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Same, same but different: 
The Tamil Kāñcippurāṇam 

and its Sanskrit source
Jonas Buchholz1

Abstract
This chapter investigates the relationship of two mythological texts 
(sthalamāhātmya/talapurāṇam) on the city of Kanchipuram in Sanskrit 
and Tamil. The Tamil Kāñcippurāṇam, composed in the eighteenth century 
by the influential author Civañāṉa Muṉivar, is demonstrably based on the 
Sanskrit Kāñcīmāhātmya and follows its source rather closely on a narrative 
level. However, the two texts differ considerably in terms of their literary 
agendas. Unlike the rather utilitarian Kāñcīmāhātmya, the Kāñcippurāṇam 
is a sophisticated literary work, composed in a complex poetic style, which is 
typical of Tamil talapurāṇams. It will therefore be argued that the differences 
between the Tamil and the Sanskrit texts are more interesting than their 
parallels. Using the examples of the Kāñcippurāṇam and the Kāñcīmāhātmya, 
this chapter addresses the relationship of Tamil talapurāṇams to Sanskrit 
sthalamāhātmyas in the larger context of the literary cultures of which these 
texts formed part. 

1	  Research for this chapter was funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German 
Research Foundation), project number 428328143, and the  Academies Programme of the Union of the 
German Academies of Sciences and Humanities.
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Introduction
There is perhaps no other area in which the Tamil and Sanskrit literatures have 
been in closer contact than the genre of texts that tell the legendary stories of 
holy places, known as sthalamāhātmya in Sanskrit and talapurāṇam (from 
Skt., sthalapurāṇa) in Tamil. A great number of such texts exists about 
numerous places across Tamil Nadu in both Sanskrit and Tamil.2 In Tamil, 
talapurāṇams were an extremely productive genre between the sixteenth and 
nineteenth centuries, and many of these Tamil texts were based on Sanskrit 
sources. Yet, the sthalamāhātmyas and talapurāṇams of Tamil Nadu are 
a  largely neglected field of study. Moreover, the Sanskrit and Tamil texts 
have mostly been studied in isolation.3 With the exception of a recent PhD 
thesis (Ramesh 2020) and a handful of short individual studies (Harman 
1987; Younger 1995: Ch. 5; Wilden 2015; Fisher 2017: Ch. 4), little attempt 
has been made to systematically investigate the relationship between Tamil 
talapurāṇams and Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas.

This chapter aims to contribute to a better understanding of that 
relationship through an investigation of the Kāñcippurāṇam (KP), a Tamil 
talapurāṇam on the South Indian temple town of Kanchipuram, and its 
Sanskrit source, the Kāñcīmāhātmya (KM).4 The KP was composed during 
the second half of the eighteenth century by Civañāṉa Muṉivar (d.  1785) 
based on the KM.5 The latter is an anonymous and undated Sanskrit 
sthalamāhātmya that describes Kanchipuram’s sacred space from a Śaiva 
perspective, dealing with the mythical origin stories of more than 100 Śiva 
temples in Kanchipuram and its surroundings, culminating with the great 

2	  For an overview of the Tamil talapurāṇam genre, see Kiruṣṇacāmi (1974); Shulman (1980); Mātavaṉ 
(1995); and Nachimuthu (2022). Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas are representative of a wider genre known as 
māhātmya (‘glorification’). Literature on māhātmyas in general is scarce and mostly confined to short 
overviews in literary histories (for example, Gonda 1977: 277–83; Rocher 1986: 70–72). Probably the best 
overview is found in an unpublished MA thesis (Wiig 1981).
3	  It is telling that, for example, Hermann Kulke’s substantial study of the Cidambaramāhātmya 
(1970) does not mention the Tamil parallel text, Umāpati Civācāriyar’s Kōyiṟpurāṇam, with a single 
word. On the Cidambaramāhātmya and the Kōyiṟpurāṇam, see also Younger (1995: Ch. 5); and Ganesan 
(2022: 90–93).
4	  For an overview of the sthalamāhātmyas and talapurāṇams of Kanchipuram and a more detailed 
description of the KP and the KM, see Buchholz (2022).
5	  In fact, the KP contains two books (kāṇṭam), the first composed by Civañāṉa Muṉivar and the 
second by his pupil Kacciyappa Muṉivar. However, as I have shown elsewhere (Buchholz 2022: 27–29), 
the second book is a self-contained composition that is based on a different, so far unpublished, Sanskrit 
source. In this chapter, I am not concerned with the second book of the KP. Wherever I speak of the KP, 
I refer only to the first book by Civañāṉa Muṉivar.
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Ekāmranātha (or Ekāmbaranātha) temple, the city’s main Śaiva sanctuary.6 
While the KM has received little scholarly attention,7 a French summary of 
the KP by Dessigane et al. (1964) and a copious study in Tamil by Cāmi Aiyā 
(1989) exist. However, the nature of the relationship between the KP and its 
Sanskrit source, the KM, has so far not been investigated in detail—a lacuna 
that the present chapter aims to fill.

The KM as the source of the KP
That the KP is based on the KM is noted by Dessigane et al. (1964: vi–vii), 
who point out that the narrative structure of the KP closely corresponds with 
that of the KM. They also state that the KP follows the KM ‘très fidèlement 
jusque dans le detail [very faithfully down to the detail]’, while at the same 
time describing the KP as ‘beaucoup plus élaboré du point de vue littéraire 
[much more elaborate from the literary point of view]’. As I will show in 
this chapter, Dessigane et al.’s assessment is essentially correct. However, it is 
precisely the tension between the Tamil text’s faithful adherence to its Sanskrit 
source and its much more ambitious poetic agenda that makes the case of the 
KM and the KP interesting, calling for a more detailed investigation.

The KP itself also acknowledges its Sanskrit source, albeit in a somewhat 
oblique way. Its prefatory section (pāyiram) contains a verse (KP, 1.22) in 
which Civañāṉa Muṉivar states that he composed his work because local 
dignitaries from Kanchipuram had asked him to ‘tell the purāṇam of peerless 
Kacci [Kanchipuram] in luxuriant Tamil’ (poruv il kacciyam purāṇam vaṇ 
ṭamiḻiṉiṟ pukal).8 Such verses describing the circumstances of the text’s 
composition are a standard element of Tamil talapurāṇams, and they often 
refer to a Sanskrit source that the author has rendered into Tamil. Here, no 
source is named, but the fact that Civañāṉa Muṉivar says he composed his 
work in Tamil implies that the text was originally in another language—namely, 
Sanskrit. Elsewhere, Civañāṉa Muṉivar explicitly states that he has translated 
(moḻipeyarttu) the stories that were told by Sūta (the mythical narrator of 

6	  There is another sthalamāhātmya of Kanchipuram, of Vaiṣṇava orientation, which also bears the 
title Kāñcīmāhātmya. Apart from the title, this text has nothing in common with the Śaiva KM and 
therefore is of no concern to us. Wherever I speak of the KM in this chapter, I mean the Śaiva KM.
7	  The only major exception is Kerstin Schier’s (2018) study of the marriage festival at the Ekāmranātha 
temple, which draws on the KM in its discussion of the temple’s central myth.
8	  Note that the numbering of the chapters of the KP differs depending on whether the pāyiram is 
included in the chapter count. I follow Dessigane et al. (1964) in counting the pāyiram as chapter number 
one.
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the purāṇas) for the benefit of those well versed in Tamil.9 Although some 
scholars have dismissed the claim of a Sanskrit source as a mere convention 
(for example, Harman 1987), there is ample evidence of Tamil talapurāṇams 
that were based on Sanskrit sources. The KP is a case in point as it is based 
on an identifiable Sanskrit text—namely, the KM. As such, the KM and the 
KP provide an excellent starting point for an investigation of the relationship 
between Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas and Tamil talapurāṇams.

How can we be sure that the KP is based on the KM? The close parallels 
between the two texts make it abundantly clear that they are related, but 
could the KM not be based on the KP, rather than the other way around? 
This possibility can be safely ruled out. First, the KP is a relatively late text, 
composed during the second half of the eighteenth century, and an even later 
date for the KM seems unlikely. More importantly, a direct comparison of 
the two texts makes the direction of borrowing rather clear. As we will see, 
the KP takes the narrative of the KM as its starting point but expands it by 
adding ornamentation and descriptive passages. It seems natural to assume 
that such additions were made when the KM was rendered into Tamil, 
whereas the opposite process is much more difficult to imagine. This will 
become clear from the following discussion of the KM and the KP.10

Parallels between the KM and the KP

Reading the KM and the KP in parallel
To understand the exact nature of the relationship between the KM and the 
KP, a close parallel reading of a selected passage seems in order. Let us therefore 
consider the beginning of the origin myth of the Tirumēṟṟaḷīśvara temple (or 
Paścimālaya),11 which relates how Viṣṇu performed austerities to obtain Śiva’s 
form. In the KM (15.49–55), the passage in question reads as follows:

atra pūrvaṃ mahāviṣṇuḥ paścimālayasaṃjñake |
tapaś cacāra sārupyasamprāptyai śūlino hariḥ ||

9	  KP, 3.126: cūtaṉ aṉṟ’ uraittav āṟē mut tamiḻ aṟiñar tēṟa moḻipeyartt’ uraippēṉ uyntēṉ.
10	  This is not to say that there cannot be Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas that are based on Tamil talapurāṇams 
(for a possible case in point, see Wilden 2015), although this direction of borrowing seems to have been much 
rarer. What is needed is an unprejudiced investigation of the texts that neither uncritically accepts the Tamil 
texts’ claims to a Sanskrit source nor dismisses them without looking into the Sanskrit parallel texts.
11	  The Tirumēṟṟaḷīśvara temple is a Śiva temple in Kanchipuram’s Piḷḷaiyārpāḷaiyam neighbourhood. 
This site is mentioned in the Tēvāram (seventh/eight century) under the name Tirumēṟṟaḷi. The name 
Paścimālaya, which appears in the KM, seems to be a Sanskrit calque of the Tamil name Tirumēṟṟaḷi, 
which can be interpreted as ‘western temple’ (< mēl + taḷi).
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śānto dānto jitakrodho bhasmoddhūḷitavigrahaḥ |
rudrākṣamālābharaṇo rudrādhyayanatatparaḥ ||
hṛtpuṇḍarīkanilayaṃ viśvākṣaṃ viśvatomukham |
viśvataḥpāṇipādaṃ taṃ viśvarūpam umāpatim ||
dhyāyamāno divārātraṃ tatāpa paramaṃ tapaḥ |
tapasā tasya saṃtuṣṭaḥ prāhāvirbhūya śūladhṛt ||
vatsa viṣṇo prasanno ’smi varaṃ varaya suvrata |
tvam atīva priyo ’smākaṃ pārvatyāś ca viśeṣataḥ ||
iti devavacaś śrutvā murāriḥ prītamānasaḥ |
praṇamya girijādhīśaṃ pṛṣṭavān varam uttamam ||
bhagavan deva sarvajña viśveśvara maheśvara |
sārūpyaṃ mahyam īśāna prasīda tava śaṅkara ||

