the scanned book that | have used here have
letters from both sides cut off, making it difficult to fully read the contents). | am yet to get hold of Mutaliyar’s
edition.
32 Even U. Vé. Ca. does not mention this work: maybe he did not know of it. Or, maybe did he not think it quite
as good as CCBh, and therefore ignore it? It is hard to say, because he passed away before he wrote an
introduction/preface to his edition. We may also wonder whether Arulala Tacar’s work was considered as
exclusively Srivaisnava, hence not taken up and studied by the others; or whether the Srivaisnava have kept it
to themselves. But then, it is not clear if the Srivaisnavas themselves read it, and | personally have never heard
it mention —let alone quote from— in the numerous upanydasams that | have listened to. Besides, the editor
Cuvami (1989: 29) marks the stops at the appropriate locations of the text to enable the reciting of the work in
seven days for a Bhagavata-saptdham. But we may wonder whether he is trying to revive an old practice or
create a new one.



sHuHwrll 2 wFhHHICU F(permer [Hrgest Gm.

etukulattu varu(m) muraiyon caritaiyai nal cukan icaiyal
utavu colai tamilindal uraittavan val tiruvarankam

pati amar véttira karatton mala maraiyon varatan nellikk’
atipati ay uyarntitu pérarulalanatan aré. (153)

The man with the staff in hand who dwells in the fertile Srirangam,

the young?3 Brahmin Varadan, Pérarulalanatan who rose as the chief of Nelli,
is the one who rendered in Tamil, the words that the good Suka gave in verse,3*
the life-story of Him whose birth happened in the Yadu clan.

Varataracan, also known as Pérarulalanatan (see fn30 above), was a Brahmin (originally?)
from Srirangam, whose hereditary duties included service at the temple.?> He may have
moved to a place called Nelli, 3¢ also mentioned in the following verse, in which he gives a
precise date of “publication”:

WD emMGWIT GlF6dTEwT 6U(HLDE HMTHSLD U UNTEHS BTEOTMHEMT LMILIS &(EHSFTLD
SITW&L &)(HGIS60f168T (LPSHETLOT &5 60 HI6VMkI(E (&(HEUMTSHSHIS SHITTL Brerlev

Grw (pLedT CQBVedBET 6Urs Fresst Hlaflevrm &85601 6UemesoTulleT sprmiE)W0
TBTW&60T(L6ST M) (6hT Lo&IDIH HLGeU eums: CHeusHemS STrGasm ) Hevsnim mTGeor.

ayum maraiyor enna arum cakattam ayirattu nanarrét’ arupatt’ anicam

thya cupakirutu tanin mutal matattil, tulanku kuru varatt’ uttirata nalil,
néyamutan nellinakar varatardcan - nikar il arankattil arav’anaiyin 6nkum
nayakan mun, arifiar makilntitavé, vacutéva-katai arankérri nalan urrané. (154)

On the Uttiratam day of a bright Thursday in the first month of the holy Cupakirutu
[Subhakrt] year,

in the Saka year®’ one thousand four hundred sixty-five [whose greatness is] hard to
speak of by the examining Brahmins,

Nellinakar Varataracan attained excellence by presenting with love the story of
Vasudeva before the Lord who [lies] exalted upon a serpent-bed in the
matchless Rangam

in such a way that the learned people rejoiced.

So the date of the ararikérram,*® which apparently took place in Srirangam—very much like
Kampan’s Iramavataram is claimed to be—, is 1543 CE.3° In a handful verses of the same

33 Mala can also be a reference to his belonging to the mala-natu (“Region north of the Cauvery on the western
side of Trichinopoly” TL).

34 jcai can mean ‘song, music, [metrical] foot’ (TL) inter alia.

35 The “staff in hand” refers to vetrapani (cf. TL: véttira-pani (p. 3827) < vétra-pani. Attendant who, with a cane
in his hand, maintains order in a crowd). This may have been the hereditary duty of the author’s family.

36 It is not clearly where this place is located, but probably in the deep South.

37 s.v. TL - cakattam/cakaptam: “Sali-vahana Era commencing from 78 A. D.”

38 “presentation of a new work for acceptance before a learned assembly” TL.

