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With a preliminary list of the surviving manuscripts, by Margherita Trento



This article explores a foundational moment in the making of Caiva Cit-
tƸntam (= ŚaivasiddhƸnta) in Tamil-speaking South India, coinciding with 
the literary activity of Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar in sixteenth-century Chidam-
baram.1 According to traditional narratives, the southern version of Śaivasi-

Meykaːˣacāttiraˏkaˈ, 
a corpus of Tamil scriptures dated to the twelfth to the fourteenth centu-
ry.2 These texts claimed continuity with the pan-Indian Sanskrit theology, 

1 I use the Tamil term Caiva CittƸntam instead of the more common Sanskrit Śaivasi-
ddhƸnta following Eric Steinschneider (2017, 265 fn. 2), who in turn follows Ambalavanar 
(2006, ix). I do so to stress the local nature of the early modern religious tradition I discuss 

ŚaivasiddhƸnta. For an overview of the relationship between the ŚaivasiddhƸnta and the 

see the preface in Goodall 2004.  Research for this article was carried out as part of the 
ERC Project shivadharma (80324ࡷ).

2 The Meykaːˣacāttiraˏkaˈ, literally ‘Meykḁ̒ar’s treatises,’ comprise fourteen 

(fourteenth century), who wrote eight out of the fourteen works of the corpus. An 
overview of all the fourteen texts of the corpus is in Dhavamony 1971, 175–334. 

Translating the Dharma oǗ Śiva in sixteenth-century
Chidambaram: Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar’s Civatarumȅttaram

With a preliminary list of the surviving manuscripts
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whom they get their name. However, the author most represented is UmƸpati CivƸccƸriyƸr
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while at the same time reǗashioning it in many ways, such as the incorpo-
ration oǗ Tamil devotional hymns in honour oǗ Śiva collectively known as 
the bǩvāram.3 The religious tradition that these texts helped crystallise pur-
portedly continued unchanged until the nineteenth century, when figures 
like �̞umuka NƸvalar (1822ॼ189ࡸ) inaugurated an age oǗ reǗorms ushering 
Caiva CittƸntam into modernity. Problematising this linear origin story, the 
Ǘollowing pages show how in the sixteenth century Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar, 
a teacher also known under the names VedaǬǼƸna or NigamaǬǼƸna, system-
atised a body oǗ ritual, social and theological knowledge integral to contem-
porary and later visions oǗ Caiva CittƸntam. His work oǗ synthesis and reor-
ganisation is particularly evident in his masterpiece, the Civatarumțttaram, 
a poetic translation oǗ the early scripture Ǘor lay Śaiva devotees Śivadharmo-
ttara.  The existence oǗ this translation was known, but had not received 
much attention besides the pioneering work oǗ Mu. Aru̒Ƹcalam and, more 
recently, T. Ganesan.4 Yet the 1208 elaborate viruttam stanzas of the Civata-
rumțttaram cover an array oǗ crucial topics Ǘor Tamil Śaiva devotees. shat 
was the idea behind this ambitious translation proǬectह shat were the pur-
pose and the audience oǗ this new version oǗ the textह 

Despite the relative oblivion into which the Civatarumțttaram has fallen 
in recent years, its importance in the context oǗ early modern and modern Ta-
mil Śaivism is evident Ǘrom its wide circulation. Soon aǗter Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Cam-
pantar composed the text, his student and nephew Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar, alter-
natively known as VedaǬǼƸna or NigamaǬǼƸna II, wrote a commentary on it. 
Palm-leaǗ manuscripts oǗ the Civatarumțttaram, oǗten accompanied by this 
early commentary, are ubiquitous in archives in Tamil Nadu and Europe.5 
The poem was also cited within other devotional and theological works in 

3 A recent edition and translation oǗ the bǩvaram corpus is Chevillard and Sarma 
-based on the classical edition by Gopal Iyer 1984ॼ85. The blending oǗ Caiva Cit ,ࡸ200
tƸntam and the Tamil ǖhaȅti tradition is the topic oǗ Dhavamony’s classical study (191ࡸ). 
The same topic, with special reǗerence to the work oǗ UmƸpati, is discussed by Pechilis 
Prentiss 1999, especially chapter eight. 