[There, in the place named Paścimālaya, Hari, the great Viṣṇu, once 
performed austerities in order to achieve identity of form with the 
trident-bearer (Śiva). Pacified, restrained, his anger subdued, his 
body besmeared with ashes, wearing a garland of rudrākṣa beads, 
engaged in reciting the Rudra(-mantra), he performed extreme 
austerities, meditating day and night on the one who lived in the lotus 
of his heart, the one who had eyes everywhere, the one whose face 
is turned everywhere, the one whose hands and feet are everywhere, 
that one who has all forms, the husband of Umā (Śiva). Pleased by 
his austerities, the trident-bearer (Śiva) manifested himself (and said:) 
‘Viṣṇu, my dear, I am pleased. You who are strict in observing your 
vows! Choose a boon. You are very dear to us, and particularly to 
Pārvatī.’ When the enemy of Mura (Viṣṇu) heard these divine words, 
his mind was gratified. He bowed down before the lord of the daughter 
of the mountain (Śiva) and asked for an excellent boon: ‘Lord! God! 
Omniscient one! Lord of the universe! Great lord! Master! Grace me 
with identity of form with you, Śaṅkara!’]

Compare this with the parallel passage in the KP (28.5–8):

navilum at talatt’ eyti muṉ ṉāk’ aṇaip puttēḷ
kavir itaḻc ciṟu nuṇuk’ iṭaik kavuri taṉ kaḷapak
kuvi mulait taṭac cuvaṭu tōy kuricil cārūpam
puvimicaip peṟa viḻaintu meyt tavam purintaṉaṉāl.
aim pulaṉkaḷaiy aṭakki niṉṟ’ aṟu pakai tuṟantu
nampu nīṟṟ’ aṇiy akka mālikaiyuṭa ṉayantu
kampiyāt’ uruttiraṅ kaṇitt’ itaya naṟ kamalatt’
empirāṉ aruḷ vaṭiviṉaiy iṭaiy aṟāt’ irutti;
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āṟṟ’ arun tavam iyaṟṟuḻiy aḻal viḻit taṟukaṭ
kūṟṟai veṉṟ’ aruḷ paramporuḷ karuṇai kūrnt’ aṭal āṉ
ēṟṟiṉ mīt’ eḻunt’ aruḷiy emm aṭiyariṟ ciṟantōy
nōṟṟu nontaṉai vēṭṭaṉa nuvaṟiy eṉṟ’ aruḷa;
unti pūttavaṉ aḷapp’ arum uvakaiyuṭ ṭiḷaittuc
canta mā malar aṭimicai vīḻntu tāḻnt’ eḻuntāṉ
entai nī tara muḻuvatum peṟṟ’ uḷēṉ in nāḷ
antil eṉ ṟaṉakk’ aḷitt’ aruḷ aiya niṉṉ uruvam.

[In this famous site (Tirumēṟṟaḷi), the god who rests on a snake 
(Viṣṇu) once arrived and performed austerities with the wish to 
obtain identity of form with the lord (Śiva) who bears the large 
impression of the perfumed round breasts of Gaurī, who has lips like 
flowers of the coral tree and a small, minute waist. Keeping his five 
senses under control, having renounced the six enemies (emotions), 
adorned with desirable ashes, having a garland of rudrākṣa beads, 
reciting the Rudra(-mantra) without fail, having constantly placed 
our lord’s gracious form in the good lotus of his heart, he performed 
austerities that were difficult to endure. Then the highest being 
that graciously overcame the cruel-fiery eyed god of death (Śiva), 
graciously mounted his victorious bull and said: ‘You who have 
excelled among my servants! You have practised great austerities. Say 
what you wish for!’ He who had a flower in his navel (Viṣṇu) rejoiced 
with immeasurable joy, fell to his beautiful large lotus feet, rose again, 
and said: ‘My father! I have obtained everything by you. Lord! Bestow 
me today identity of form with you.’]

The narrative outlined by the KM and the KP is identical: Viṣṇu performs 
austerities because he wants to obtain identity of form with Śiva; pleased by 
Viṣṇu’s austerities, Śiva grants him a boon; Viṣṇu then asks for identity of 
form with Śiva. Apart from the basic outline of the narrative, we also find 
numerous phrasal parallels between the two texts. For example, both texts 
describe Viṣṇu as performing austerities in the way of a Śaiva ascetic, using 
almost the same terms in the same sequence. Compare the following phrases:

•	 śānto dāntaḥ (‘pacified and restrained’) (KM) aim pulaṉkaḷaiy aṭakki 
niṉṟu (‘keeping his five senses under control’) (KP)

•	 jitakrodhaḥ (‘having subdued his anger’) (KM) aṟu pakai tuṟantu 
(‘having renounced the six enemies [that is, emotions]) (KP)

•	 bhasmoddhūḷitavigrahaḥ (‘having a body that is besmeared with ashes’) 
(KM) nampu nīṟṟ’ aṇi (‘adorned with desirable ashes’) (KP)
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•	 rudrākṣamālābharaṇaḥ (‘adorned with a garland of rudrākṣa beads’) (KM) 
akka mālikaiyuṭa ṉayantu (‘having a garland of rudrākṣa beads’) (KP)

•	 rudrādhyayanatatparaḥ (‘devoted to reciting the Rudra[-mantra]) (KM) 
kampiyāt’ uruttiraṅ kaṇittu (‘reciting the Rudra[-mantra] without 
fail) (KP)

The parallels between the two texts thus go beyond the narrative level and 
extend to the phrase level. Civañāṉa Muṉivar did not just retell the narrative 
that is also found in the KM; he also must have had the Sanskrit text in front 
of him and rendered it into Tamil phrase by phrase.

At the same time, the KP is not a literal translation of the KM. First, the 
diction of the KP is much more florid than that of the KM; I will return 
to this point later. Second, while the Tamil text for the most part closely 
follows its Sanskrit source, it occasionally adds or omits individual phrases or 
simply says things in a different manner. Consider, for example, Śiva’s words 
to Viṣṇu: in the KM, he tells him, ‘You are very dear to us, and particularly to 
Pārvatī’ (tvam atīva priyo ’smākaṃ pārvatyāś ca viśeṣataḥ), whereas in the KP, 
he says, ‘You have excelled among my servants’ (emm aṭiyariṟ ciṟantōy). Such 
differences of course do not really change the message, but they show that 
while Civañāṉa Muṉivar was closely guided by the Sanskrit text, he did not 
try to render it into Tamil word by word. Describing the KP as a ‘translation’ 
of the KM (cf. Zvelebil 1975: 248) could therefore fall short. While I do 
not want to enter this issue here, the Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas and Tamil 
talapurāṇams certainly provide ample opportunity to reflect on the concept 
of translation (cf. Ramesh 2020: Ch. 3).

The KP as an interpretational aid and textual 
witness for the KM
The close relationship between the KM and the KP means that the KP can 
help solve problems of interpretation or even textual problems with the KM 
when the texts are read side by side. Consider, for example, the following 
passage from the KM (3.79c–81b), which describes the rivers flowing in 
Kanchipuram and its vicinity:

kampayā kampayā puṇyajalayā niśayāvṛtā ||
vegavatyā viśeṣeṇa puṇyakoṭīśamānyayā |
kṣīranadyā mahatyā ca skandanadyā ca saṃyutā ||
mālābhir abhita svacchasumābhir iva māninī |
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This passage poses several problems. The word kampayā can be easily 
discerned as the instrumental of kampā (the name of a river), but its 
reduplication is difficult to explain. Moreover, it is not entirely clear which 
of the words in the instrumental are names of rivers and which are attributes 
describing the rivers. Is puṇyajalā (lit., ‘having holy water’) a river or does the 
word puṇyajalayā simply qualify the following niśayā? And how is niśayā to 
be understood? The usual meaning of niśā (‘night’) seems hardly fitting. For 
all these problems, the parallel passage in the KP (7.23a–b) is illuminating:

pampai kampai puṇṇiyanīr mañcaṇati vēkavati pāli cēyāṟ’
eṉpaṉav ēḻ ulakum iṭum ēḻ mālaiy eṉav oḻukum 

[Pampai, Kampai, Puṇṇiyanīr, Mañcaṇati, Vēkavati, Pāli and Cēyāṟu
flow like seven garlands that are put on the seven worlds]

First, the problematic phrase kampayā kampayā in the KM is echoed by the 
phrase pampai kampai in the KP. This suggests that the name of the first 
river should be pampā in Sanskrit (Tamilised as pampai) and that kampayā 
kampayā is a corruption of pampayā kampayā. Second, the KP clarifies 
that the rivers are seven in number: this becomes clear from the comparison, 
where the rivers are likened to seven garlands (ēḻ mālai). To arrive at the 
number seven, puṇyajalā (or puṇṇiyanīr in the KP) must be taken as a part 
of the enumeration of rivers. Furthermore, the obscure niśayā is glossed by 
mañcaṇati (< mañcaḷ + nati), which suggests that the word niśā is here used 
in the rare meaning of ‘turmeric’ (mañcaḷ in Tamil) and stands for a river 
named ‘Turmeric River’. All this helps us to arrive at the following translation 
for the KM passage cited above:

[Kanchipuram] is enclosed by the Pampā [read pampayā], Kampā, 
Puṇyajalā, and Niśā rivers,
and by the Vegavatī, which is particularly dear to Puṇyakoṭīśa,
and it is joined by the great Kṣīranadī and the Skandanadī
like a haughty woman [is adorned] with bright flower garlands 
all over.12

12	  Of these rivers, the identification of Pampā/Pampai and Puṇyajalā/Puṇṇiyanīr is unclear. Kampā/
Kampai is the name of a mythical river (or possibly a river that existed formerly but has since disappeared) 
that features prominently in the myth of the Ekāmranātha temple; today it is the name of one of the 
Ekāmranātha temple’s tanks. Niśā/Mañcaṇīr stands for the now canalised rivulet presently known as 
Mañcaḷ Nīr Kālvāy, which flows through central Kanchipuram. Vegavatī/Vēkavati is the name of a river in 
the southern part of Kanchipuram (Puṇyakoṭīśa being Śiva’s name in the main Śiva temple of this area). 
Kṣīranadī/Pāli is the Palar (Pālāṟu) River to the south of Kanchipuram and Skandanadī is the Cheyyar 
(Cēyāṟu) River, a tributary of the Palar that runs further south.
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This example shows that the KP can serve both as an interpretational aid and 
as a textual witness for the KM. In many cases, the Tamil paraphrase helps 
us to understand the meaning of the Sanskrit text that might otherwise be 
unclear. Of course, the interpretation found in the KP does not always have 
to be compelling: in the case of the passage discussed above, for example, it 
is possible that Civañāṉa Muṉivar simply misinterpreted puṇyajalā to be 
the name of a river (especially since a river of that name cannot be presently 
found).13 When he composed the KP, Civañāṉa Muṉivar could have been 
faced with the same problems regarding the interpretation of the KM as 
we are, and we are free to challenge his choices. However, it seems wise to 
assume that Civañāṉa Muṉivar and his interlocutors in eighteenth-century 
Kanchipuram were in a better position to understand the KM than we are 
today and his interpretation often gives us a better understanding of the 
Sanskrit text.

Not only does the KP show us how Civañāṉa Muṉivar understood the KM, 
in some cases, it is even possible to reconstruct what form of the text he must 
have had before him. In our example, the fact that the KP has pampai suggests 
that the version of the KM to which Civañāṉa Muṉivar had access contained 
the reading pampayā instead of the first, kampayā.14 Therefore, although all 
manuscripts of the KM that I have been able to examine support the reading 
kampayā kampayā, we must consider pampayā kampayā as a variant reading 
that is attested by the Tamil parallel. Even though the identification of the 
Pampā River is unclear, this reading seems preferable since the reduplication 
of kampayā cannot be satisfactorily explained.15 Other such examples can be 
found from a parallel reading of the KM and the KP. If a critical edition 
of the KM were to be produced, it therefore must consider the testimonia 
provided by the KP. Although the value of Tamil parallel texts for the textual 
criticism of the Sanskrit purāṇas was noted by V. Raghavan as early as 1959, 
this approach has only rarely been used with Sanskrit and Tamil texts—quite 
in contrast, for example, to Buddhist texts in Sanskrit, Tibetan and Chinese.

13	  Given that the enumeration of rivers moves from north to south, the Puṇyajalā River should flow 
between the Ekāmranātha temple (where the semi-mythical Kampā River is located) and the Mañcaḷ Nīr 
Kālvāy, but no river is presently found in this area. However, Kanchipuram’s urban landscape has changed 
considerably over the centuries and it cannot be ruled out that there once was a watercourse here.
14	  Another possible explanation is that Civañāṉa Muṉivar had access to a manuscript that contained 
the reading kampayā kampayā but opted for the conjectural emendation pampayā kampayā because he 
could not make sense of the reading in the manuscript.
15	  As it stands at the beginning of the enumeration, the Pampā River should be found to the north of 
Kanchipuram, but I am not aware of a river of that name in this area. However, pampā is a plausible name 
since a river of that name is mentioned in the Rāmāyaṇa and several rivers in India bear that name (see Eck 
2012: 419‒21).
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Recensions of the KM
In some cases, it is possible to discern that the KP is based on a recension of the 
KM that is different from the printed version. Purāṇic texts in Sanskrit such 
as the KM were subject to a process that Hans Bakker (1989) has described 
as ‘composition in transmission’ and therefore often exist in several widely 
divergent versions. The textual history of the KM remains to be investigated 
in detail, but my preliminary findings, based on an investigation of three 
manuscripts held by the Institut français de Pondichéry, suggest that at least 
two different recensions of the KM exist. One of the three manuscripts, 
RE  30565, transmits a recension that is rather like the text of the printed 
editions (henceforth, ‘Recension A’), whereas the two other manuscripts, 
RE  30550 and RE 39684, represent a different recension (henceforth, 
‘Recension B’). Significantly, the KP seems to be based on a version of the KM 
that is closer to Recension B than to the printed text. Consider, for example, 
the passage KM 13.12c–13b, which is part of the section on Kanchipuram’s 
Kāyārohaṇeśvara temple, which reads as follows in the printed edition:

atrārṇavasamudbhūtāṃ lakṣmīm ārādhya vai purā ||
bilvapatrair mahādevam arcayet prītaye sukham |

[Here, one should first (purā?) worship sea-born Lakṣmī and 
(then) happily honour Mahādeva (Śiva) with bilva leaves for (his) 
satisfaction.]

This version of the text contains an injunction to worship the goddess 
Lakṣmī before worshipping Śiva in the Kāyārohaṇeśvara temple. As such, 
it seems to reflect the unusual fact that the Kāyārohaṇeśvara temple houses 
a shrine for Mahālakṣmī. On the other hand, in Recension B, the passage in 
question refers to a mythical event that explains Lakṣmī’s connection with 
the Kāyārohaṇeśvara temple:

atrārṇavasamudbhūtā lakṣmīr ārādhya vai purā ||
bilvapatrair mahādevam priyā viṣṇor abhūt sukham |

[Here, seaborn Lakṣmī once worshipped Mahādeva (Śiva) with bilva 
leaves and (thus) happily became Viṣṇu’s beloved.]

The parallel passage in the KP (19.7c–d) closely matches the text of Recension 
B, suggesting that the manuscript of the KM that Civañāṉa Muṉivar had at 
his disposal contained the latter version of the text:

cītaḷa kamalap pokuṭṭ’ aṇaik kiḻatti ceñ caṭaip pirāṉai villattāṟ
kōt’ aṟa vaḻipaṭṭ’ accutaṉ ṟaṉakkuk koḻunaṉāp peṟṟaṉaḷ aṅkaṇ
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[The lady who is seated on the pericarp of the cool lotus flower 
(Lakṣmī) faultlessly worshipped the lord who has reddish matted hair 
(Śiva) with bilva leaves there and (thus) got Acyuta (Viṣṇu) as her 
husband.]

In several cases, the printed text of the KM contains passages that are not 
reflected by the KP. Significantly, this sometimes concerns entire sections 
about particular temples. For example, the twelfth chapter of the KM 
describes, among other things, three temples named Aṣṭabhujeśvara, 
Nārasiṃheśvara and Jaigiṣivyeśvara, supposedly located in the Tumpaivaṉam 
neighbourhood of Kanchipuram. However, the KP does not mention these 
temples.16 To some extent, this corresponds to differences between the 
recensions of the KM: the sections on the Aṣṭabhujeśvara and Jaigiṣivyeśvara 
temples (KM, 12.1–7 and 12.23–48) are also missing from Recension B. 
However, the section on the Nārasiṃheśvara temple (KM, 12.19–22) is found 
in both recensions of the KM. Similarly, at the end of the seventh chapter 
of the KM (7.79–95), we find a section describing three sites to the south of 
Kanchipuram, named Kuraṅgaṇīgoṣṭha (identifiable with the Valīśvara 
temple in the village of Kuraṅkaṇilmuṭṭam), Tāḷīvaneśa (identifiable with the 
Tāḷapurīśvara temple in the village of Tiruppaṉaṅkāṭu) and Jīvatpākeśvara 
(so far not identified). This section, too, is included in both recensions of the 
KM, but is nevertheless missing from the KP. The situation therefore seems 
to be more complicated. Possibly the copy of the KM that Civañāṉa Muṉivar 
had at his disposal when he composed the KP represented a third recension 
that was even further removed from the printed text than that of Recension 
B.17 Be that as it may, these findings show that a detailed comparison of the 
KM and the KP must consider the complex and so far unstudied textual 
history of the KM.18

16	  Notably, the three temples cannot be presently located. This raises the question of whether the 
temples were omitted from the text because they had already ceased to exist or whether they were forgotten 
precisely because they are not mentioned in the KP.
17	  An alternative explanation would be that the passages in question were found in Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s 
source, but he decided to omit them. However, given how closely Civañāṉa Muṉivar otherwise follows 
the KM, it seems unlikely that he left out passages unless he had a reason to do so. This is conceivable in 
the case of sections describing temples that had ceased to exist in Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s time or that were 
otherwise obscure, but not in the case of the Kuraṅkaṇilmuṭṭam and Tiruppaṉaṅkāṭu temples, which 
belong to the holy places of Tamil Śaivism (pāṭal peṟṟa stalam) and therefore must have been known to 
Civañāṉa Muṉivar (see below).
18	  Schier (2018: 85) notes two deviations between the KM and the KP in the Ekāmranātha temple’s myth 
and speculates that the KP could have been composed based on a different version of the KM. As far as I can 
see, the relevant passages (KM, 45.11–16b and 45.90–92) are found in both available recensions of the KM, 
but in this case, too, it is possible that Civañāṉa Muṉivar had access to an unknown third recension.
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Differences between the KM and the KP
We have seen that, except for some deviations that are caused by the inherent 
variation of the source text, the KP closely follows the narrative of the KM. 
At the same time, however, there are marked differences between the two 
texts. These are essentially of two kinds: differences in the poetic style and 
the addition of passages in the KP that are not found in the KM. As I will 
argue, these differences are even more interesting than the similarities because 
they tell us something about the intended uses of the two texts and the 
different milieus in which they were produced. However, before we discuss 
the implications, we must have a closer look at the ways in which the KM and 
the KP differ from each other.

