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Same, same but different:
The Tamil Kancippuranam
and its Sanskrit source

Jonas BuchholZ'

Abstract

This chapter investigates the relationship of two mythological texts
(sthalamabatmya/talapurinam) on the city of Kanchipuram in Sanskrit
and Tamil. The Tamil Kazicippuranam, composed in the eighteenth century
by the influential author Civafidna Munivar, is demonstrably based on the
Sanskrit Kazicimahatmya 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 Ka7icimahatmya, the Karicippuranam
is a sophisticated literary work, composed in a complex poetic style, which is
typical of Tamil talapurianams. 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 Ka7icippuranam and the Kazicimahatmya,
this chapter addresses the relationship of Tamil talapuranams to Sanskrit
sthalamahatmyas 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 Sanskritliteratures have
been in closer contact than the genre of texts that tell the legendary stories of
holy places, known as sthalamabatmya in Sanskrit and talapuranam (from
Skt., sthalapurina) in Tamil. A great number of such texts exists about
numerous places across Tamil Nadu in both Sanskrit and Tamil.? In Tamil,
talapuranams were an extremely productive genre between the sixteenth and
nineteenth centuries, and many of these Tamil texts were based on Sanskrit
sources. Yet, the sthalamabatmyas and talapuranams of Tamil Nadu are
a largely neglected field of study. Moreover, the Sanskrit and Tamil texts
have mostly been studied in isolation.” 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
talapuranams and Sanskrit sthalamabatmyas.

This chapter aims to contribute to a better understanding of that
relationship through an investigation of the Kazicippurinam (KP), a Tamil
talapurinam on the South Indian temple town of Kanchipuram, and its
Sanskrit source, the Kazicimahatmya (KM).* The KP was composed during
the second half of the eighteenth century by Civafidna Munivar (d. 1785)
based on the KA1 The latter is an anonymous and undated Sanskrit
sthalamahbdatmya that describes Kanchipuram’s sacred space from a Saiva
perspective, dealing with the mythical origin stories of more than 100 Siva
temples in Kanchipuram and its surroundings, culminating with the great

2 Foran overview of the Tamil talapurinam genre, see Kirusnacimi (1974); Shulman (1980); Matavan
(1995); and Nachimuthu (2022). Sanskrit sthalamébatmyas are representative of a wider genre known as
mahatmya (‘glorification’). Literature on mdahatmyas 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 Cidambaramabatmya
(1970) does not mention the Tamil parallel text, Umapati Civacariyar’s Koyirpuranam, with a single
word. On the Cidambaramahdtmya and the Koyirpurinam, see also Younger (1995: Ch. 5); and Ganesan
(2022: 90-93).

4 For an overview of the sthalamdbatmyas and talapurinams of Kanchipuram and a more detailed
description of the KP and the KM, see Buchholz (2022).

S In fact, the KP contains two books (kdntam), the first composed by Civaiiana Munivar and the
second by his pupil Kacciyappa Munivar. 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 Civafiana Munivar.
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Ekamranitha (or Ekambaranitha) temple, the city’s main Saiva sanctuary.¢
While the KA1 has received little scholarly attention,” a French summary of
the KP by Dessigane et al. (1964) and a copious study in Tamil by Cami Aiya
(1989) exist. However, the nature of the relationship between the KP and its
Sanskrit source, the KA1, 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 KA1 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 KA. They also state that the KP follows the KA ‘trés fidelement
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 (pdyiram) contains a verse (KP, 1.22) in
which Civafidna Munivar states that he composed his work because local
dignitaries from Kanchipuram had asked him to ‘tell the purianam of peerless
Kacci [Kanchipuram] in luxuriant Tamil’ (poruv il kacciyam puranam van
tamilinir pukal).® Such verses describing the circumstances of the text’s
composition are a standard element of Tamil talapurinams, and they often
refer to a Sanskrit source that the author has rendered into Tamil. Here, no
source is named, but the fact that Civanana Munivar says he composed his
workin Tamilimplies that the text was originally in another language—namely,
Sanskrit. Elsewhere, Civanana Munivar explicitly states that he has translated
(molipeyarttu) the stories that were told by Sata (the mythical narrator of

6 There is another sthalamahatmya of Kanchipuram, of Vaisnava orientation, which also bears the
title Kazicimabdatmya. Apart from the title, this text has nothing in common with the Saiva KM and
therefore is of no concern to us. Wherever I speak of the K1 in this chapter, I mean the Saiva KM.

7 The only major exception is Kerstin Schier’s (2018) study of the marriage festival at the Ekimranitha
temple, which draws on the KA/ 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 payiram is
included in the chapter count. I follow Dessigane et al. (1964) in counting the pZyiram as chapter number
one.

389



390

VISIONS AND REVISIONS IN SANSKRIT NARRATIVE

the purinas) for the benefit of those well versed in Tamil.” 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 talapurinams
that were based on Sanskrit sources. The KP is a case in point as it is based
on an identifiable Sanskrit text—namely, the KA. As such, the KM and the
KP provide an excellent starting point for an investigation of the relationship
between Sanskrit sthalamahatmyas and Tamil talapuranams.