4 Ganesan 2009 is the most extensive study oǗ the Civatarumțttaram and its author in 
Englishव Sanderson 2014, 4, mentions the translation in relation to a large survey oǗ Śaiva 
literature in Sanskrit. In Tamil, both Mu. Aru̒Ƹcalam (19158 ,2005ूࡷࡸॼ184) and Cȅma-
cuntara TǓcikar (1954 ,ࡷࡸॼࡷࡷ) dedicated long sections oǗ their work to the author oǗ the 
Civatarumțttaram, and also commented upon the text. Finally, Raghavan (19231 ,0ࡷ) 
mentions the text among the Tamil versions oǗ the PurƸ̒as, a classification to which I will 
return while discussing the genre oǗ this text. Among these contributions, the most detailed 
and useǗul is certainly that by Mu. Aru̒Ƹcalam (1909ॼ1992), a literary scholar who also 
belonged to the Caiva CittƸntam tradition. 

5 For a preliminary list, see the Appendix to this article. 
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Tamil, both within Caiva CittƸntam and other religious schools.ࡷ MaraiǼƸna 
was in Ǘact the first to reuse the Civatarumțttaram in the composition oǗ 
his other Tamil works, like the �ruːaȅiriȠȠurāːam. Later on, Kacciyappa 
Mu̓ivarॽan eighteenth-century poet and intellectual associated with the 
TiruvƸvḁutu̞ai ātǿˑamࡸॽused the Civatarumțttaram as a theological reǗ-
erence point throughout his literary oeuvre, and summarised it in the ninth 
chapter oǗ his baːiȅaiȠȠurāːam. The nineteenth-century Vǩraȑaiva intellec-
tual PȅrȢr Citampara CuvƸmikå oǗten quoted the Civatarumțttaram as an 
authority in his commentary to his teacher CƸntalȋka ḀikåƸr’s reǗutation 
oǗ violence, the <olaima˜uttal.8 More recently, the poem was printed twice 
in the nineteenth century, in 18ࡸࡷ and 1888, then again in 1938, and once 
in the late twentieth century in Kuala Lumpur. The latter edition is accom-
panied by a modern commentary, testiǗying to the centrality oǗ the text even 
Ǘor the contemporary Tamil diaspora.9 In sum, Ǘrom the moment Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
Campantar translated the Śivadharmottara into the Civatarumțttaram, we 
see his translation copied, circulated, cited, abridged across media, regions, 
periods, institutional and sectarian aϨliations. 

And yet, little has been written about Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar and his 
Civatarumțttaram. Hence, the first section oǗ this article is dedicated to 
collecting and organising the inǗormation currently available on this author, 

 The non-comprehensive list oǗ examples that Ǘollows only reǗers to citations that ࡷ
I verified to be Ǘrom the Tamil Civatarumțttaram. Certainly, other cases will emerge 
as members oǗ the Śivadharma proǬect continue to explore the circulation oǗ both the 
Sanskrit and the Tamil version oǗ the text. 

-The TiruvƸvḁutu̞ai ātǿˑam and the other monastic institutions oǗ the Kaveri del ࡸ
ta, such as the Tarumapuram atǿˑam and the KƸci maˣam in TiruppƸ̓antƸ̊, were cru-
cial to the development oǗ Caiva CittƸntam Ǘrom the seventeenth century onwards. The 
way these institutions appropriated and transǗormed a tradition that had centred until 
then chieϱy in Chidambaram, and their relationship with this sacred place, is an interest-
ing question that still awaits to be answered. To date, the most comprehensive study oǗ 
these institutions remains the PhD dissertation oǗ Kathleen Koppedrayer (1990). The 
role oǗ these institutions in the world oǗ Tamil literature in the nineteenth century has 
been studied by Sascha Ebeling (2010).

8 On the <olaima˜uttal see Steinschneider 201ࡷa, esp. 25ॼ2ࡷ. The text has been 
edited several times, including one edition by �̞umuka NƸvalar.