39 For more on his date, see Arunacalam 2005 (1977): 274.



chapter, he also mentions his Acarya Ayanar, about whom we do not know much, as we shall
see.

3.2. Arulalatacar’s Bhagavatam

This Bhagavatam is twice as long as the CCBh, being composed of 9147 verses divided into
130 patalams (‘chapter, section’ TL).*® And the poet often refers to his work as “Vasutéva
katai” (“the story of Vasudeva/Vasudeva’s Son’; see v.154 above), probably because it focuses
more on Krsna than on any other avatara of Narayana. And he claims that it is a Tamil
rendering of Suka’s words through the following verse,** although we shall see that he
diverges from the original work quite often.

The ATBh begins with six invocation stanzas,*? and what is striking is that that all of
them are dedicated to Narayana or one of His forms, unlike the more diverse CCBh, which
somehow is hardly surprising for a staunch Srivaisnava. Also, the first patalam, called after
Srirangam, praises the Kaveri, the different parts of Ranganatha’s body, the other deities of
the Temple, but also the other divyadesams,*® the Alvars, the Acaryas belonging to the
Ramanuja sampradaya from Ramanuja himself to Klrattalvan, Nampillai, Manavala Mamuni,
and so forth, with the latest probably being Kantataiyannan. Also, each of the 132 patalams
begin with a praise of Tirumal. Arunacalam (2005 [1977]: 251-2) points out that no other work
in Tamil has so many katavu/ valttus (‘invocation verses’) verses, with over 300 of them.** And
the last patalam (the ‘Vainateya patalam’), apparently not found in all the manuscripts, is
supposed to be a Tamil version of a part of the Garudapurana that speaks of the greatness of
Ranganatha.®

In this way, the first and the last patalams are directly linked to Srirangam, and the
whole structure of the ATBh is different from the BhP, hence from the CCBh. As we mentioned
earlier, there are no skandhas divisions but only patalams. And the framing story in a way is
that of Rukmint, and a large part of the work is presented in the form of stories (of Narayana’s

40 This work has no skandha divisions, unlike the BhP or the CCBh.

1 @) 51616060 2 (1H5:(E, LT\ & G BIT THETSHTET @enF&HHmS 60 BLAET Feuollss)

SIFD &6 eorsCert (P&6V6U6ITetor LISGISetor ssormullyy (evfleuy Calug

FHITOMME GSH60T 2 0TS (HID HmITLEGevTs ML) ClesTesoresorm UNFLPLD

aNH LD CHELEV) eLTenSWeT Q& meaiTenTTsdT - 619 (H&HS Gl mesTLITST FaFGLo.

itu alal urukkumanikku naratan tan icaittatai naimicaraniyatt’

atil cavunakané mutalvar enpatt’ enndyirar munivar kétpa,

catur marai citan uraittitum nal culokam am patin enndyiramum

viti tamil nelli varataiyan connan — viruttam onpan cakacirame.

Other than that, Varadaraja from Nelli rendered —in nine thousand viruttam verses,
in proper Tamil —

the eighteen thousand slokas [from] the composition, [in] which Sita of the four Vedas utters

what Narada narrated to Rukmini, as eighty-eight thousand people headed by Saunaka listened in
Naimisaranya.

42 One each for the Infant on the banyan tree, the Supreme Lord, the Lord of the supreme abode, Rama,

Vasudeva and Ayanar, his Acarya.

43 These are ‘divine lands’ that found mention in the Alvar poetry. For more on the topic, see Ramesh 1996.

44 He also points out that Arulalatacar changes the yappu as much as he can for every verse.

45 The first editors of this ATBh added this patalam and gave it its current name. Cuvami (1989, vol. 5: 2) considers

this part as a “Srirangamahatmyam” in Tamil, the sole work in Tamil including such material.



various incarnations, for example, as well as Krsna’s birth and exploits) that Narada tells Her.%®
In addition, the ATBh also contains many stories that are not present in the BhP, like those of
Nappinnai and Tatipantan.*’

A few highlights of this work?*® are that while describing the incarnation of the Nacciyar
(Rukmini), the poet shows influence of Periyalvar’s pillai tamil,** and of the Tamil age-based
classification of women as pétai, petumpai and so forth (6™ chapter); when he describes
nature, he lists trees for example (7: 32-5); he has also included whole prabandhas within the
work, like tiruppalliyelucci (poem sung to wake up a deity), dfical (swing-songs) and so forth;
and he also describes the different wedding rites in each of the fifteen weddings that the poet
describes in his work. The poet has also produced citrakavis>® (Cuvami, 1989 vol.3: 5).