The style of the KP and the KM
The poetic style of the KP is far more complex than that of the KM. This can 
be seen in the fact that the KP employs more complicated and varied metres 
than the KM. The KM, like other Sanskrit māhātmyas, is composed almost 
entirely in the simple anuṣṭubh or śloka metre. Moreover, the number of 
verses that employ an irregular pattern (vipulā) is relatively high. Other more 
ornate metres (for example, vasantatilakā) are used only for the last verse of 
each chapter and rarely for eulogies or philosophical passages that are inserted 
into the narrative. By contrast, the KP employs several different variations 
of the āciriyaviruttam, kaliviruttam and kalittuṟai metres. These metres are 
not only much longer than the anuṣṭubh metre of the Sanskrit text, but also 
employ a more rigid metrical scheme and require obligatory line-initial rhyme 
(etukai). Other sound figures such as alliteration (mōṉai) are also extensively 
used in the KP.

Moreover, as we have already seen, the KP employs a much more florid 
diction than the KM. For example, while the KM refers to the gods and 
other mythological characters that feature in its narratives with varying 
short names, the KP employs much more verbose expressions, which often 
refer to the gods’ mythical deeds. For example, in the parallel passage that 
was quoted before, the KM refers to Śiva with stock epithets such as śūlin 
(‘the trident-bearer’) or umāpati (‘the husband of Umā’), whereas the KP 
calls him ‘the highest being that graciously overcame the cruel fiery-eyed god 
of death’ (aḻal viḻit taṟukaṭ kūṟṟai veṉṟ’ aruḷ paramporuḷ) or even ‘the lord 
who bears the large impression of the perfumed round breasts of Gaurī, who 



399

16. SAME, SAME BUT DIFFERENT

has lips like flowers of the coral tree and a small, minute waist’ (kavir itaḻc 
ciṟu nuṇuk’ iṭaik kavuri taṉ kaḷapak kuvi mulait taṭac cuvaṭu tōy kuricil).19 
Similar expressions can be found in many places in the KP.

In the same way, the places mentioned in the KP regularly receive long, ornate 
attributes that have no parallel in the KM. Thus, a temple can be said to be 
‘surrounded by tanks with flowers that, when the bees stir them up with 
their legs, burst open their buds and blossom, spitting out nectar from all the 
mouths that are their long petals’ (ñimiṟu kāl uḻakka mukaiy uṭaint’ alarntu 
neṭṭ’ itaḻ vāytoṟum naṟavam umiḻ malart taṭañ cūḻ; KP, 12.1). Similarly, 
a temple tank can be described as a place ‘with clear waters and roaring floods, 
on whose sides the waves break while heaps of brilliant pearls noisily set forth 
by pot-like conches emit intense white moonlight, dispelling the spreading 
darkness’ (kuṭa vaḷaiy alaṟiy īṉṟa kurūu maṇit taraḷak kuppai paṭalai veṇ 
ṇilavu kāṉṟu paṭar iruḷ irippa ñāṅkar uṭai tiraiy otukkun teṇ ṇīr oli puṉal; 
KP, 48.2). Such expressions are not only indicative of the extremely ornate 
poetic style of the KP, but also build on ancient Tamil literary conventions. 
For example, the hyperbolic trope of the pearls that are washed ashore and 
dispel the darkness of the night through their luminance is found in early 
Tamil texts such as the Tiṇaimālai Nūṟṟaimpatu, a poetic work of the late-
classical Kīḻkkaṇakku corpus possibly composed in the seventh or eighth 
century (cf. Tiṇaimālai Nūṟṟaimpatu 48 and 49).

The examples that we have seen make it clear that the poetic style of the KP 
differs starkly from that of the KM. At the same time, it would be wrong to 
qualify the KM as devoid of poetic ambition. Although Sanskrit māhātmyas 
have often been described as crude, artless or even dull, such an evaluation 
could amount to an overgeneralisation. Thus, Travis LaMar Smith (2007: 
156–60) has pointed out that the Kāśīkhaṇḍa—perhaps the best-known of 
all Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas—is a text of considerably literary appeal. The 
KM, too, has at least some degree of poetic quality. We can note that the text 
quite often uses sound figures such as alliterations (for example, pradakṣiṇaṃ 
prakurutaṃ pratyahaṃ prītamānasau; KM, 16.73) or assonances 
(for  example, akhaṇḍajagadaṇḍānāṃ piṇḍīkaraṇapaṇḍitaḥ; KM, 4.78). 
It also quite frequently employs wordplays of the yamaka type where two 
words that are similar in sound but different in meaning are used next to 

19	  The first expression refers to the well-known purāṇic myth of Śiva’s destruction of Yama. The second 
refers to the Ekāmranātha temple’s central myth, which tells how Pārvatī (Gaurī) firmly embraced a liṅga 
made of sand to protect it against a flood that Śiva had sent to test her devotion, leaving the marks of her 
breasts on the liṅga (see Schier 2018: 73 ff.).
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each other—for example, kṣamasvāgaḥ kṣamākānta (‘forgive [kṣamasva] my 
sin, husband of the Earth [kṣamā]’) (KM, 31.63). The occasional descriptive 
passages such as the depiction of Kanchipuram in KM 3.68–104 or eulogies 
of Śiva that are inserted in the narrative are also relatively ornate. Yet, it is 
a long way from the KM to the hyper-sophisticated style of the KP. Thus, 
while Civañāṉa Muṉivar used a Sanskrit source and followed it very closely 
on a narrative level, he rendered it into a much more ambitious poetic text in 
Tamil. What is said in the KP may be the same as in the KM, but how it is 
said is very different.

Additions to the KP
Apart from using a more ornate style in his retelling of the narratives that 
are also found in the KM, Civañāṉa Muṉivar made several additions, 
including both entire new chapters and additional descriptive passages that 
are inserted into existing narratives. Thus, the first four chapters of the KP 
have no equivalent in the KM. They comprise a prefatory section (pāyiram), 
two lengthy chapters that describe the region around Kanchipuram and the 
city itself (titled Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam, ‘Chapter on the Sacred Country’, and 
Tirunakarappaṭalam, ‘Chapter on the Sacred City’, respectively) and an 
introduction (patikam) that summarises the contents of the text. All these 
chapters are conventional elements of Tamil talapurāṇams and kāppiyams 
(long narrative poems). Among these chapters, the Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam and 
the Tirunakarappaṭalam are particularly noteworthy for the way in which 
they frame the KP using Tamil literary conventions.

The Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam and the Tirunakarappaṭalam
The Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam and the Tirunakarappaṭalam contain an elaborate 
description of the Toṇṭai country (the region around Kanchipuram) and 
of the city of Kanchipuram, comprising 145 and 126 verses, respectively. 
The two chapters draw heavily on Tamil literary conventions and are 
rife with intertextual references to other Tamil literary texts. Thus, the 
Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam begins with a description of the rainclouds, whose 
downpour on the Nandi Hills causes the origin of the Palar River (KP, 
2.2–17). The same trope is found in numerous other Tamil talapurāṇams 
and kāppiyams; ultimately, it goes back to the Kamparāmāyaṇam, the Tamil 
version of the Rāmāyaṇa, which was composed by Kampaṉ probably in 
the twelfth century (cf. Kamparāmāyaṇam, 1.1.2–11). The passage in the 
KP is clearly modelled after the Kamparāmāyaṇam: both texts describe 
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how the white clouds set out and return as dark rainclouds after they have 
absorbed water from the sea, how the clouds cling to a mountain range (the 
Nandi Hills in the KP; the Himalaya in the Kamparāmāyaṇam) and how 
the rain poured by the clouds flows forth as a river (the Palar and the Sarayū, 
respectively).20 It is interesting to note that Civañāṉa Muṉivar modelled 
his work after the Kamparāmāyaṇam. While the Kamparāmāyaṇam 
was highly esteemed for its literary value and was as such also read in Śaiva 
circles (Cutler 2003: 279), Kampaṉ’s Tamil adaptation of the Rāmāyaṇa 
was a Vaiṣṇava text that the staunch Śaivite Civañāṉa Muṉivar appears to 
have opposed on religious grounds. Indeed, he even composed—allegedly 
after a debate with the Vaiṣṇava scholars of Kanchipuram—a polemic in 
which he pointed out no less than 22 poetic flaws in the first verse of the 
Kamparāmāyaṇam.21 Seen against this background, the fact that the KP 
borrows from the Kamparāmāyaṇam can be seen as an attempt by Civañāṉa 
Muṉivar to outdo Kampaṉ’s work.

After describing the origin of the Palar, the Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam of the KP 
follows the river on its course through the Toṇṭai country. In its description 
of the Toṇṭai country, the KP, like many other Tamil talapurāṇams and 
kāppiyams, draws on the ancient convention of the five tiṇais or poetic 
landscapes. This concept is found in the Caṅkam texts, the oldest stratum 
of Tamil literature (possibly composed between the first and sixth centuries 
CE) and becomes regularised in subsequent works such as those of the late-
classical Kīḻkkaṇakku corpus. The tiṇai concept is also discussed at length in 
the Tamil poetological treatises, which served as a guide for later poets such as 
Civañāṉa Muṉivar. According to the tiṇai system, poetic compositions deal 
with five landscapes (the hills, the wasteland, the woodlands, the agricultural 
tract and the seashore), each associated with particular elements and particular 
poetic themes.22 The Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam of the KP includes a section on 
each of the five landscapes (2.38–127) as well as a section in which elements 
of different landscapes appear in various combinations—a feature that is also 
sanctioned by Tamil poetics under the name tiṇaimayakkam or ‘mixture of 
tiṇais’ (KP, 2.128–42). These landscape descriptions do not aim at a realistic 

20	  The description of the origin of the Sarayū River in the Kamparāmāyaṇam also served as a model 
for many other Tamil texts—for example, the Cīṟāppurāṇam, a seventeenth-century hagiography of the 
Islamic prophet Mohammed by the author Umaṟup Pulavar (see Narayanan 2000: 82–85).
21	  On this polemic (titled Kamparāmāyaṇa mutaṟ ceyyuḷ caṅkōttara virutti), see Āravintaṉ (1968: 
426–29).
22	  For an introduction to the tiṇai system as it is found in classical Tamil literature, see Ramanujan 
(1967: 105–8); and Zvelebil (1973: 85–110).
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portrayal of the Toṇṭai country but are entirely made up of conventional 
tiṇai elements. Thus, the section on the mountain landscape begins with 
a description of the millet fields, which the hillmen have ploughed after 
cutting down sandalwood trees and where the women who have been sent to 
the fields to chase away the parrots have amorous adventures with the men 
who have come to the forest to hunt (KP, 2.39–41). Anyone familiar with 
classical Tamil literature will recognise these conventional tropes, which are 
attested in the Caṅkam and Kīḻkkaṇakku works. As such, the KP forms part 
of a continuous Tamil literary tradition that reaches back to the beginning 
of the first millennium.23 At the same time, there is a marked contrast 
between the heavy and hyperbolic style of the KP and the naturalistic and 
unmediated imagery of the Caṅkam works, highlighting the fact that, in spite 
of all continuities, Tamil literature underwent a major transformation during 
this period.