9 My translations and analysis in this article rely on the first printed edition oǗ 18ࡸࡷ, 
but I have also consulted the 1888 edition Ǘor help with regard to metrical splits and 
identification oǗ the type oǗ verses. In both these editions, the text is accompanied by the 
old commentary attributed to Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar. A list oǗ editions and manuscripts oǗ 
the Civatarumțttaramॽwith and without its commentaryॽthat are currently known 
to us is included in the Appendix to this article. Critical editions oǗ several chapters are 
under preparation by members oǗ the Śivadharma proǬect.
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his work and his social context. In the second section, I turn to the analy-
sis oǗ some translation strategies at play in the Civatarumțttaram, both in 
relationship to the Sanskrit original and to the surrounding world oǗ Tamil 
religion and literature. The third and last section oǗ the article puts Ǘorward 
some hypotheses as to what might have been the audience oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
Campantar’s translation in the sixteenth century, on the basis oǗ clues 
scattered within the text. The goal oǗ such an initial Ǘoray is to suggest two 
useǗul angles Ǘrom which to approach the poem.10 First, Ma̞aiǼƸna Cam-
pantar’s translation was an operation that implied a simultaneous synthesis 
and reorganising oǗ the Caiva CittƸntam tradition. The logic oǗ the Civa-
tarumțttaram is similar to that oǗ a compendium, and the novelty repre-
sented by this text lies in its ability to reorganise contents that originally 
belonged to the tradition oǗ lay Śaivism organically with Caiva CittƸntam 
theology. At the same time, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s presentation oǗ such content in a 
poetic Ǘorm deeply transǗormed the ȑƸstric logic oǗ his Sanskrit sourceऴ while 
still pedagogical and doctrinal in purpose, his work became a site oǗ Tamil 
connoisseurship and literary enǬoyment.11 Secondly, the Civatarumțttaram 
oϥers important clues Ǘor us to imagine the readers such a text might have 
had in the sixteenth century. These were likely students initiated in the tra-
dition oǗ the Caiva CittƸntam, who studied in the maˣams attached to Ta-
mil temples, and whose eϥorts were split between the learning oǗ religious 
and literary texts. Indeed, the two categories oǗten overlapped, and the Ci-
vatarumțttaram presents us with the occasion to reϱect upon the entangle-
ment oǗ the religious and literary curriculum in the Tamil country beǗore 
the colonial intervention.12

10 The observations in this article reϱect an early stage oǗ our understanding oǗ the 
Civatarumțttaram, a text requiring a depth and breadth oǗ analysis better achievable, 
in my experience, through collaborative work. My own understanding largely derives 
Ǘrom the weekly reading sessions organized within the Ǘramework oǗ the Śivadharma 
proǬect, and I thank the group oǗ scholars who take part in those sessionsॽFlorinda 
De Simini, Dominic Goodall, K. Nachimuthu, T. RaǬarethinam, S. Saravanan, Indra 
Manuel, S.A.S. Sharma, and R. SathyanarayananॽǗor sharing their knowledge and ex-
pertise so generously during our discussions.

11 See the discussion later in this article on the role oǗ poetry in the Civatarumțt-
taram. 

12 To understand the Tamil literary curriculum beǗore and aǗter the changes intro-
duced by colonialism, the work oǗ Sascha Ebeling (2010) is key. The question oǗ the 
Śaiva canon in the early modern period and its later transǗormations in the nineteenth 
century is at the centre oǗ Eric Steinschneider’s recent work (201ࡷa, 201ࡷb, 201ࡸ). I 
propose some reϱections on the connection and overlap between the two in the third 
section oǗ this article. 
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Related to these points, beǗore plunging into Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar’s 
liǗe and literary ȉuvre, I wish to highlight two broad aspects oǗ the religious 
and cultural world oǗ early modern South India. First, the Kaveri region 
saw at this time a competition Ǘor inϱuence and patronage among Vai̠̒ava 
and Śaiva groups, as well as among the many schools oǗ Śaivism in the re-
gion, such as Caiva CittƸntam, ŚivƸdvaita, and Vǩraȑaiva.13 shile the Caiva 
CittƸntam had already solidified around the works oǗ the early canonical 
authors, the Beyȅaːˣacāttiraˏȅaˈ, teachers oǗ this school were still actively 
creating a local identity by incorporating, adapting and reinventing a mil-
lennium-long Sanskrit tradition.14 They needed to do so primarily vis-à-vis 
other Śaiva groups, since debates among them were common, as demon-
strated by books oǗ controversy Ǘrom this time.15