Let us know read some verses, and compare them with the ones from the CCBh.

3.3. Sample passages: the invocatory verses

1. ClUT6BTEs I MLDITLD ETEBTLIL|GUEDTLD LIEDL &GI8 STSHSGILI L|Ul6v [HIM M SL6V BIMTILS &l60LSSILI
Gumhg)

LPHEMLTLE SleeTSSHILTHE! (PLMIE BT WHIELGa Betreul GensuGloed (phHls

Q5 mesTEs IMLOITLD S630TLJ630TLLD 6T6soTenstlen Casmly &16VMmISILGeU eUUNMHMENLDS SIS ST STW

geotesfi LMD (&LpeilGlwlest ClLmedlbg CamesTmID &emeveussil(h Smerflenetsrid SensvGELosL

6M6ULILIMLD.

pon niram am ena puvanam pataittu, kattu puyal niram ay, talal niram ay tutaittu pontu,
munniram ay tilaitt’ uyarntu, mulanku naram mutukitavé- ninta vata ilaimél munti,

tol niram am antar antam enn il kéti tulankitave- vayirr’ amaittu, tayat’ dya

tan niram am kulavi ena polintu tonrum talaivan iru tal inai em talaimél vaippam.

We shall place upon our heads the large pair of feet of the Master, who appears
resplendent as a holy Child of His own nature,
creating the worlds as the gold-hued one;
protecting [them] as the cloud-hued one;
going on to wipe [them] off as the one with a fiery form;
being exalted having played [with them] adopting the three hues;
taking the lead upon the long banyan leaf

46 Following the belief that other types of Bhagavatas existed in Sanskrit (see XXX), Aiyar & Pillai (1891: iii) seem

to insinuate that in the Mahdbhdgavata, the framing story of Narada narrating all these stories to Rukmant is

itself framed by Suka telling them to Pariksit (i- carittirankalai kdrinar ndaratapakavan. kéttar urukkumani

pirattiyar. itarkuttan maka pakavatam enru peyar. pinnar itanai cukamunivar kdra pariksittuk kéttanan enpar).
A few examples of the stories that Narada tells Her are the liberation of Gajendra and His incarnation

as Narasimha. These go up to patalam 78, which includes the 42 patalams on Krsna from His birth onwards (23

to 64), which culminates with their marriage in 79. And Krsna’s story proceeds with His various exploits and

marriages, and His involvement in the Mahabharata war and so forth.

47 Nappinnai is considered by the Srivaisnava Acaryas to be an incarnation of Nila, Narayana’s third consort. She

was born as Krsna’s cross-cousin, to marry whom He subdued seven bulls. For more on her, see Edholm and

Suneson 1972.

8 These are based both on my perusal of the work, as well as Arunacalam 2005 (1977): 252-3.

49 “p poem describing the various stages of childhood of two kinds” TL.

%0 These are verses produced thanks to “various modes of writing or arranging verses in the shape of

mathematical or other fanciful figures” (MW).



so that the thundering naras (souls) meet [Him],
placing in the belly the countless crores of [cosmic] eggs
of the celestials of an ancient nature so that [they] shine.

Similar to the first verses of the CCBh is the reference to Narayana the creator, protector and
destroyer. And the Alvar influence is unmissable, for they often mention Narayana’s form as
the Child on the banyan leaf that swallows the whole world in order to protect it during the
pralaya.”* The following verse is almost an extension of this, in the sense that it shows His
being God.