The descriptions of the Toṇṭai country and the city of Kanchipuram 
also provide Civañāṉa Muṉivar with an opportunity to employ many 
sophisticated poetic devices; this part of the KP is filled with numerous 
elaborate similes and hyperbolic images. On several occasions, we also find 
verses employing the stylistic device of śleṣa (Tam., cilēṭai) or paronomasia, 
which skilfully uses homonyms to convey two different meanings at the same 
time.24 Consider, for example, the following verse (KP, 2.19), which can be 
read simultaneously as a description of the Palar River flowing through the 
landscape and of a king going to battle with his retinue:

aracukaḷ cūḻntu cellav aruṅ kaṇi malar vāy viḷḷac
cari kuḻaṟ kuṟa miṉṉārkaḷ paṟpala tāṉai veḷḷam
virav’ iṭap pariya kāl āṇ mētaku mākkaḷ attiy
iru puṭai taḻuvip pōtav ikal koṭu vaiyam ūrntu.

[While it is surrounded by aracu trees (while he is surrounded by 
[other] kings),

while precious vēṅkai trees blossom (while expert astrologers open 
their mouths),

23	  See also Ebeling (2010: 90–101) for the use of classical poetic conventions in nineteenth-century 
Tamil literature.
24	  For a comprehensive study of śleṣa in Sanskrit and other Indian literature, see Bronner (2010). For śleṣa 
in nineteenth-century Tamil literature, see Ebeling (2010: 43–45).
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while the clothes of kuṟava women with flowing hair join the flood 
(while kuṟava women with flowing hair mingle with the army),

while āṇ trees with sturdy trunks, excellent mango trees, and fig trees 
flank it on both sides (while sturdy foot-soldiers, excellent horses, and 
elephants flank him on both sides),

it (the river) flows on earth with strength (he [the king] mounts his 
chariot with hostility).]

By beginning his work with a description of the country and the city with 
which the text deals, Civañāṉa Muṉivar follows a well-established Tamil 
poetic convention and thus frames the KP as a distinctly Tamil poetic 
composition. At the same time, the extensive descriptive passages give him 
ample opportunity to showcase his poetic skills and to explore his creative 
imagination in a way that is not possible in the other chapters of the KP, 
where the outline of the narrative is predetermined by the Sanskrit source text.

Other additions in the KP
Just as the KP begins with an ornate description of the Toṇṭai country 
and the city of Kanchipuram, several individual chapters of the text begin 
with a passage that describes the setting of the subsequent narrative. 
Unlike the narrative portions of these chapters, the descriptive passages are 
not based on the KM, but have been added by Civañāṉa Muṉivar. Thus, 
the Purāṇavaralāṟṟuppaṭalam, which deals with the purāṇic frame story, 
begins with an elaborate description of the Naimiṣa Forest, the place where 
the sages have assembled to hear the narration of the purāṇa (KP, 5.1–7). 
The Canaṟkumārappaṭalam, which tells the story of the sage Sanatkumāra, 
begins with a description of Mount Meru, Sanatkumāra’s dwelling place 
(KP, 6.1–11). Similarly, the Talavicēṭappaṭalam, in which Śiva explains the 
greatness of Kanchipuram to Pārvatī, begins with a description of Śiva’s 
throne hall (KP, 7.1–10). As in the case of the Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam and the 
Tirunakarappaṭalam, these descriptive passages allow Civañāṉa Muṉivar 
to display his poetic ability by employing numerous striking images and 
elaborate comparisons. Consider, for example, the description of Śiva’s 
throne hall in KP 7.1–10, which is too long to quote in full, but which can 
be summarised as follows:

The gods, who had assembled to worship Śiva in his golden hall, 
were bedazzled by the splendour of the many jewels there and feared 
that they had become mortal every time they had to blink [1]. Śiva’s 
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lion throne looked as though Narasiṃha was resting at Śiva’s feet, 
wishing to eradicate the impurities of his soul [2]. Śiva’s white parasol 
looked as though the full moon was consoling the crescent moon on 
Śiva’s head, which was troubled by the waves of the Gaṅgā [3]. The 
yak-tail fans that were waved for Śiva looked as though Śiva’s fame 
were moving to and fro, unable to find space because he had already 
accumulated so much of it [4]. Skanda and Gaṇeśa were standing on 
Śiva’s sides, displaying their tusk and lance that destroyed demons 
like Gajamukha and Sūrapadma, as if to remind the gods not to 
become arrogant after they had received boons from Śiva [5]. Śiva’s 
hideous gaṇas were standing next to him while Brahmā and the other 
gods were standing at a distance, showing that true greatness comes 
through Śiva’s grace, not from outer appearances [6]. Seeing Śiva’s 
beauty, Viṣṇu contemplated becoming Mohinī again, but gave up 
his plan when he realised how beautiful Pārvatī was [7]. Urvaśī and 
the other Apsaras resorted to abhinaya gestures to conceal that they 
were unable to dance because they were infatuated by Śiva’s dance [8]. 
Thus, Śiva presided over the assembly on Mount Kailāsa while Nandī 
was holding back the multitudes of gods who placed their crowned 
heads on Śiva’s feet until they hurt [9]. There, Pārvatī praised Śiva’s 
feet and started speaking [10].

The most elaborate addition is found at the beginning of the 
Curakarīcappaṭalam (KP, 25.1–25), where we find a description of Mount 
Mandara, the place where the following myth of the Jvaraharīśvara temple is 
set. This section uses classical tiṇai imagery related to the mountain landscape 
and at the same time employs an array of increasingly more complex poetic 
figures. Thus, we find verses composed in the citrakāvya (Tam., cittirakkavi) 
mode, in which the syllables are arranged according to particular patterns—
for example, as complex palindromes or in the form of two intertwined 
snakes. Other verses employ a limited set of sounds. Consider the following 
verse (KP, 25.11), which manages to depict a vivid scene of the mountain 
landscape, ripe with conventional tiṇai elements, while only employing the 
consonant t:

tattai tittittat’ ōt’ itai tātu tēt
tott’ utittut titittat’ attittu tūt
tuttitt’ ētatta tīt’ utai tīt tatt’ att’
otta tātu tataittut tutittatē.

[The millet field (itai), where the parrots (tattai) call with sweet 
voices (tittittat’ ōtu), (the field) that is guarded (titittatu) while 
flower-clusters with pollen and nectar (tātu tēt tottu) appear (utittu), 
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is worthy of praise (tutittatē) because it abounds (tataittu) in (ivory) 
that comes from elephants (attittu), pure (gems) that come from 
cobras’ hoods (tūt tuttittu), and (gold) ore (tātu) that resembles (otta) 
the red colour (attu) that is emitted by fire (tīt tattu), which destroys 
(utai) the evil of suffering (ētatta tītu).]

Such examples of extremely constrained writing are also known from many 
other works of South Asian literature. They are also found in other Tamil 
talapurāṇams—for example, Ti. Mīṉāṭcicuntaram Piḷḷai’s Amparppurāṇam 
(see Ebeling 2010: 46 ff.). What is significant, however, is that in Sanskrit 
literature, such verbal feasts are a hallmark of high poetry (kāvya), whereas 
they are never found in māhātmyas or other purāṇic texts. Evidently, we are 
dealing with two rather different literary registers.

Comparison of the KP and the KM
The above examples should have made it clear that the KP follows a poetic 
agenda that is radically different from that of the KM. While the two texts 
closely correspond on a narrative level, the style of the KM is relatively 
pedestrian, whereas the KP is an extremely sophisticated poetic composition 
that can be easily characterised as high literature. Such a difference is typical of 
the relationship between Tamil talapurāṇams and Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas. 
As George L. Hart (1976: 343) has pointed out, Tamil talapurāṇams are 
much more akin to Sanskrit kāvya than to purāṇic literature. These insights 
invite questions about the respective literary cultures in which Tamil 
talapurāṇams and Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas originated. In this regard, 
it seems useful to investigate the respective milieus in which the KM and the 
KP were produced.

The milieus of the KM and the KP
Of the two texts that are the subject of this chapter, the KM is far more 
elusive because of its anonymity. As we do not know when and by whom 
it was composed, it is difficult to say anything about the milieu from which 
the text arose. However, as with other Sanskrit māhātmyas, it does not seem 
far-fetched to assume that the text was produced by members of the Brahman 
caste. In the case of the KP, we are in a much better position to assess the text’s 
milieu as we have ample information about its author and  the  institution 
with which he was affiliated. At the same time, contrasting the KP with the 
KM can help us understand how the world views of the two texts’ respective 
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authors differed. Let us therefore consider what we know about Civañāṉa 
Muṉivar and his milieu, and how his background influenced his rendering 
of the KM.

Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s biography
Civañāṉa Muṉivar, the author of the KP, was perhaps the most influential 
Tamil intellectual of the eighteenth century, and we are therefore relatively 
well informed about his biography.25 Born to a Śaiva family of the Vēḷāḷar 
caste—a prominent landowning community—in Vikkiramaciṅkapuram, 
near Tirunelveli in southern Tamil Nadu, Civañāṉa Muṉivar joined at a young 
age the Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai Ātīṉam, a Śaiva monastery (maṭha) in the Kaveri 
Delta region of central Tamil Nadu. In Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai, he was trained in 
Tamil, Sanskrit and Śaiva Siddhānta philosophy and soon became an eminent 
scholar. Civañāṉa Muṉivar spent the rest of his life in Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai and 
other places where the Ātīṉam maintained branch monasteries, including 
Kanchipuram, where he composed the KP. He died in Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai in 
1785 CE.