Furthermore, the making oǗ regional religious and literary identities in 
this period involved the relationship between diϥerent linguistic and cul-
tural traditionsॽTamil, Persian, Arabic, Kannada, Telugu, and oǗ course 
Sanskrit. In sixteenth-century Tenkasi, Ǘor instance, AtivǩrarƸma PƸ̥̒iya̓ 
translated into Tamil both Sanskrit religious texts such as the <ȸrma-
Ƞurāːa and =iˏǮaȠurāːa, and a Sanskrit literary masterpiece like Śrǩhar̠a’s 
Cai˞adhacarita.1ࡷ Roughly two centuries later, the Vǩraȑaiva teacher and 

13 Elaine Fisher has analysed SmƸrta Śaivism in early modern South India as a sect 
within the umbrella oǗ orthodox Hinduismव her book (201ࡸ, especially 31ॼ5ࡷ) oϥers a 
good introduction to the religious world oǗ this period. A pointed history oǗ patronage 
and competition between the worship oǗ Śiva and Vi̠̒u at Chidambaram in this period 
is sketched in Balasubramanyan 1931. The dissertation by Eric Steinschneider (201ࡷa) 
Ǘocuses on sectarian diϥerences within Tamil Śaivism, and the historical traǬectory Ǘrom 
many dissenting Śaiva sects to a monolithic Tamil Śaivism in the colonial period. 

14 Besides the Śivadharmottaraॽthat was not originally connected to the Śaivasi-
ddhƸnta, but became a Caiva CittƸntam text in translationॽat least two important 
Tamil translations oǗ Sanskrit ŚaivasiddhƸnta works were composed in the sixteenth 
century. One is the Civane˜iȠȠiraȅācam by ŚivƸgrayogin, a poem that is a selǗ-pro-
claimed abridgment oǗ a Śaiva �gama, most likely the SarvaȂȒānottaraࢉ since ŚivƸgray-
ogin belonged to a tradition connected to that text (see Aru̒Ƹcalam 19189 ,2005ूࡷࡸ 
and 194ॼ200). se have other Tamil translations oǗ the SarvaȂȒānottara too, even 
though the author and time oǗ translation are unknown (reǗerences to the edition are 
in the bibliography). The second translation is the Uirāyaccittacamuccayam, the Tamil 
version oǗ the Sanskrit Urāyaȧcittasamuccaya, most likely by a disciple oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
Campantar (see Ǘn. 2ࡸ). 

15 One example oǗ controversy between members oǗ the same religious group is the 
history oǗ the reception oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar’s own text Buttinilayam (addressed 
below). For disagreements and debates within Caiva CittƸntam adherents, see also Stein-
schneider 201ࡸ.

.249ॼ255 ,ࡷOn the ঋTenkasi moment,’ see Shulman 201 ࡷ1
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Tamil poet Tu̞aimȃkalam CivappirakƸcar translated Ǘrom Kannada into 
Tamil the liǗe oǗ Vǩraȑaiva saint Allama Prabhu. CivappirakƸcar’s transla-
tion, the UiraȠuliˏȅalǿlai, is at the same time a religious text and a literary 
tour de Ǘorce, as are many oǗ the Tamil PurƸ̒as written in honour oǗ local 
sacred sites on the basis oǗ Sanskrit originals. So, the period between the six-
teenth and the eighteenth century was an age oǗ translation, both within the 
Śaiva milieu and in the larger realm oǗ Tamil literature, that brought about 
religious as well as poetical innovations.1ࡸ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar translated 
an ancient text oǗ lay Śaivism into Tamil verse in this context, and in doing 
so, he firmly placed the Civatarumțttaram within the intersecting worlds oǗ 
Tamil Śaivism and Tamil literature.