2. 6UIT6BT Y8+ &60T LIMeU&6DT [HTHl6VLD LMHMILD 4.8
oeareoTTy 2 Levml 2 uNgmit 2 uly Cammin Goeyid
GamesTTa) eLpeUl GIFWIEVTIL B8 (&6TOTHRISET WITEYLD
STeaTTE) [HETMSHE06V 6U6IT H)(HS SHIT6IT GIHILILITLD.

van, acukan, pavakan, nir, nilam marrum aki,
an ar utal ay, uyir ay, uyirtorum mévum

kon aki, mavar ceyal ay, a- kunankal yavum
tan aki ninra talaivan tiru tal tutippam.

We shall praise the sacred feet of the Master, who,

— becoming the sky, wind, fire, water, earth and other [things],

becoming the body full of flesh, becoming the soul [inside], becoming the lord
who dwells in every soul, undertaking the acts of the three people, —

Himself stood as all those qualities.

In this case, too, Narayana’s omnipresence, especially in the elements, is reminiscent of
similar Alvar verses.”? The following stanza focuses on Narayana’s incarnations and divine
deeds:

3. BIGEITTEV HLEVEENLIHGID S(PH6TIHSHILD SH6vT&H60T 2 LD

2 7 2 &6V 6UHTHSEN6THHID 2 60&LIH(&1) 2-665T(H 2_LOILDIH(&I) H6TTHEILD
FIILDSHEITITEV SHEF(PSHETITIT 62(HLIGIS LOMHSI9MHGILD

urwUSS ClsmenClameT 9yifl LGIDLW6Y Flg LiesshleumLb.

karam atanal katal kataintum amut’ alittum, kanakan uram
ura ukirdal vakirnt’ alaintum, ulak’ itant’ untu umilnt’ alantum,
caram atanal tacamukanar oru pat’ uka maram tatintum,
paramapatatt’ oli kol ari patuma malar ati panivam.

We shall bow to the lotus feet of Hari in the Supreme Abode who shines
having churned the ocean with [His] hands and offering [gods] the nectar;
having enjoyed ripping up Hiranyalkasipu]’s chest with [His] strong nails;

51 See for example Tiruppan Alvar’'s Amalan ati piran 9 or Kulacékara Alvar’s Perumal Tirumoli 8.7.
52 See for example, Nammalvar’s Tiruvaymoli 6.9.1 or 7.8.1. The Saiva Nayanmars, too, have expressed similar
concepts. See for example, Tévaram 6.79.4 by Tirunavukkaracar.



having dug out, swallowed, spit out and measured the worlds;
and having destroyed adharma so that the ten-headed one’s singular ten [heads]
dropped off thanks to [His] arrow.

Here the poet links up the para form of Narayana in Vaikuntha to His vibhava (avatdra) forms.
As a matter of fact, because he mentions His three acts in v.1, he may have had His vyuha
form in mind.>3 The next verse is exclusively reserved for Rama:

4. HETHF FTUM &M &H(HET O\FUIG)| &FTTCHTET Fhs

6ugTs lenguNGsorm) @ rmeusssrest LomerGeuLdls

&&78 eurselfl 7698 &wevGet ((h) @enwGWTy CUTHMS
CpETs6T Uy 65pHE ClEFLDLOEL SIT6IT GlF6tTesll emeULILITLD. 4

cucarata carapankark’ arulceytu, curar kon inta
vacaratamicaiyin éri, iravanan malavé mik-

ka carata vali évi, kamalanot’ imaiyor porra,
tecaratan atiyil vilnta cemmal tal cenni vaippam. 4

We shall place upon our heads the feet of the great Son who fell at the feet of
Dasaratha,
—so that the unblinking gods praise along with the one on the lotus
(Brahma)—
having blessed Sarabhanga of good conduct,
climbed upon the mighty chariot bestowed by the king of gods, and
dispatched a much effective arrow so that Ravana died.