How can we be sure that the KP is based on the KA1? 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 KA1 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 KA4 was rendered into Tamil,
whereas the opposite process is much more difficult to imagine. This will
become clear from the following discussion of the KA1 and the KP.*°

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 KA1 and the
KP, aclose parallel reading of a selected passage seems in order. Let us therefore
consider the beginning of the origin myth of the Tirumérralisvara temple (or
Pascimalaya)," which relates how Visnu performed austerities to obtain Siva’s
form. In the KA (15.49-55), the passage in question reads as follows:

atra piurvam mahavispub pascimalayasamjiiake |

tapas cacara sarupyasampraptyai sulino barib ||

9 KP,3.126: cutap anr’ uraittav dré mut tamil arifiar téra molipeyartt’ uraippen uyntén.

10 Thisis not to say that there cannot be Sanskrit sthalamdhditmyas that are based on Tamil talapurinams
(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 Tirumérrali$vara temple is a Siva temple in Kanchipuram’s Pillaiyarpalaiyam neighbourhood.
This site is mentioned in the Tevaram (seventh/eight century) under the name Tirumérrali. The name
Pascimalaya, which appears in the KA, seems to be a Sanskrit calque of the Tamil name Tirumérrali,
which can be interpreted as ‘western temple’ (< mél + tali).
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santo danto jitakrodho bhasmoddbilitavigrabab |
rudraksamalabbarano rudridbyayanatatparab ||
brtpundarikanilayam visvaksam visvatomukbam |
visvatabpanipadam tam visvaripam umdpatim ||

dbyayamdano divavitram tatipa paramam tapab |

tapasa tasya samtustab prabavirbbiya siladbyt ||

VALSA VISNO PYASANNO SME VAYam VATAYA SHVVALd |

tvam ativa priyo smakam parvatryds ca visesatab ||

iti devavacas Srutva murarip pritamdanasab |

pranamya girijadbisam prstavan varam uttamam ||

bbagavan deva sarvajiia visvesvara mabesvara |

sarapyam mabyam isina prasida tava sarkara ||

[There, in the place named Pascimalaya, Hari, the great Visnu, once
performed austerities in order to achieve identity of form with the
trident-bearer (Siva). Pacified, restrained, his anger subdued, his
body besmeared with ashes, wearing a garland of rudriksa 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 Uma (Siva). Pleased by
his austerities, the trident-bearer (Siva) manifested himself (and said:)
‘Visnu, 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
Parvati.” When the enemy of Mura (Visnu) heard these divine words,
his mind was gratified. He bowed down before thelord of the daughter
of the mountain (Siva) 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, Sankara!’]

Compare this with the parallel passage in the K (28.5-8):

navilum at talatt’ eyti mun nak’ anaip puttél
kavir italc ciru nunuk’ itaik kavuri tap kalapak
kuvi mulait tatac cuvatu toy kuricil carapam
puvimicaip pera vilaintu meyt tavam purz’nmzzanﬂ.
aim pulapkalaiy atakki niny’ arn pakai turantu
nampu nirr’ aniy akka malikaiynta nayantu
kampiyat’ uruttiran kanitt’ itaya nar kamalatt’
empiran arul vativinaty itazy arat’ irutti;
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arr’ arun tavam iyarruliy alal vilit tarukat

karrai venr’ arul paramporul karunai kirnt’ atal an
errip mit’ elunt’ aruliy emm atiyarir cirantoy

norru nontanai véttana nuvarsy enr’ arula;

unti pittavan alapp’ arum nvakaiyut tilaittuc

canta ma malar atimicai vilntu talnt’ eluntan
entai ni tara muluvatum perr’ ulen in nal

antil en ranakk’ alitt’ arul aiya ninn urnvam.

[In this famous site (Tirumérrali), the god who rests on a snake
(Visnu) once arrived and performed austerities with the wish to
obtain identity of form with the lord (Siva) who bears the large
impression of the perfumed round breasts of Gauri, 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 rudriksa 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 (Siva),
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 (Visnu) 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 KA1 and the K2 is identical: Visnu performs
austerities because he wants to obtain identity of form with Siva; pleased by
Visnu’s austerities, Siva grants him a boon; Visnu then asks for identity of
form with Siva. Apart from the basic outline of the narrative, we also find
numerous phrasal parallels between the two texts. For example, both texts
describe Visnu as performing austerities in the way of a Saiva ascetic, using
almost the same terms in the same sequence. Compare the following phrases:

* Santo dantah (‘pacified and restrained’) (KM) aim pulankalaiy atakk:
ninru (‘keeping his five senses under control’) (KP)

e jitakrodhah (‘having subdued his anger’) (KM) aru pakai turantu

(‘having renounced the six enemies [that is, emotions]) (KP)

*  bbasmoddhbilitavigrabah (‘having a body that is besmeared with ashes’)
(KM) nampu nirr’ ani (‘adorned with desirable ashes’) (KP)
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*  rudraksamalibbaranah (‘adorned with a garland of rudriksa beads’) (KM)
akka malikaiynta nayantu (‘having a garland of rudriksa beads’) (KP)

* rudradhyayanatatparab (‘devoted to reciting the Rudra[-mantra)) (KM)
kampiyat’ wruttivan kanittu (‘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. Civafidna Munivar did not just retell the narrative
that is also found in the KA1; 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 KA. First, the
diction of the KP is much more florid than that of the XA4; 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, Siva’s words
to Visnu: in the KA, he tells him, “You are very dear to us, and particularly to
Parvat?’ (tvam ativa priyo smakam parvatyas ca visesatah), whereas in the K7,
he says, ‘You have excelled among my servants’ (emm atiyarir cirantdy). Such
differences of course do not really change the message, but they show that
while Civafizna Munivar was closely guided by the Sanskrit text, he did not
try to render it into Tamil word by word. Describing the K 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 sthalamahatmyas and Tamil
talapurinams 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 KA1 and the KP means that the KP can
help solve problems of interpretation or even textual problems with the KA1
when the texts are read side by side. Consider, for example, the following
passage from the KA1 (3.79c-81b), which describes the rivers flowing in
Kanchipuram and its vicinity:

kampaya kampaya punyajalaya nisayavria ||
vegavatya visesena punyakotisamanyaya |
ksiranadya mabatyd ca skandanadya ca samyntd ||

malabhir abbita svacchasumabhbir iva manini |

393



394

VISIONS AND REVISIONS IN SANSKRIT NARRATIVE

This passage poses several problems. The word kampayi can be easily
discerned as the instrumental of kampi (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 punyajala (lit., having holy water’) a river or does the
word punyajalaya simply qualify the following nisaya? And how is nisaya to
be understood? The usual meaning of 775 (‘night’) seems hardly fitting. For
all these problems, the parallel passage in the KP (7.23a-b) is illuminating:

pampai kampai punniyanir maiicanati vékavati pali céyar’

enpanav é ulakum itum é malasy enav olukum

[Pampai, Kampai, Punniyanir, Maficanati, Vékavati, Pili and Céyaru

flow like seven garlands that are put on the seven worlds]

First, the problematic phrase kampayai kampaya in the KM is echoed by the
phrase pampai kampai in the KP. This suggests that the name of the first
river should be pampa in Sanskrit (Tamilised as pampaz) and that kampaya
kampaya is a corruption of pampayi kampaya. 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 (& malaz). To arrive at the
number seven, punyajala (or punniyanir in the KP) must be taken as a part
of the enumeration of rivers. Furthermore, the obscure 7isaya is glossed by
maricanati (< maical + nati), which suggests that the word 7254 is here used
in the rare meaning of ‘turmeric’ (ma7ical in Tamil) and stands for a river
named “Turmeric River’. All this helps us to arrive at the following translation
for the KA1 passage cited above:

[Kanchipuram] is enclosed by the Pampa [read pampayai], Kampa,
Punyajali, and Nii rivers,

and by the Vegavati, which is particularly dear to Punyakotisa,
and it is joined by the great Ksiranadi and the Skandanadi

like a haughty woman [is adorned] with bright flower garlands
all over.'?

12 Of these rivers, the identification of Pampa/Pampai and Punyajala/Punniyanir is unclear. Kampa/
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 Ekimranitha temple; today it is the name of one of the
Ekamranitha temple’s tanks. Nisi/Maficanir stands for the now canalised rivulet presently known as
Marical Nir Kalvay, which flows through central Kanchipuram. Vegavati/Vekavati is the name of a river in
the southern part of Kanchipuram (Punyakotisa being Siva’s name in the main Siva temple of this area).
Ksiranadi/Pali is the Palar (Paliru) River to the south of Kanchipuram and Skandanadi is the Cheyyar
(Céyaru) 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 KA4. 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 Civafiina Munivar simply misinterpreted punyajala to be
the name of a river (especially since a river of that name cannot be presently
found).”” When he composed the K7, Civafiana Munivar could have been
faced with the same problems regarding the interpretation of the KA1 as
we are, and we are free to challenge his choices. However, it seems wise to
assume that Civanana Munivar and his interlocutors in eighteenth-century
Kanchipuram were in a better position to understand the KA1 than we are
today and his interpretation often gives us a better understanding of the
Sanskrit text.

Not only does the K2 show us how Civafiana Munivar understood the KA1,
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 KPhas pampai suggests
that the version of the KA1 to which Civafiana Munivar had access contained
the reading pampaya instead of the first, kampaya.'* Therefore, although all
manuscripts of the K that I have been able to examine support the reading
kampaya kampayd, we must consider pampaya kampaya as a variant reading
that is attested by the Tamil parallel. Even though the identification of the
Pampa River is unclear, this reading seems preferable since the reduplication
of kampaya cannot be satisfactorily explained.” Other such examples can be
found from a parallel reading of the KA 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 purinas 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 Punyajala River should flow
between the Ekimranatha temple (where the semi-mythical Kampa River is located) and the Marical Nir
Kalvay, 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 Civafiana Munivar had access to a manuscript that contained
the reading kampaya kampaya but opted for the conjectural emendation pampaya kampayi because he
could not make sense of the reading in the manuscript.

15 As it stands at the beginning of the enumeration, the Pampa River should be found to the north of
Kanchipuram, but I am not aware of a river of that name in this area. However, pampd is a plausible name
since a river of that name is mentioned in the R@mdyana 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 KPis based on a recension of the
KM that is different from the printed version. Puranic 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 KA1 remains to be investigated
in detail, but my preliminary findings, based on an investigation of three
manuscripts held by the Institut frangais de Pondichéry, suggest that at least
two different recensions of the KA/ 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 KPseems to be based on a version of the KA1
that is closer to Recension B than to the printed text. Consider, for example,
the passage KA1 13.12¢-13b, which is part of the section on Kanchipuram’s
Kayarohanesvara temple, which reads as follows in the printed edition:

atrarpavasamudbbitam laksmim ariadbya vai purd ||

bilvapatrair mabadevam arcayet pritaye sukbam |

[Here, one should first (pura?) worship sea-born Laksmi and
(then) happily honour Mahadeva (Siva) with bilva leaves for (his)

satisfaction.]

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

atrarnavasamudbbitd laksmir aradbya vai purd ||

bilvapatrair mabadevam priya vispor abbit sukbam |

[Here, seaborn Laksmi once worshipped Mahadeva (Siva) with biva
leaves and (thus) happily became Visnu’s beloved. ]

The parallel passage in the KP(19.7c-d) closely matches the text of Recension
B, suggesting that the manuscript of the KA/ that Civafizna Munivar had at
his disposal contained the latter version of the text:

citala kamalap pokutt’ anaik kilatti cefi cataip piranai villattar

kot’ ara valipatt’ accutan ranakkuk kolunanap perranal arkan
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[The lady who is seated on the pericarp of the cool lotus flower
(Laksmi) faultlessly worshipped the lord who has reddish matted hair
(Siva) with bilva leaves there and (thus) got Acyuta (Visnu) as her
husband.]