1. � si͕teenth-century Caiva Cittāntam teacher

The inǗormation available on Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar is oǗtentimes conǗus-
ing, beginning with his name. In the first place, he should not be mistak-
en with an earlier Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a, who lived between the thirteenth and Ǘour-
teenth century and was supposedly the teacher oǗ UmƸpati.18 He should 
also be distinguished Ǘrom his most Ǘamous student and nephew, known 
as Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar in Tamil, but more oǗten identified by his Sanskrit 
name oǗ VedaǬǼƸna II. According to the Tamil sources collected by Aru̒Ƹ-
calam, our Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar lived in the mid-sixteenth century, was 
aϨliated to the Kukai (ঋcave’) maˣam in Chidambaram, and was a prolific 
author in Tamil.19 He composed, besides the Civatarumțttaram, a com-
pendium oǗ Śaiva doctrine in ȅu˜aˈ veːȠā metre titled Caivacamayane˜iࢉ 
and two talaȠȠurāːam on the sacred places oǗ Aru̒akiri (Tiruva̒̒Ƹmalai) 
and KamalƸyalam (TiruvƸrȢr). He also wrote a number oǗ smaller ritual 
and theological treatises, many oǗ which remain unpublished.20 The sev-

-For instance, the genre oǗ the Tamil Ƞurāːam was born in relationship with San ࡸ1
skrit and was predicated, in all its variety, on practices oǗ translation. The classic work 
on the subǬect is Shulman 1980व Raghavan 190ࡷ oϥers a list oǗ Tamil Ƞurāːams that 
are translations, and the recent dissertation by Jay Ramesh (2020, especially 111ॼ15ࡸ) 
explores this topic in some depth. Yet translation practices were by no means limited to 
a literary genre or a religious group, as appears clearly in Shulman’s insightǗul overview 
oǗ the early modern period in Tamil literature (201249 ,ࡷॼ283).

18 ~velebil 1995, 418ॼ19.
19 The inǗormation about his liǗe has been collected in Aru̒Ƹcalam 194ࡷ158-1 ,2005ूࡷࡸ.
20 Many oǗ his shorter works have appeared once, in the volume CitamȠaram <aː-

ȅaˣˣimaˣam Śrǿ Ba˜aiȒāˑacamȠantanāyaˑār aruˈicceyta Caivacci˜unȸlȅaˈ edited by 
Mǩ̓Ƹ̥cicuntaram Pi̊̊ai and published by the TiruvƸvḁutu̞ai ātǿˑam in 1954. I have not 
yet been able to access this rare publication. 
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eral epithets that accompany his name in these accounts—campantar, 
paːˣāram, kaːȅaˣˣi, and so on—are often traced back to anecdotes that 
refer to episodes of his life. For instance, according to one such anecdote, 
he was called kaːȅaˣˣi (‘eye patch’) allegedly because he covered his eyes 
with a piece of cloth to avoid distractions caused by external senses. Hag-
iographical undertones aside, such narratives are mostly supported by the 
information available in the paratexts accompanying Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s works, 
and those of his disciples.

For instance, the laudatory introduction (ci˜appuppāyiram) of Pati pacu 
Ƞācap paˑuval (‘Treatise on God, the Soul, and the Bond’), a work written 
most likely by a student or a colleague of Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar, ably sum-
marises all the standard tropes connected with the author’s life and intellec-
tual activities:21

He stayed in the rare Kukai maˣam in that sacred place, i.e., Chidambaram, 
while people of all other places praised [him];  he was like the sun in this very 
world; he was like a second coming on earth of Meykḁ̒a TǓva̓ in Tiru-
ve̒̒eynallȢrव because of his understanding of rare Tamil, like sage Agastya, 
he composed a perfect authoritative poem which is Śiva in essence; he was 
[another] king Bhoja with regard to perfect books in Sanskrit; he was like 
[VyƸsa’s disciple] SȢta due to his skill in composing purāːams, beginning 
with the �ti Kamalālaya (Kamalālayacci˜appu); he understood with great 
longing the whole corpus of songs of the ancient ones, beginning with the 
triad [of Appar, Sundarar and Sambandar]; using Tamil, he wrote the Civa-
tarumțttaram along with many types of very good books; he was a teacher 
learned in the scriptures, and he understood without any confusion all the 
treatises (cāttiram = ȧāstras) which are praised by the rare ascetics; he [was] 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar, endowed with asceticism […].  
appati taˑˑil aruˏ ȅukai maˣattil 
eppatiyțrum ǩttavum iruntțˑࢉ 
ikam atu taˑˑi˜ ȅakaˑaiy oppāˑțˑࢉ 
veːːeyam patiyil meykaːˣa tǩvaˑ 
maːːiˣai mǿːˣum varutal oppāˑțˑࢉ 
arun tamiˊ uːarvāl akattiya muˑiy eˑat 
tiruntu tol kāppiyaȒ civamayañ ceytțˑࢉ 
ācࣝ il vaˣa nȸ˜ Ƞțcarācaˑࢉ 
āti ȅamalālaya muta˜ Ƞurāːam 
țtu matiyā˜ cȸtaˑaiy oȠȠțˑࢉ 
mȸvar mutalā mutiyavar Ƞāˣal 
āvaluˣaˑǩy aˣaˏkalum uːarntțˑࢉ 