Civañāṉa Muṉivar is best known as a Śaiva Siddhānta scholar: his 
Civañāṉa Māpāṭiyam is considered the most important commentary on 
Meykaṇṭatēvar’s Civañāṉapōtam, which is the seminal text of the Tamil 
Śaiva Siddhānta school. He also authored several other Śaiva Siddhānta 
commentaries and translations of Sanskrit philosophical treatises, as well as 
grammatical commentaries and scholarly polemics. He also excelled as a poet: 
in addition to the KP, his only talapurāṇam, he composed about a dozen 
shorter works of devotional poetry. As such, Civañāṉa Muṉivar embodies 
the traditional idea of a Tamil pulavar (‘scholar-poet’) who is versed both 
in theoretical treatises and in poetical composition.

Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s milieu
The Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai Ātīṉam, to which Civañāṉa Muṉivar belonged, was 
(and still is) an influential Śaiva institution, run by an ascetic brotherhood 
of initiated members who belong to certain elite non-Brahman castes (most 
importantly, the Vēḷāḷar).26 Since its formation in the sixteenth century, the 

25	  On Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s biography and works, see Cuppiramaṇiya Piḷḷai (1955); and Cāmi Aiyā 
(1989: 11–39).
26	  For a study of the Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai Ātīṉam and other non-Brahman Śaiva maṭhas in Tamil Nadu, see 
Koppedrayer (1990). For the present role of the Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai Ātīṉam, see Klöber (2019).
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Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai Ātīṉam has been a seat of religious authority and a place 
of learning, which has fostered the philosophical school of Śaiva Siddhānta 
as well as Tamil literature and scholarship. The Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai Ātīṉam 
promotes a form of Śaivism that is characterised by its adherence to the 
philosophical school of Śaiva Siddhānta and a specifically Tamil form of 
devotionalism that is based on the veneration of the Tamil Śaiva saints (the 
63 nāyaṉmār) and the acceptance of a Tamil Śaiva canon (the Tirumuṟai). 
As I will show, all these elements can be found in Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s KP.

Śaiva Siddhānta philosophy
As we have seen, Civañāṉa Muṉivar was himself an influential Śaiva Siddhānta 
scholar. His KP also contains references to Śaiva Siddhānta doctrines, often 
in the form of similes in the text’s descriptive passages. For example, KP 2.12, 
a verse of the Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam that describes the aftermath of the rains, 
refers to the central Śaiva Siddhānta concept of the three impurities of the 
soul (malam; Skt., mala), which can be removed by attaining knowledge 
of Śiva (civañāṉam; Skt., śivajñāna), when it says that the birds and other 
animals continue to suffer even after the rains have stopped because raindrops 
remain on the trees just like a karmic imprint (vātaṉai; Skt., vāsanā) remains 
even after a person has overcome the impurities of the soul through the 
means of knowledge. It may seem surprising to find such philosophical 
references in a poetic text, but the fact that Civañāṉa Muṉivar found a way 
to include Śaiva Siddhānta concepts in the KP shows their importance to his 
intellectual world. 

Devotion to the Tamil Śaiva saints
Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s devotion to the Tamil Śaiva saints becomes clear 
from the fact that the KP, like most Śaiva talapurāṇams in Tamil, includes 
invocation verses to Tiruñāṉacampantar, Tirunāvukkaracar, Cuntarar and 
Māṇikkavācakar (the four most important poet-saints), the 63 nāyaṉmār 
as a group and Cēkkiḻār, who composed the canonised hagiography of the 
Śaiva saints (the Periyapurāṇam), as part of its pāyiram section (KP, 1.12–
17). Elsewhere, Civañāṉa Muṉivar also alludes to the stories of Śaiva saints 
that are outlined in the Periyapurāṇam. For example, KP 2.139, part of the 
tiṇaimayakkam section of the Tirunāṭṭuppaṭalam, contains an elaborate 
comparison, in which three types of flowers from different landscapes are 
correlated with the story of the saint Ceruttuṇai, who cut off the nose of 
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a queen because she had smelt a flower that was meant as an offering to Śiva.27 
Such references make it clear that Civañāṉa Muṉivar was familiar with the 
stories of the nāyaṉmār, most likely through the Periyapurāṇam, whose 
author, Cēkkiḻār, he praised in the introductory section of his work.

Notably, two temples in Kanchipuram relate to the life stories of specific Śaiva 
saints: the saint Tirukkuṟipputtoṇṭar is said to have attained liberation in the 
Muktīśvara temple and the saint Cākkiyar in the Vīraṭṭāneśvara temple. The 
story of Tirukkuṟipputtoṇṭar, a washerman whom Śiva liberated after he had 
tested his devotion, is told in the Periyapurāṇam (1078–1205). In the KM, 
on the other hand, the story associated with the Muktīśvara temple (here 
also called Garuḍeśvara) is an entirely different one, dealing with Garuḍa, 
who worshipped Śiva.28 However, the KM also briefly refers to the story 
of Tirukkuṟipputtoṇṭar when it states that ‘a certain washerman’ (kāruḥ 
kaścit) attained liberation in this place (KM, 12.71).29 Whoever composed 
this passage of the KM clearly was aware of the Tirukkuṟipputtoṇṭar story, 
but apparently did not deem it very important and, as the distanced tone 
suggests, did not have an emotional relation to it. Similarly, the section of the 
KM that deals with the Vīraṭṭāṉeśvara temple (here called Vīrāṭṭahāseśvara) 
does not contain any reference to Cākkiyar, the Śaiva saint who is said to have 
been liberated there. In contrast, Civañāṉa Muṉivar must have been aware 
of the stories of the two Tamil saints. This can be seen from the fact that he 
explicitly names the washerman who was liberated in the Muktīśvara temple 
as Tirukkuṟipputtoṇṭar (KP, 17.17) and briefly refers to the Vīraṭṭāṉeśvara 
temple as the place where Cākkiyar attained liberation (54.1). However, since 
he closely follows the narrative of the KM, he does not elaborate on these 
stories further.

27	  The story of Ceruttuṇai is told in Periyapurāṇam, 4120–26. In the KP verse, kumiḻ flowers from 
the forest tract are compared to the queen’s nose, kaitai flowers from the seashore with the sword that 
Ceruttuṇai used to cut off the queen’s nose and tōṉṟi flowers from the mountains with the hand holding 
the sword. The flower of the kumiḻ tree (Gmelina asiatica) is a conventional element of the forest 
landscape and often serves as the object of comparison for a woman’s nose. The kaitai or screw pine 
(Pandanus odorifer) is found in coastal tracts and has flowers with long silvery bracts. The tōṉṟi flower or 
glory lily (Gloriosa superba) is associated with the mountains; its long petals are often compared to fingers.
28	  In the KM, the names Garuḍeśvara and Muktīśvara seem to be used interchangeably. Today, the 
temple is known as Muktīśvara and is mainly associated with the story of Tirukkuṟipputtoṇṭar’s liberation, 
whereas Garuḍeśvara is the name of a side shrine in this temple.
29	  Incidentally, the word kāru shows the limitations of the standard Sanskrit dictionaries when dealing 
with regional materials. In Monier Monier-Williams’s Sanskrit–English Dictionary (2009), kāru is defined 
as ‘maker, doer, artisan, mechanic’, but here it clearly must be understood as ‘washerman’. That the word 
kāru was used in this meaning in the Tamil-speaking area is shown by the Tamil Lexicon (1924–36), which 
lists the Sanskrit loanword kāru and gives its meaning as ‘washerman’.
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The Tamil Śaiva canon
Another case where the different priorities of the authors of the KM and the 
KP become evident are the sites that are associated with the Tēvāram. The 
Tēvāram, a collection of hymns to Śiva composed by the three poet-saints 
Tiruñāṉacampantar, Tirunāvukkaracar and Cuntarar during the seventh 
and eighth centuries, is the most important part of the Tamil Śaiva canon. 
Most of its hymns are dedicated to Śiva in a particular place, and the 274 
(or 276) sites that are mentioned in the Tēvāram, termed pāṭal peṟṟa stalams 
(‘places that have received a song’), are considered particularly important 
in the Tamil Śaiva tradition.30 Eight such sites in Kanchipuram and its 
surrounds feature among the temples mentioned in the KM and the KP.31 
Importantly, the status of these temples as pāṭal peṟṟa stalams did not seem to 
be a relevant category for the author(s) of the KM. The only exception is the 
Tirumēṟṟaḷīśvara temple (called Paścimālaya in the KM), where the temple’s 
myth (KM, 15.49–64) refers to the site’s association with the Tēvāram: it states 
that Viṣṇu obtained Śiva’s form in that place after Śiva’s devotee Sambandha 
(Tiruñāṉacampantar) had praised him with Tamil hymns (drāviḍastutibhiḥ). 
However, it is ironical that Tiruñāṉacampantar was the only Tēvāram author 
who did not compose hymns on the Tirumēṟṟaḷīśvara temple.32 It seems that 
the person who composed this passage of the KM was aware of the site’s 
association with the Tēvāram but did not have any firsthand knowledge of 
the hymns. In the case of the other pāṭal peṟṟa stalams, the KM makes no 
mention of their Tēvāram connection. In contrast, Civañāṉa Muṉivar must 
have been very much familiar with the Tēvāram and he clearly was aware of 
the identity of the pāṭal peṟṟa stalams in Kanchipuram. This can be seen 
from the fact that the KP refers to these sites under the Tamil names that 
are used in the Tēvāram, whereas it uses the Tamilised forms of the Sanskrit 
names from the KM for all other temples. Otherwise Civañāṉa Muṉivar 
does not address the pāṭal peṟṟa stalam status of these temples any more than 
does the KM. In other words, even though sites that were associated with 
Śaiva saints or with the hymns of the Tēvāram had special significance for 
Civañāṉa Muṉivar, his strict adherence to the narrative of the KM prevented 
him from giving them more space in the KP.