In several cases, the printed text of the KA 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 KA1
describes, among other things, three temples named Astabhujesvara,
Narasimhesvara and Jaigisivyesvara, supposedly located in the Tumpaivanam
neighbourhood of Kanchipuram. However, the KP does not mention these
temples.” To some extent, this corresponds to differences between the
recensions of the KM: the sections on the Astabhujesvara and Jaigisivyesvara
temples (KA, 12.1-7 and 12.23-48) are also missing from Recension B.
However, the section on the Narasimhesvara temple (KA1, 12.19-22) s found
in both recensions of the KA4. Similarly, at the end of the seventh chapter
of the KM (7.79-95), we tind a section describing three sites to the south of
Kanchipuram, named Kuranganigostha (identifiable with the Valisvara
temple in the village of Kurankanilmuttam), Talivanesa (identifiable with the
Talapurisvara temple in the village of Tiruppanankatu) and Jivatpakesvara
(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 KA1 that Civafiazna Munivar
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." 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 KA4."

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 Analternative explanation would be that the passages in question were found in Civaniana Munivar’s
source, but he decided to omit them. However, given how closely Civafiana Munivar otherwise follows
the KA, 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 Civafiana Munivar’s time or that were
otherwise obscure, but not in the case of the Kurankanilmuttam and Tiruppanankatu temples, which
belong to the holy places of Tamil Saivism (patal perra stalam) and therefore must have been known to
Civafiina Munivar (see below).

18  Schier (2018: 85) notes two deviations between the KA/ and the KPin the Ekamranatha temple’s myth
and speculates that the KP could have been composed based on a different version of the KA. As far as I can
see, the relevant passages (KA, 45.11-16b and 45.90-92) are found in both available recensions of the K,
but in this case, too, it is possible that Civafidna Munivar 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 KA1.
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 KA1, 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 KA1 and
the KP differ from each other.

The style of the KP and the KM

The poetic style of the KPis far more complex than that of the KA1. This can
be seen in the fact that the KP employs more complicated and varied metres
than the KA. The KM, like other Sanskrit mahbdatmyas, is composed almost
entirely in the simple anustubh or sloka metre. Moreover, the number of
verses that employ an irregular pattern (vipula) is relatively high. Other more
ornate metres (for example, vasantatilaka) 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 dciriyaviruttam, kaliviruttam and kalitturai metres. These metres are
not only much longer than the anustubh metre of the Sanskrit text, but also
employ a more rigid metrical scheme and require obligatory line-initial rhyme
(etukar). Other sound figures such as alliteration (monar) are also extensively
used in the KP.

Moreover, as we have already seen, the KP employs a much more florid
diction than the KA. For example, while the KA/ 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 KA1 refers to Siva with stock epithets such as s#lin
(‘the trident-bearer’) or umdpati (‘the husband of Uma’), whereas the KP
calls him ‘the highest being that graciously overcame the cruel fiery-eyed god
of death’ (alal vilit tarukat kirrai venr’ arnl paramporul) or even ‘the lord
who bears the large impression of the perfumed round breasts of Gauri, who
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has lips like flowers of the coral tree and a small, minute waist’ (kavir italc
cirn nunuk’ itatk kavuri tan kalapak kuvi mulait tatac cuvatu toy kuricil).”
Similar expressions can be found in many places in the KP.

In the same way, the places mentioned in the K regularly receive long, ornate
attributes that have no parallel in the KA1, 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’ (Zzmiru kil ulakka mukaiy ntaint’ alarntu
nett’ ital vaytorum naravam umil malart tatani cil; 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’ (kuta valaiy alariy inra kurin manit taralak kuppai patalai ven
nilavu kanru patar irul ivippa iiarkar utai tivaiy otukkun ten nir oli punal;
KP, 48.2). Such expressions are not only indicative of the extremely ornate
poetic style of the K7, 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 Tinaimalai Nirraimpatu, a poetic work of the late-
classical Kilkkanakku corpus possibly composed in the seventh or eighth
century (cf. Tinaimalai Nirraimparu 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 KA. At the same time, it would be wrong to
qualify the KA1 as devoid of poetic ambition. Although Sanskrit mahatmyas
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 Kasikbhanda—rperhaps the best-known of
all Sanskrit sthalamabatmyas—is a text of considerably literary appeal. The
KM, t00, has at least some degree of poetic quality. We can note that the text
quite often uses sound figures such as alliterations (for example, pradaksinam
prakurutam  pratyabam  pritamanasaw; KM, 16.73) or assonances
(for example, akhandajagadandanam pindikaranapanditab; 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 puranic myth of Siva’s destruction of Yama. The second
refers to the Ekamranitha temple’s central myth, which tells how Parvati (Gauri) firmly embraced a /iriga
made of sand to protect it against a flood that Siva had sent to test her devotion, leaving the marks of her
breasts on the /z7iga (see Schier 2018: 73 ff.).
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each other—for example, ksamasvigah ksamakénta (‘forgive [ksamasva] my
sin, husband of the Earth [ksama]’) (KM, 31.63). The occasional descriptive
passages such as the depiction of Kanchipuram in KA1 3.68-104 or eulogies
of Siva that are inserted in the narrative are also relatively ornate. Yet, it is
a long way from the KA1 to the hyper-sophisticated style of the KP. Thus,
while Civafidna Munivar 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 KA1, 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, Civafiilna Munivar 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 KA. They comprise a prefatory section (payiram),
two lengthy chapters that describe the region around Kanchipuram and the
city itself (titled Tirunattuppatalam, ‘Chapter on the Sacred Country’, and
Tirunakarappatalam, ‘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 talapurinams and kappiyams
(long narrative poems). Among these chapters, the Tirunattuppatalam and
the Tirunakarappatalam are particularly noteworthy for the way in which
they frame the K using Tamil literary conventions.