21 I take this passage Ǘrom Aru̒Ƹcalam 1976/2005, 161–162.
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nalamiȅu nȸlȅaˈ nāˑāvitattuˣaˑ 
civatarumțttaram tamiˊā˜ ceytțˑࢉ 
āȅama Ƞaːˣitaˑࢉ aruntavar Ƞuȅalum 
mțȅam il cāttiramuˊutum uːarntțˑࢉ 
naːːiya tava ma˜aiȒāˑa camȠantaˑ ।श॥

This passage confirms that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar lived in the Kukai maˣam 
in Chidambaram, and stresses his Ǘamiliarity with both Sanskrit and Tamil 
learning. On the Sanskrit side, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a is compared to the ঋking’ oǗ po-
ets and grammarians, BhoǬa, and to SȢta, the narrator oǗ several important 
Sanskrit PurƸ̒as. On the Tamil side, his counterparts are the initiator oǗ 
the Caiva CittƸntam tradition Meykḁ̒a TǓva̓, and Agastya, the mytho-
logical sage traditionally held as the first grammarian oǗ the Tamil language. 
Besides, the text claims that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a knew well the ঋsongs oǗ the ancient 
ones,’ namely the canonical corpus oǗ Tamil devotional hymns known as the 
bǩvāram. These characters and texts are proverbial, and, taken all together, 
they convey the message that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a was at ease in the two traditions, and 
exceptionally qualified to create a synthesis between the two. This was the 
ultimate goal oǗ his literary works, which were all nevertheless written using 
Tamil as a medium, as stressed in this introduction. The combination oǗ the 
verb cey ঋto do’ and the instrumental case in the expression tamiˊāl ceytțˑࢉ 
literally ঋhe composed ।books॥ by means oǗ the Tamil language,’ indicates 
that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a took some content already available in Sanskrit and made it 
available in Tamil. This clearly points to his activity as a translator.22

Another complex expression in this passage is tiruntu tol ȅāȠȠiyaȒ civa-
mayaȒ ceytțˑ, which I translate as ঋone who composed a perǗect (tiruntu) 
authoritative (tol) poem (ȅāȠȠiyam) which is Śiva in essence (civamayam).’ 
Mu. Aru̒Ƹcalam shows how this line could be interpreted in diϥerent 
ways, as reǗerring to Ǭust one oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s works (the Caivacamayane˜i), 
to two works (the Civatarumțttaram as the authoritative poem, the Cai-
vacamayane˜i as Śiva’s essence), or perhaps to all his works, collectively.23 
I lean towards the first option, namely the identification with the Caiva-
camayane˜i, because the Civatarumțttaram is explicitly cited later in the 
passage, and because, barring the Caivacamayane˜i and the Civatarumțt-

22 Reading a reǗerence to translation in this passage is supported by the commen-
tarial gloss tamiˊ moˊiyā˜ ceytal explaining the verb moˊiȠeyarrtalࢉ ঋto translate,’ in 
/ˈamȠȸraːam ad bolȅāȠȠiyam, Uoruˈātiȅaram, maraȠiyal 99. Here, as everywhere else 
in this article, I cite primary sources by title and verse number, with the exception oǗ 
passages extracted Ǘrom secondary literature, such as the one discussed above. 