30	  For a comprehensive list of the pāṭal peṟṟa stalams, see Chevillard and Sarma (2007).
31	  They are Tiruvēkampam (the Ekāmranātha temple), Tirumēṟṟaḷi, Tiruvōṇakāntaṉtaḷi, Aṉēkataṅkāvatam, 
Tiruneṟikkāraikkāṭu, Tirumākaṟal, Tiruvōttūr and Tirumāṟpēṟu. Two more pāṭal peṟṟa stalams, 
Kuraṅkaṇilmuṭṭam and Tiruppaṉaṅkāṭṭūr, are mentioned only in the KM and not in the KP (see above).
32	  The Tirumēṟṟaḷīśvara temple has received one Tēvāram hymn each, by Tirunāvukkaracar (4:43) and 
Cuntarar (7:21).
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Comparison of the KM and the KP
What we can witness here is a tension between Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s 
adherence to the narrative of the KM and the differences between his belief 
system and that of the author(s) of the KM. It seems that the KM originated 
in a (presumably Brahmanical) milieu, in which certain concepts that were 
central for the non-Brahman tradition to which Civañāṉa Muṉivar belonged, 
such as the veneration of the Tamil Śaiva saints and the acceptance of the 
Tamil Śaiva canon, did not play a great role. In this respect, one has to be very 
careful to not overstate a Brahman/non-Brahman dichotomy, particularly 
in light of the strong polarisation this issue has undergone in Tamil Nadu 
since the twentieth century.33 While modern proponents of Tamil cultural 
nationalism (including some Śaiva practitioners) have postulated a 
fundamental opposition between Brahmans and non-Brahmans, associated 
with Sanskrit and Tamil culture, respectively, such antagonism did not 
exist in the eighteenth century when Civañāṉa Muṉivar composed his KP. 
Non-Brahman institutions such as the Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai Ātīṉam at that time 
accepted Brahmanical values such as the system of the social classes (varṇa) 
and stages of life (āśrama) or the high status of the Sanskrit language; at 
the same time, however, they tried to reinterpret some aspects of this world 
view to their own benefit. The category of varṇa was particularly delicate 
for the Vēḷāḷar members of the non-Brahman maṭhas, as despite their high 
social status as members of a landowning community, they were classified 
as śūdras—that is, members of the lowest varṇa, who were not entitled 
to renunciation (sannyāsa) according to orthodox Brahmanical norms.34 
A century before Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s time, Tiruvampala Tēcikar, the head 
of the Dharmapuram Ātīṉam, another Vēḷāḷar-led Śaiva maṭha, composed a 
Sanskrit text titled Varṇāśramacandrika, in which he argued for the right of 
śūdras to receive all levels of Śaiva initiation (see Koppedrayer 1991). In his 
text, Tiruvampala Tēcikar did not question the Vēḷāḷar’s status as śūdras 
but contended that ‘pure’ (sat-) śūdras were eligible for initiation just like 
the members of the higher varṇas. As such, he found a way to justify his 

33	  In fact, even the category of ‘non-Brahman’ is, strictly speaking, an anachronism when speaking 
about Civañāṉa Muṉivar’s times. While caste identity certainly was meaningful in eighteenth-century 
Tamil Nadu, a collective identity of castes other than the Brahmans as ‘non-Brahmans’ emerged only 
during the twentieth century.
34	  In South Indian society, the two middle varṇas, viz. kṣatriyas and vaiśyas, are almost entirely absent.
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institution’s existence without openly subverting Brahmanical orthodoxy. 
Some examples of this tension between Brahmanical norms and non-
Brahman self-reassurance can also be seen in the KP.

The KM clearly affirms the varṇāśrama system and the notion of Brahman 
superiority. This can be seen most clearly from its Chapter 47, a kind of 
dharmaśāstric appendix that describes the rules of conduct appropriate for 
the inhabitants of Kanchipuram relative to their caste (varṇa) and stage 
of life (āśrama), but also from other references in the text. In line with its 
faithfulness to its source, the KP generally adopts these passages as they 
stand. In some cases, however, Civañāṉa Muṉivar has made small changes 
that alter the text’s outlook in a subtle but significant way. For example, 
KM 33.82 states that outcastes can become Brahmans in the course of seven 
rebirths by visiting a particular temple in Kanchipuram, whereas Brahmans 
will be liberated at once.35 This statement is closely mirrored by KP 58.25, 
except that Civañāṉa Muṉivar extends the promise of instant liberation 
to ‘Brahmans and others’ (tiru maṟaiyōr mutal āṉōr), which the modern 
commentary understands as referring to the members of the four varṇas. 
It thus emerges that Civañāṉa Muṉivar was fundamentally willing to accept 
the orthodox Brahmanical undertone of the KM, but also made strategic 
changes at selected points that reflected on the status of his fellow Vēḷāḷars.

The way in which Civañāṉa Muṉivar renders the Sanskrit KM into Tamil 
can be seen as the outcome of a similar process. Purāṇic texts are framed as the 
speech of mythical sages and deities, and the fact that they are composed in 
Sanskrit—the proverbial ‘language of the gods’—justifies their divine origins. 
The authors of Tamil talapurāṇams seem to affirm the high status of the 
Sanskrit language as they frame their works as Tamil renderings of Sanskrit 
purāṇas. As such, Tamil talapurāṇams derive their religious authority 
from their dependence on Sanskrit sources. At the same time, however, 
Tamil literati like Civañāṉa Muṉivar preferred Tamil as their language of 
expression and cultivated it as a highly sophisticated literary language. By 
turning their Sanskrit sources into refined poetic works, the authors of Tamil 
talapurāṇams showed that Tamil could easily compete with, if not surpass, 
Sanskrit as a medium of poetic expression. As such, they could assert the 
status of the Tamil language while at the same time nominally accepting 
the axiom of Sanskrit’s linguistic supremacy.

35	  caṇḍālo ’pi bhavet saptajanmāḍhyo brāhmaṇottamaḥ | brāhmaṇā vā vimuktāghā mucyante nātra 
saṃśayaḥ ||.
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Conclusion
To sum up, we have seen that the KP is based on the KM and closely follows 
its Sanskrit source on a narrative level. At the same time, however, it radically 
differs from the KM in terms of its poetic agenda. Civañāṉa Muṉivar, like 
many authors of Tamil talapurāṇams, relied on a Sanskrit source, but rendered 
it into a much more sophisticated poetic text. As such, the case of the Tamil 
talapurāṇams and the Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas refutes the still prevalent 
cliché of Sanskrit as the transregional ‘elite’ language and the regional Indian 
languages as ordinary ‘vernaculars’, for the Tamil talapurāṇams are, in fact, 
far more elite than the Sanskrit texts on which they are based.

The case of the KM and the KP shows what can be gained by studying 
Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas and Tamil talapurāṇams in conjunction. The 
close relation of the two texts’ narratives means they can be read in parallel, 
allowing us to use the KP as an interpretational aid and even a textual witness 
for the KM—an approach so far rarely applied to Tamil and Sanskrit texts. 
At the same time, the differences between the KM and the KP inform us 
about the different priorities of the two texts’ authors, allowing us to draw 
conclusions about the different milieus in which the texts were produced. 
How representative the case of the KM and the KP is remains to be seen. 
Other authors of Tamil talapurāṇams may have employed different strategies 
when rendering Sanskrit texts into Tamil (and of course not all Tamil 
talapurāṇams are necessarily based on Sanskrit sources). What is needed is 
more in-depth research that allows us to understand the relationship between 
Sanskrit sthalamāhātmyas and Tamil talapurāṇams in a broader perspective.

References

Primary texts
Buchholz, Jonas. (2017). Tiṇaimālai Nūṟṟaimpatu: Tiṇaimālai Nūṟṟaimpatu: 

Critical edition and annotated translation. PhD thesis, University of Hamburg. 
Available from: ediss.sub.uni-hamburg.de/handle/ediss/6333. 

Cuppiramaṇiya Mutaliyār, C.K. (ed.). (1937–53). Periyapurāṇam: Tiruttoṇṭar 
purāṇam eṉṉum Periyapurāṇam. [7 vols.] Kōyamuttūr, India: Kōvait 
Tamiḻccaṅkam. 

http://ediss.sub.uni-hamburg.de/handle/ediss/6333


413

16. SAME, SAME BUT DIFFERENT

Gopal Iyer, T.V. (ed.). (1984–91). Tēvāram. Hymnes śivaïtes du pays tamoul 
[Tēvāram: Saiva Hymns from the Tamil Country]. [3 vols.] Pondicherry, India: 
Insitut Français d’Indologie. 

Kōpālakiruṣṇamācāryar, Vai. Mu. (ed.). (1962–67). Kamparāmāyaṇam: Śri 
Kamparāmāyaṇam. [7 vols.] Chennai, India: Vai. Mu. Kōpālakiruṣṇamācāriyar 
Kampeṉi.

Piḷḷai, Ālālacuntaram (ed.). (1900). Tirukailacaparamparait Tiruvāvaṭutuṟai 
Ātīṉattu Tirāviṭamahāpāṣyakarttarākiya Civañāṉa Yōkikaḷ aruḷicceyta 
Kāñcippurāṇam. Cupparāya Ceṭṭiyār and Kā. Madras, India: Paṇṭitamittira 
yantiracālai, Vikāri varuṣam.

Vēṅkaṭrāmayya, Īdara (ed.). (1967). [Kāncīmāhātmya (KM):] 
Śriskāndapurāṇāntargataṃ Śrīkāñcīmāhātmyam (Śrīrudrakoṭimahimādarśaḥ). 
[In Telugu script.] Vijayawada, India: Vēṅkaṭrāma aṇḍ kō. 

Secondary texts
Āravintaṉ, Mu. Vai. (1968). Uraiyāciriyarkaḷ. Citamparam, India: Maṇivācakar 

Nūlakam.