The Tirunattuppatalam and the Tirunakarappatalam

The Tirunattuppatalam and the Tirunakarappatalam contain an elaborate
description of the Tontai 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
Tirunattuppatalam 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 talapurinams
and kappiyams; ultimately, it goes back to the Kamparamayanam, the Tamil
version of the Ramdyana, which was composed by Kampan probably in
the twelfth century (cf. Kamparimayanam, 1.1.2-11). The passage in the
KP is clearly modelled after the Kamparamayanam: 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 Kamparimayanam) and how
the rain poured by the clouds flows forth as a river (the Palar and the Sarayaq,
respectively).”’ It is interesting to note that Civafidna Munivar modelled
his work after the Kamparamayanam. While the Kamparamdayanam
was highly esteemed for its literary value and was as such also read in Saiva
circles (Cutler 2003: 279), Kampan’s Tamil adaptation of the Ramdyana
was a Vaisnava text that the staunch Saivite Civafiana Munivar appears to
have opposed on religious grounds. Indeed, he even composed—allegedly
after a debate with the Vaisnava scholars of Kanchipuram—a polemic in
which he pointed out no less than 22 poetic flaws in the first verse of the
Kamparamayanam.** Seen against this background, the fact that the KP
borrows from the Kamparamdyanam can be seen as an attempt by Civaiana
Munivar to outdo Kampan’s work.

After describing the origin of the Palar, the Tirunattuppatalam of the KP
follows the river on its course through the Tontai country. In its description
of the Tontai country, the KP, like many other Tamil talapurinams and
kappiyams, draws on the ancient convention of the five #inais or poetic
landscapes. This concept is found in the Cazkam 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 Kilkkanakku corpus. The tinai concept is also discussed at length in
the Tamil poetological treatises, which served as a guide for later poets such as
Civafidna Munivar. According to the #/nai system, poetic compositions deal
with five landscapes (the hills, the wasteland, the woodlands, the agricultural
tractand the seashore), each associated with particular elements and particular
poetic themes.”” The Tirunittuppatalam 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 tinaimayakkam or ‘mixture of
tinais’ (KP, 2.128-42). These landscape descriptions do not aim at a realistic

20 The description of the origin of the Sarayt River in the Kamparamdayanam also served as a model
for many other Tamil texts—for example, the Cizdppurinam, a seventeenth-century hagiography of the
Islamic prophet Mohammed by the author Umarup Pulavar (see Narayanan 2000: 82-85).

21 On this polemic (titled Kamparimayana mutar ceyyul carikottara virutti), see Aravintan (1968:
426-29).

22 For an introduction to the #naz 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 Tontai country but are entirely made up of conventional
tinai 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 Cazkam and Kilkkanakkn works. As such, the KP forms part
of a continuous Tamil literary tradition that reaches back to the beginning
of the first millennium.?> At the same time, there is a marked contrast
between the heavy and hyperbolic style of the K7 and the naturalistic and
unmediated imagery of the Cazikam works, highlighting the fact that, in spite
of all continuities, Tamil literature underwent a major transformation during

this period.

The descriptions of the Tontai country and the city of Kanchipuram
also provide Civaniana Munivar 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 slesa (Tam., cilétai) or paronomasia,
which skilfully uses homonyms to convey two different meanings at the same
time.** Consider, for example, the following verse (K7, 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:

aracukal cilntu cellav arun kani malar vay villac
cari kular kura minnarkal parpala tanai vellam
virav’itap pariya kal an métaku makkal attiy

iru putai taluvip potav ikal kotu vaiyam drntu.

[While it is surrounded by aracu trees (while he is surrounded by

[other] kings),

while precious vénkai 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 slesa in Sanskrit and other Indian literature, see Bronner (2010). For slesa
in nineteenth-century Tamil literature, see Ebeling (2010: 43-45).
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while the clothes of k#rava women with flowing hair join the flood
(while kurava women with flowing hair mingle with the army),

while 4z 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, Civafiina Munivar 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 Tontai 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 KA1, but have been added by Civafiana Munivar. Thus,
the Purinavaralirruppatalam, which deals with the puranic frame story,
begins with an elaborate description of the Naimisa Forest, the place where
the sages have assembled to hear the narration of the purana (KP, 5.1-7).
The Canarkumirappatalam, which tells the story of the sage Sanatkumara,
begins with a description of Mount Meru, Sanatkumira’s dwelling place
(KP, 6.1-11). Similarly, the Talavicétappatalam, in which Siva explains the
greatness of Kanchipuram to Parvati, begins with a description of Siva’s
throne hall (KP, 7.1-10). As in the case of the Tirunattuppatalam and the
Tirunakarappatalam, these descriptive passages allow Civaniana Munivar
to display his poetic ability by employing numerous striking images and
elaborate comparisons. Consider, for example, the description of Siva’s
throne hall in KP7.1-10, which is too long to quote in full, but which can
be summarised as follows:

The gods, who had assembled to worship Siva 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]. Siva’s
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lion throne looked as though Narasimha was resting at Siva’s feet,
wishing to eradicate the impurities of his soul [2]. Siva’s white parasol
looked as though the full moon was consoling the crescent moon on
Siva’s head, which was troubled by the waves of the Ganga [3]. The
yak-tail fans that were waved for Siva looked as though Siva’s fame
were moving to and fro, unable to find space because he had already
accumulated so much of it [4]. Skanda and Ganes$a were standing on
Siva’s sides, displaying their tusk and lance that destroyed demons
like Gajamukha and Sarapadma, as if to remind the gods not to
become arrogant after they had received boons from Siva [5]. Siva’s
hideous ganas were standing next to him while Brahma and the other
gods were standing at a distance, showing that true greatness comes
through Siva’s grace, not from outer appearances [6]. Seeing Siva’s
beauty, Visnu contemplated becoming Mohini again, but gave up
his plan when he realised how beautiful Parvati was [7]. Urvasi and
the other Apsaras resorted to abbinaya gestures to conceal that they
were unable to dance because they were infatuated by Siva’s dance [8].
Thus, Siva presided over the assembly on Mount Kailasa while Nandi
was holding back the multitudes of gods who placed their crowned
heads on Siva’s feet until they hurt [9]. There, Parvati praised Siva’s
feet and started speaking [10].

The most elaborate addition is found at the beginning of the
Curakaricappatalam (KP, 25.1-25), where we find a description of Mount
Mandara, the place where the following myth of the Jvaraharisvara temple is
set. This section uses classical #7747 imagery related to the mountain landscape
and at the same time employs an array of increasingly more complex poetic
tigures. Thus, we find verses composed in the citrakavya (Tam., cittivakkavi)
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 #/zai elements, while only employing the
consonant ¢:

tattai tittittat’ ot’ itai tatu tet
tott’ utittut titittat’ attittu tut

tuttitt’ étatta tit’ utai tit tatt’ att’
otta tatu tataittut tutittate.

[The millet field (7247), where the parrots (tattai) call with sweet
voices (tittittat’ otu), (the field) that is guarded (sitirratu) while
flower-clusters with pollen and nectar (tatu tet tottun) appear (utittu),



16. SAME, SAME BUT DIFFERENT

is worthy of praise (tutittaté) because it abounds (tataittu) in (ivory)
that comes from elephants (aztittu), pure (gems) that come from
cobras’ hoods (zt tuttittu), and (gold) ore (¢4tu) that resembles (ozza)
the red colour (a#tx) that is emitted by fire (#i# tattu), which destroys
(ntai) the evil of suftering (ézatta titu).]

Such examples of extremely constrained writing are also known from many
other works of South Asian literature. They are also found in other Tamil
talapuranams—ftor example, Ti. Minatcicuntaram Pillai’s Amparppurianam
(see Ebeling 2010: 46 ff.). What is significant, however, is that in Sanskrit
literature, such verbal feasts are a hallmark of high poetry (kivya), whereas
they are never found in mahatmyas or other puranic 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 KA4. While the two texts
closely correspond on a narrative level, the style of the KA1 is relatively
pedestrian, whereas the K2 is an extremely sophisticated poetic composition
that can be easily characterised as high literature. Such a difference is typical of
therelationship between Tamil talapurinams and Sanskritsthalamabatmyas.
As George L. Hart (1976: 343) has pointed out, Tamil talapurinams are
much more akin to Sanskrit kzvya than to puranic literature. These insights
invite questions about the respective literary cultures in which Tamil
talapurinams and Sanskrit sthalamabditmyas originated. In this regard,
it seems useful to investigate the respective milieus in which the KA1 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 KA 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 mahatmyas, 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 K 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 Civafiina
Munivar and his milieu, and how his background influenced his rendering
of the KA.

Civahana Munivar’s biography

Civanana Munivar, 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.> Born to a Saiva family of the Vélalar
caste—a prominent landowning community—in Vikkiramacinkapuram,
near Tirunelveliin southern Tamil Nadu, Civaiana Munivar joined atayoung
age the Tiruvavatuturai Atinam, a Saiva monastery (matha) in the Kaveri
Delta region of central Tamil Nadu. In Tiruvavatuturai, he was trained in
Tamil, Sanskrit and Saiva Siddhanta philosophy and soon became an eminent
scholar. Civafiana Munivar spent the rest of his life in Tiruvavatuturai and
other places where the Atinam maintained branch monasteries, including
Kanchipuram, where he composed the KP. He died in Tiruvavatuturai in
1785 CE.

Civafidna Munivar is best known as a Saiva Siddhinta scholar: his
Civanidana Mapatiyam is considered the most important commentary on
Meykantatévar’s Civasianapotam, which is the seminal text of the Tamil
Saiva Siddhinta school. He also authored several other Saiva Siddhinta
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 talapurinam, he composed about a dozen
shorter works of devotional poetry. As such, Civaiiana Munivar embodies
the traditional idea of a Tamil pulavar (‘scholar-poet’) who is versed both
in theoretical treatises and in poetical composition.

Civanana Munivar’s milieu

The Tiruvavatuturai Atinam, to which Civaniana Munivar belonged, was
(and still is) an influential Saiva institution, run by an ascetic brotherhood
of initiated members who belong to certain elite non-Brahman castes (most
importantly, the Vélalar).*® Since its formation in the sixteenth century, the

25 On Civanana Munivar’s biography and works, see Cuppiramaniya Pillai (1955); and Cami Aiya
(1989: 11-39).

26 Forastudy of the Tiruviavatuturai Atinam and other non-Brahman Saiva mathas in Tamil Nadu, see
Koppedrayer (1990). For the present role of the Tiruvivatuturai Atinam, see Klsber (2019).
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Tiruvavatuturai Atinam has been a seat of religious authority and a place
of learning, which has fostered the philosophical school of Saiva Siddhanta
as well as Tamil literature and scholarship. The Tiruvavatuturai Atinam
promotes a form of Saivism that is characterised by its adherence to the
philosophical school of Saiva Siddhinta and a specifically Tamil form of
devotionalism that is based on the veneration of the Tamil Saiva saints (the
63 nayanmdar) and the acceptance of a Tamil Saiva canon (the Tirumurai).
As I will show, all these elements can be found in Civafiana Munivar’s KP.