This singling out Rama, especially when aiming to tell (mainly) Krsna’s story, shows that this
incarnation of Narayana’s may have been Arulala Tacar’s istadevata (‘beloved’, chosen deity),
as He was for many a Srivaisnava Acarya, especially of the Tenkalai (southern) branch. And it
is only after Rama does Krsna make an appearance as the object of an invocatory stanza:

5. WTS6U[ (§605GI6T CHmerTm) @emoweuis (&) @LseT Clewiwn
LTSS LolgwiGeu LI LIMTLD(SI) ¢R(HeuLl LIMTE860T

SIT SETTIL WHHTT CoustoTyd FSHerTmIIS G (HLD 2em(HLD

ST TTeuTeUNg: B8 616M6BT 6U6TITESLD G FUIEUITLD.

yatavar kulattul tonri, imaiyavarkk’ itarkal ceyyum
patakar matiyavé par paramat’ oruva, parttan
tatan ay, aint’ ar vénti, catan ay térum drum
citaran ana vacutévanai vanakkam ceyvam.

%3 The Paficaratra Agamas mention five different manifestations of Narayana: para (‘supreme’; Paravasudeva in
Vaikuntha), vydha (‘emanation’, Narayana in the milk ocean), vibhava (incarnated/avatara form), arca (‘icon’,
‘deity’) and antaryami (inner controller, who resides in the human heart). For more on this, see Chari 1997: 91
and Klostermaier 2007: 206.

54 1n a personal communication, Victor D’Avella suggsted the emendation sucarita, but it seems to me that the
poet opts for sucarata for the sake of etukai (second-syllable rhyme).



We shall bow to Vasudeva, Sridhara, who, having appeared in the Yadava clan,
so that the heinous sinners who give trouble to the unblinking gods die,
became Partha’s messenger desiring five villages,
turned into a charioteer and drove a chariot
in such a way that the earth was rid of [its] burden.

Again, we see that once again, Vasudeva (at least the name in this case) becomes prominent
in this verse, being the direct object of the main, finite verb. Krsna’s acts of humbling Himself
(being born, and that too, in the Yadava clan, becoming a messenger for the Pandavas, and
driving a chariot for Arjuna) stand in contrast with the first two verses which clearly indicate
that He is the omnipotent, omnipresent God.

And finally, the last invocatory verse is dedicated to Arulala Tacar’s Acarya, the praise
of one’s Acarya and the lineage of the Acaryas (which is done in the first patalam, as
mentioned earlier) being a standard feature among the Srivaisnavas:

6. SwerTm 67(p LNMULNe|D C\FUISHEH eenesta6rT
LOmwI IBTyeseTest 6TLGL (P& Hlevmertoulfl Clumpess
Gaw sumill oy CageuTmy ELPS) (HLI LisssflGl&
WSt H(HS Smerflenesosr GUITMHMIEULD HMl6uTeV

tiyanar elu pirappinum ceyta ti vinaikal
maya, naranan ett’ eluttinai vali oluka
céya vay arankécanar makil tiruppani cey
ayanar tiru talinai porruvam arival.

We shall praise with knowledge the sacred feet of the honourable A[car]yan

who performed reparation works®” that the red-lipped Ranganatha delighted in,

so that the bad deeds committed by the evil people over seven births are
annihilated,

and act in accordance with the eight-lettered [mantra] of Narayana!

Although this does not tell us much about his Acarya (as this is a standard description that
could fit most pious Srivaisnavas), this verse definitely places him in or near Srirangam, unless
it is another temple-town where the main deity was also called Ranganatha.

Although the introductory verses end here, as mentioned earlier, more verses in
praise of various sacred places and people are found in the first patalam. Tacar has also
included there five avaiyatakkam verses, like the following ones:

Hlengblgail(HiuL Gl FSTIply @6T(LPLgU
eNenglam(h) erdlTeu(m &(HL6tT H&6lTesTGsu a9 iflblevesToumul

55 Lexicalised, tiruppani means ‘reparation works’, which could refer to repair works of temples and shrines. But
separately, it simply means ‘sacred work’ that the field is larger, as it could refer to anything from reciting sacred
verses to teaching them to children.



&S @ HEF MEnF Wel(h ClFWEm6 6088 65T6UT6D
@ FO\ST6IT &&65T(HET GlLomPlemwl wimest HLOLMeL @wibLeuGs (1.147).

ticai cevitu pata, netiya cikara muti ina(m) mutiya
vicai kotu etir varu karutan nikar enavé viri nilanvay
macakam itu cirak’ acaiya varu ceyalai ottana al!
icai kol cukan arul moliyai yan tamilal iyampuvate.