Bakker, Hans. (1989). Some methodological considerations with respect to the 
critical edition of puranic literature. In Einar von Schuler (ed.), XXIII Deutscher 
Orientalistentag vom 16. bis 20. September 1985 in Würzburg. Ausgewählte 
Vorträge [XXIII German Orientalist Day from September 16th to 20th, 1985 
in Würzburg: Selected Lectures], pp. 329–41. Stuttgart, Germany: Franz Steiner 
Verlag Wiesbaden.

Bronner, Yigal. (2010). Extreme Poetry: The South Asian Movement of Simultaneous 
Narration. New York, NY: Columbia University Press. doi.org/10.7312/bron​
15160.

Buchholz, Jonas. (2022). Sthalamāhātmyas and talapurāṇams of Kanchipuram: 
A network of texts. In Malini Ambach, Jonas Buchholz and Ute Hüsken (eds), 
Temples, Texts, and Networks: South Indian Perspectives, pp. 11–40. Heidelberg, 
Germany: Heidelberg Asian Studies Publishing. doi.org/10.11588/hasp.906.
c13934.

Cāmi Aiyā, Cu. (1989). Civañāṉa Muṉivariṉ Kāñcippurāṇam: ōr āyvu. 
Aṇṇāmalainakar, India: Aṇṇāmalaip Palkalaikkaḻakam.

http://doi.org/10.7312/bron15160
http://doi.org/10.7312/bron15160
http://doi.org/10.11588/hasp.906.c13934
http://doi.org/10.11588/hasp.906.c13934


VISIONS AND REVISIONS IN SANSKRIT NARRATIVE

414

Chevillard, Jean-Luc and Sarma, S.A.S. (eds). (2007). Digital Tēvāram/Kaṉiṉit 
Tēvāram. With the Complete English Gloss of the Late V.M. Subramanya Ayyar 
(IFP) and Furnished with a Full Concordance of the Tamil Text. Pondicherry, 
India: École française d’Extrême-Orient/Institut français de Pondichéry. 
Available from: www.ifpindia.org/digitaldb/site/digital_tevaram/.

Cuppiramaṇiya Piḷḷai, Kā. (1955 [1932]). Civañāṉa Cuvāmikaḷ Varalāṟu. Reprint. 
Tirunelveli, India: Tirunelvēlit Teṉṉintiya Caivacittānta Nūṟpatippuk Kaḻakam.

Cutler, Norman. (2003). Three moments in the genealogy of Tamil literary culture. 
In Sheldon Pollock (ed.), Literary Cultures in History: Reconstructions from South 
Asia, pp. 271–322. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Dessigane, R., Pattabiramin, P.Z. and Filliozat, Jean. (1964). Les légendes çivaïtes 
de Kāñcipuram. Analyse de textes et iconographie [The Saiva Legends of 
Kāñcipuram: Analysis of Texts and Iconography]. Pondicherry, India: Institut 
français de Pondichéry. doi.org/10.4000/books.ifp.2409.

Ebeling, Sascha. (2010). Colonizing the Realm of Words: The Transformation of 
Tamil Literature in Nineteenth-Century South India. Albany: SUNY Press.

Eck, Diana. (2012). India: A Sacred Geography. New York, NY: Harmony Books.

Fisher, Elaine M. (2017). Hindu Pluralism: Religion and the Public Sphere in Early 
Modern South India. Oakland, CA: University of California Press. doi.org/​
10.1525/​luminos.24.

Ganesan, T. (2022). Innovations & reformulations in translation: Some sthalapurāṇas 
in Tamil. In Malini Ambach, Jonas Buchholz and Ute Hüsken (eds), Temples, 
Texts, and Networks: South Indian Perspectives, pp. 77–94. Heidelberg, Germany: 
Heidelberg Asian Studies Publishing. doi.org/10.11588/hasp.906.c13936.

Gonda, Jan. (1977). Medieval Religious Literature in Sanskrit. Wiesbaden, Germany: 
Harrassowitz.

Harman, William. (1987). The authority of Sanskrit in Tamil Hinduism: A case 
study in tracing a text to its sources. The Mankind Quarterly 27(3): 295–315. 
doi.org/10.46469/mq.1987.27.3.4.

Hart, George L. (1976). The Relation between Tamil and Classical Sanskrit 
Literature. Wiesbaden, Germany: Harrassowitz.

Kiruṣṇacāmi, Ve. (1974). Tamiḻil talapurāṇa ilakkiyam. Muttucāmipuram, India: 
A. Vēluk Kōṉār.

http://www.ifpindia.org/digitaldb/site/digital_tevaram/
http://doi.org/10.4000/books.ifp.2409
http://doi.org/10.1525/luminos.24
http://doi.org/10.1525/luminos.24
http://doi.org/10.11588/hasp.906.c13936
http://doi.org/10.46469/mq.1987.27.3.4


415

16. SAME, SAME BUT DIFFERENT

Klöber, Rafael. (2019). Sivaismus im Wandel. Der tamilische Saiva Siddhanta seit 
dem 19. Jahrhundert [Saivism in Transition: The Tamil Saiva Siddhanta Since 
the 19th Century]. Halle, Germany: Frankesche Stiftungen zu Halle.

Koppedrayer, Kathleen Iva. (1990). The sacred presence of the guru: The Velala 
lineages of Tiruvavatuturai, Dharmapuram, and Tiruppanantal. PhD thesis, 
McMaster University, Hamilton, ON. Available from: hdl.handle.net/11375/​
8299.

Koppedrayer, Kathleen Iva. (1991). The Varṇāśramacandrika and the Śūdra’s right to 
preceptorhood: The social background of a philosophical debate in late medieval 
South India. Journal of Indian Philosophy 19: 297–314. doi.org/10.1007/
BF00180493.

Kulke, Hermann. (1970). Cidambaramāhātmya. Eine Untersuchung der 
religionsgeschichtlichen und historischen Hintergründe für die Entstehung der 
Tradition einer südindischen Tempelstadt [Cidabaramāhātmya: An Investigation 
of the Religious History and Historical Background for the Emergence of 
the Tradition of a South Indian Temple City]. Wiesbaden, Germany: Otto 
Harrassowitz.

Mātavaṉ, Vē. Irā. (1995). Tamiḻil talapuraṇaṅkaḷ. [2 vols.] Thanjavur, India: Pāvai.

Monier-Williams, Monier. (2009). An English–Sanskrit Dictionary. New Delhi: 
Asian Educational Services.

Nachimuthu, K. (2022). A survey of the sthalapurāṇa literature in Tamil. In Malini 
Ambach, Jonas Buchholz and Ute Hüsken (eds), Temples, Texts, and Networks: 
South Indian Perspectives, pp. 41–76. Heidelberg, Germany: Heidelberg Asian 
Studies Publishing. doi.org/10.11588/hasp.906.c13935.

Narayanan, Vasudha. (2000). Religious vocabulary and regional identity: A study 
of the Tamil Cirappuranam. In David Gilmartin and Bruce B. Lawrence (eds), 
Beyond Turk and Hindu: Rethinking Religious Identities in Islamicate South 
Asia, pp. 74–97. Gainesville, FL: University Press of Florida.

Raghavan, V. (1959). An unique two-khaṇḍa version of the Matsya Purāṇa. Purāṇa 
1(1): 42–57.

Ramanujan, A.K. (1967). The Interior Landscape: Love Poems from a Classical Tamil 
Anthology. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Ramesh, Jay. (2020). Abodes of Śiva: Monuments and memory in medieval and early 
modern South Indian purāṇas. PhD thesis, Columbia University, New York, NY. 
doi.org/10.7916/d8-h0zf-pg97.

Rocher, Ludo. (1986). The Purāṇas. Wiesbaden, Germany: Harrassowitz.

http://hdl.handle.net/11375/8299
http://hdl.handle.net/11375/8299
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00180493
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00180493
http://doi.org/10.11588/hasp.906.c13935
http://doi.org/10.7916/d8-h0zf-pg97


VISIONS AND REVISIONS IN SANSKRIT NARRATIVE

416

Schier, Kerstin. (2018). The Goddess’s Embrace: Multifaceted Relations at the 
Ekāmranātha Temple Festival in Kanchipuram. Wiesbaden, Germany: 
Harrassowitz. doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvcm4fcn.

Shulman, David. (1980). Tamil Temple Myths: Sacrifice and Divine Marriage in 
the South Indian Śaiva Tradition. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
doi.org/10.1515/9781400856923.

Smith, Travis LaMar. (2007). The sacred center and its peripheries: Śaivism and the 
Vārāṇasī Sthala-Purāṇas. PhD thesis, Columbia University, New York, NY.

Tamil Lexicon. (1924–36). [6 vols.] Madras, India: University of Madras.

Wiig, Linda. (1981). Māhātmyas: A preliminary descriptive survey (including 
a list of  māhātmyas from Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum). MA thesis, 
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia. Available from: repository.upenn.edu/
southasia_theses/1.

Wilden, Eva. (2015). Translation and transcultural adaptation in a multicultural 
lingual environment: Tamil and Sanskrit versions of the Tiruviḷaiyāṭaṟpurāṇam. 
In Émilie Aussant (ed.), La traduction dans l’histoire des idées linguistiques. 
Représentations et practiques [Translation in the History of Linguistic Ideas: 
Representations and Practices], pp. 93–110. Paris: Paul Geuthner.

Younger, Paul. (1995). The Home of Dancing Śivaṉ: The Traditions of the Hindu 
Temple in Citamparam. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Zvelebil, Kamil V. (1973). The Smile of Murugan: On Tamil Literature of South 
India. Leiden, Netherlands: Brill.

Zvelebil, Kamil V. (1975). Tamil Literature. Leiden, Netherlands: E.J. Brill. doi.org/​
10.1163/9789004492981.

http://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvcm4fcn
http://doi.org/10.1515/9781400856923
http://repository.upenn.edu/southasia_theses/1
http://repository.upenn.edu/southasia_theses/1
http://doi.org/10.1163/9789004492981
http://doi.org/10.1163/9789004492981


This text is taken from Visions and Revisions in Sanskrit Narrative: Studies in 
the Sanskrit Epics and Purāṇas, edited by Raj Balkaran and McComas Taylor, 

published 2023 by ANU Press, The Australian National University, 
Canberra, Australia.

doi.org/10.22459/VRSN.2023.16

http://doi.org/10.22459/VRSN.2023.16