Saiva Siddhanta philosophy

Aswe have seen, Civaiana Munivar was himselfan influential Saiva Siddhanta
scholar. His KP also contains references to Saiva Siddhanta doctrines, often
in the form of similes in the text’s descriptive passages. For example, KP2.12,
a verse of the Tirunattuppatalam that describes the aftermath of the rains,
refers to the central Saiva Siddhinta concept of the three impurities of the
soul (malam; Skt., mala), which can be removed by attaining knowledge
of Siva (civaiidanam; Skt., Sivajiiana), 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 (vatanas; Skt., vasana) 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 Civanana Munivar found a way
to include Saiva Siddhinta concepts in the KP shows their importance to his
intellectual world.

Devotion to the Tamil Saiva saints

Civaidna Munivar’s devotion to the Tamil Saiva saints becomes clear
from the fact that the KP, like most Saiva talapuranams in Tamil, includes
invocation verses to Tiruﬁél_lacampantar, Tirunavukkaracar, Cuntarar and
Manikkavicakar (the four most important poet-saints), the 63 nayanmar
as a group and Cékkilar, who composed the canonised hagiography of the
Saiva saints (the Peréyapurinam), as part of its payiram section (KP, 1.12—
17). Elsewhere, Civaiiana Munivar also alludes to the stories of Saiva saints
that are outlined in the Peréyapurinam. For example, KP 2.139, part of the
tinaimayakkam section of the Tirunittuppatalam, contains an elaborate
comparison, in which three types of flowers from different landscapes are
correlated with the story of the saint Ceruttunai, 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 Siva.”’
Such references make it clear that Civafidna Munivar was familiar with the
stories of the ndyanmdr, most likely through the Periyapurinam, whose
author, Cékkilar, he praised in the introductory section of his work.

Notably, two temples in Kanchipuram relate to the life stories of specific Saiva
saints: the saint Tirukkuripputtontar is said to have attained liberation in the
Muktisvara temple and the saint Cakkiyar in the Virattine$vara temple. The
story of Tirukkuripputtontar, a washerman whom Siva liberated after he had
tested his devotion, is told in the Periyapuranam (1078-1205). In the KM,
on the other hand, the story associated with the Mukti$vara temple (here
also called Garudesvara) is an entirely different one, dealing with Garuda,
who worshipped Siva.”® However, the KM also briefly refers to the story
of Tirukkuripputtontar when it states that ‘a certain washerman’ (kdrub
kascit) attained liberation in this place (KA, 12.71).” Whoever composed
this passage of the KA clearly was aware of the Tirukkuripputtontar 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 Virattanesvara temple (here called Virattahasesvara)
does not contain any reference to Cakkiyar, the Saiva saint who is said to have
been liberated there. In contrast, Civafiina Munivar 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 Muktisvara temple
as Tirukkuripputtontar (KP, 17.17) and briefly refers to the Virattinesvara
temple as the place where Cakkiyar attained liberation (54.1). However, since
he closely follows the narrative of the KA1, he does not elaborate on these
stories further.

27 The story of Ceruttunai is told in Peréyapuranam, 4120-26. In the KP verse, kumil flowers from
the forest tract are compared to the queen’s nose, kaitai flowers from the seashore with the sword that
Ceruttunai used to cut off the queen’s nose and #op77 flowers from the mountains with the hand holding
the sword. The flower of the kumil 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 tonrs 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 Garude$vara and Mukti§vara seem to be used interchangeably. Today, the
temple is known as Muktisvara and is mainly associated with the story of Tirukkuripputtontar’s liberation,
whereas Garudesvara is the name of a side shrine in this temple.

29  Incidentally, the word karu shows the limitations of the standard Sanskrit dictionaries when dealing
with regional materials. In Monier Monier-Williams’s Sanskrit-English Dictionary (2009), karu is defined
as ‘maker, doer, artisan, mechanic’, but here it clearly must be understood as ‘washerman’. That the word
kdru was used in this meaning in the Tamil-speaking area is shown by the Tamil Lexicon (1924-36), which
lists the Sanskrit loanword kzru and gives its meaning as ‘washerman’.
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The Tamil Saiva canon

Another case where the different priorities of the authors of the KA1 and the
KP become evident are the sites that are associated with the Tévaram. The
Teviram, a collection of hymns to Siva composed by the three poet-saints
Tirufanacampantar, Tirunavukkaracar and Cuntarar during the seventh
and eighth centuries, is the most important part of the Tamil Saiva canon.
Most of its hymns are dedicated to Siva in a particular place, and the 274
(or 276) sites that are mentioned in the Tevdram, termed patal perra stalams
(‘places that have received a song’), are considered particularly important
in the Tamil Saiva tradition.> Eight such sites in Kanchipuram and its
surrounds feature among the temples mentioned in the KAf and the KP.*'
Importantly, the status of these temples as patal perra stalams did not seem to
be a relevant category for the author(s) of the KA1. The only exception is the
Tirumérrali$vara temple (called Pascimalaya in the K1), where the temple’s
myth (KM, 15.49-64) refers to thesite’s association with the Tévdram: itstates
that Visnu obtained Siva’s form in that place after Siva’s devotee Sambandha
(Tirufianacampantar) had praised him with Tamil hymns (dravidastutibbih).
However, it is ironical that Tirufidnacampantar was the only 7évaram author
who did 7ot compose hymns on the Tirumérrali§vara temple.” It seems that
the person who composed this passage of the KA was aware of the site’s
association with the 7éviram but did not have any firsthand knowledge of
the hymns. In the case of the other patal perra stalams, the KM makes no
mention of their Tévaram connection. In contrast, Civafiana Munivar must
have been very much familiar with the 7évdram and he clearly was aware of
the identity of the paral perra 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 Tevaram, whereas it uses the Tamilised forms of the Sanskrit
names from the KA1 for all other temples. Otherwise Civafiana Munivar
does not address the patal perra stalam status of these temples any more than
does the KA. In other words, even though sites that were associated with
Saiva saints or with the hymns of the 7évdram had special significance for
Civanana Munivar, his strict adherence to the narrative of the KA1 prevented
him from giving them more space in the KP.