My uttering in Tamil the musical words graced by Suka

is like the act of the mosquito coming fluttering [its] wings>®

upon this wide earth, as if equal to Garuda, who comes forth with impetus
so that the ears of the quarters turn deaf,
so that the species of the long, gem-headed [snakes] end!

This verse is similar to Cevvai Cuatuvar’s avaiyatakkam, as well as the floating verse given in
fn29. As these are standard comparisons, this may not indicate that the poets knew each
other, or that one of them knew the other.

FLOLITEMEDT 6U6DSHS &IW(HLD &[T T Fiflens
&LueTEMY s698 SHmedr &T& &evor(hb

SIDLWRISET SeVFTHEIS WL B @levEhd &Hevflevgy LIS
SIDLNw GumeuGeu eumsGCHeul Hems Clamsvedlerermev. 148

camparanai vataitt’ uyarum tacarata raman caritai
kampan moli kavi tiran katci kantum,

ampuyankal alarnt’ elum nir ilaiici tanil Gmpalum ta-
tumpiya polavé vacutévar katai collinan al. 148

Despite seeing the nature of the poetic prowess of Kampan’s words

[narrating] the story of Rama, [son of] Dasaratha, superior [for] killing Sambhara,

| have told the story of Vasudeva, like the water-lily sways/spills over in a water tank
where lotuses bloom and grow!

While again mentioning Vasudeva, the poet goes back to referring to Rama’s story, but most
probably to indicate his source of inspiration, i.e. Kampan’s Iramavataram.

We can see from reading these sample verses by Arulala Tacar that he was influenced
by the Alvar poetry, and that his Bhdgavatam is more of a Srivaisnava work than Cevvai
Catuvar’s is. Moreover, given the nature of his work, it is more of an encyclopaedia of various
stories, poetic genres and so forth than,*” say, an itihdsa, which is what CCBh purports to be.

But did Cevvai Cltuvar and Arulala Tacar know each other? And this point of my
research, it is still too early to say whether they did or not. But one element might point at
Arulala Tacar probably being aware of the CCBh: there is a set of verses in the BhP traditionally
known as the Narayana kavacam (BhP VI.8.12-42) — hymns supposed to protect Indra. And
these are rendered into Tamil in CCbh, in a chapter that is called narayana kavacam uraitta

56 More literally, ‘as [its]/so that [its] wings move’.
57 | thank David Shulman for pointing this out to me.



attiyayam (6.4.3-26), with the last lines (often the second lines, too) of the quatrains ending
with the word kakkavé/kakka. But the ATBh (vol.5, p.35, v.165) only mentions the word
narayana kavacam but does not dedicate a single verse to it, which is surprising for the
otherwise very loquacious poet. We may wonder whether it is because the poet knew that
the kavacam was already rendered into Tamil in the other Bhdgavatam? It is hard to say.>®

4. Conclusions

We have thus seen that Cevvai Cltuvar sticks closer to the Sanskrit BhP, while Arulala Tacar
diverges considerably and seems more inclined towards collecting in one place different
poetic genres, stories, and so forth, so that their works are distinct from each other, but also
serve different purposes. Arulala Tacar was also clearly producing a Srivaisnava work. But
both scholars were erudite, and knew their epics and Puranas, as well as Kampan’s magnum
opus, very well indeed. But we need to look deeper into their works to detect further
influences, like the Villiparatam and the Tamil classics, but also the minor literature
(cirrilakkiyam).>® Both their works are incredible feats, and yet they are hardly known. Why is
that so? A lack of interest for such works in the modern days are due to, as David Shulman
(2016: 564) points out, “severe disjunction, a massive break in the cultural and literary
tradition linked largely to the insidious and demoralizing impact of a newly dominant colonial
culture; the colonial modernity...”

In order to revive interest in such works and to make sure that they are transmitted
to the future generations, much work needs to be done. There is the need to produce an
electronic, word searchable text, a proper edition (at least for the ATBh) and a translation.
And given the size and the levels of difficulty of these works (and the lack of commentaries),
this will require a team of scholars many years of work. Therefore, it is time to get started.
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