30 Fora comprehensive list of the patal perra stalams, see Chevillard and Sarma (2007).

31 Theyare Tiruvekampam (the Ekamranatha temple), Tirumérrali, Tiruvonakantantali, Anékatankavatam,
Tirunerikkaraikkatu, Tirumakaral, Tiruvottar and Tirumarpéru. Two more pdtal perra stalams,
Kurankanilmuttam and Tiruppanankattir, are mentioned only in the KA/ and not in the KP (see above).
32 The Tirumérrali$vara temple has received one Téviram hymn each, by Tirunavukkaracar (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 Civafiana Munivar’s
adherence to the narrative of the KA/ and the differences between his belief
system and that of the author(s) of the KA1. It seems that the KA1 originated
in a (presumably Brahmanical) milieu, in which certain concepts that were
central for the non-Brahman tradition to which Civafizna Munivar belonged,
such as the veneration of the Tamil Saiva saints and the acceptance of the
Tamil Saiva 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.”” While modern proponents of Tamil cultural
nationalism (including some Saiva 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 Civainana Munivar composed his KP.
Non-Brahman institutions such as the Tiruvavatuturai Atinam at that time
accepted Brahmanical values such as the system of the social classes (varna)
and stages of life (4s7ama) 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 varna was particularly delicate
for the Vélalar members of the non-Brahman mathas, as despite their high
social status as members of a landowning community, they were classified
as sudras—that is, members of the lowest varna, who were not entitled
to renunciation (sannydsa) according to orthodox Brahmanical norms.*
A century before Civafiana Munivar’s time, Tiruvampala Técikar, the head
of the Dharmapuram Atinam, another Vélalar-led Saiva matha, composed a
Sanskrit text titled Varnasramacandrika, in which he argued for the right of
Siidras to receive all levels of Saiva initiation (see Koppedrayer 1991). In his
text, Tiruvampala Teécikar did not question the Vélilar’s status as s#dras
but contended that ‘pure’ (saz-) sidras were eligible for initiation just like
the members of the higher varnas. 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 Civanana Munivar’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 varpas, viz. ksatriyas and vaisyas, 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 XP.

The KM clearly affirms the varndsrama system and the notion of Brahman
superiority. This can be seen most clearly from its Chapter 47, a kind of
dharmasastric appendix that describes the rules of conduct appropriate for
the inhabitants of Kanchipuram relative to their caste (varna) and stage
of life (asrama), 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, Civanina Munivar 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.* This statement is closely mirrored by KP 58.25,
except that Civanana Munivar extends the promise of instant liberation
to ‘Brahmans and others’ (¢zru maraiyor mutal anor), which the modern
commentary understands as referring to the members of the four varnas.
It thus emerges that Civanana Munivar was fundamentally willing to accept
the orthodox Brahmanical undertone of the KA1, but also made strategic
changes at selected points that reflected on the status of his fellow Vélalars.

The way in which Civafiana Munivar renders the Sanskrit KA1 into Tamil
can be seen as the outcome of a similar process. Puranic 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 talapuranams seem to affirm the high status of the
Sanskrit language as they frame their works as Tamil renderings of Sanskrit
purinas. As such, Tamil talapuranams derive their religious authority
from their dependence on Sanskrit sources. At the same time, however,
Tamil literati like Civafiana Munivar 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
talapurinams 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 canddlo pi bhavet saptajanmadhyo bribmanottamab | brabmana va vimuktdgha mucyante natra
samsayab ||.
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Conclusion

To sum up, we have seen that the KPis based on the KA1 and closely follows
its Sanskrit source on a narrative level. At the same time, however, it radically
differs from the KA1 in terms of its poetic agenda. Civafiana Munivar, like
many authors of Tamil talapuranams, relied ona Sanskritsource, butrendered
it into a much more sophisticated poetic text. As such, the case of the Tamil
talapuranams and the Sanskrit sthalamahatmyas refutes the still prevalent
cliché of Sanskrit as the transregional ‘elite’ language and the regional Indian
languages as ordinary ‘vernaculars’, for the Tamil talapuranams 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 sthalamébatmyas and Tamil talapuranams in conjunction. The
close relation of the two texts’ narratives means they can be read in parallel,
allowing us to use the KPas an interpretational aid and even a textual witness
for the KA —an approach so far rarely applied to Tamil and Sanskrit texts.
At the same time, the differences between the KA 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 KA1 and the KP is remains to be seen.
Other authors of Tamil talapuranams may have employed different strategies
when rendering Sanskrit texts into Tamil (and of course not all Tamil
talapurinams are necessarily based on Sanskrit sources). What is needed is
more in-depth research that allows us to understand the relationship between
Sanskrit sthalamabatmyas and Tamil talapuranams in a broader perspective.
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