23 Aru̒Ƹcalam 191ࡷ1 ,2005ूࡷࡸॼ12ࡷ.
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taram
a poem (kāppiyam = ȅāvya). The Caivacamayane˜i, on the other hand, 
is a compendium of the Śaiva religion in the classical Tamil metre of the 
ancient ethical work Tirukku˜aˈ.24

part of the compound Caiva-camaya-ne˜i, ‘the path of Śiva’s religion,’ and 
civa mayam, ঋŚiva in essence,’ is likely intended. More generally, the aim of 
this turn of phrase seems to emphasize how Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s works were at the 
same time poetical—tol kāppiyam—and theological—civamayam. The 
expression tolkāppiyam, which has come to identify almost exclusively the 
oldest existing grammar of the Tamil language, and the comparison with 

Southern Śaivism, both strongly indicate that the interpretation hinges on 
the connection between the Tamil language and the Śaiva religion.25 

Similar themes appear in another verse in praise of Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a included 
in the pāyiram (‘preamble’) to the Pirāyaccittacamuccayam (‘Compendium 
on Expiatory Rites’), the translation into Tamil of Trilocanaȑiva’s Prāyaȧci-
ttasamuccaya, and clearly the work of one of Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s students:26

The masters who composed the TiruvicaiȠȠāࢉ spreading gold in the world, 
and the sixty-tree [nāyaˑmars] to which [they] are connected insofar as 

24 The Caivacamayane˜i is another text by Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar whose manu-

in 1868 and reprinted several times afterwards, along with the commentary by �̞u-
muka NƸvalar (the title-page of the sixt edition of 1914, which is the one I consulted, 
is in the bibliography). Ganesan (2009, xiv fn.13) mentions the existence of another, 
unpublished commentary of the Caivacamayane˜i by VedaǬǼƸna II, showing the paral-
lels between verses and the �gamas and other scriptures. An English translation of the 
initial ninety-one verses of this poem has appeared serialized in two issues of the maga-
zine Siddhanta Deepika
popularity in the early twentieth century. 

25 See Chevillard 2009.
26 Pirāyaccittacamuccayam, v. 7. This Tamil version of the Pirāyaccittacamuccayam has 

been printed in Śri Lanka in the 1960s, but I am unsure about the exact publication date 
since the year should be vikāri, thus 1960, but the metadata in the Nȸlakam website has 

edition contains the same text cited in Aru̒Ƹcalam 1976/2005, 159. The edition also 
seems to transmit a text similar to that in IFP MS RE 109000, fols. 84–108. This manu-

reading of part of the third and fourth lines of stanza 7 of the poem (substituting for 
instance iˣu with pțˣˣu): māˣattillaikkukaiyiˣˣiraipțˣˣuppaˏkama˜avāˈ [sic] ma˜aiñāˑa-
cam [. . . . (unreadable aȅ˞aras)]. Note that the long ț in pțˣˣu is clearly marked in the 
manuscript, which must have been copied pretty late in the nineteenth century, when 

). This 1964 (see: https://noolaham.org/wiki/index.php/!"#$%&'&"('(&)*&'&%)'
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they are part ।oǗ them॥, and Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar, who translated the Śai-
va scriptures into Tamil and lived without Ǘault, with ।his eyes॥ veiled, in a 
hermit’s cell (ȅuȅai) in Tillai, where beautiǗul palaces touch the moonॽ
these are our teachers. 
taˏȅam ulaȅam Ƞaravi tiruvicaiȠȠāv uraitta talaivarumࢉ aˑ
Ƞaˏȅam eˑav u˜˜iˣum a˜uȠattࣝ oru mȸvarumࢉ āȅaman tamiˊ cey
tiˏȅaˈ uriȒcu maːi māˣat tillaiȅ ȅuȅaiyi˜ ˜iraiyiˣˣuȠ
Ƞaˏȅam a˜a vāˊ ma˜aiȒāˑa camȠantaˑu nam Ƞatiy āvar

The author oǗ this stanza recognises as his teachers the writers oǗ the 
biruvicaiȠȠāࢉ a section oǗ the ninth birumu˜ai including songs by nine 
poets starting Ǘrom TirumƸ̊ikaittǓvarࢉ along with the other poet-saints 
(nāyaˑmār) who sung hymns to Śivaव and Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar. The 
verse indirectly reǗers to Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s connection to the Kukai maˣam in 
Tillai, that is Chidambaram, by playing on the word oǗ ȅuȅai as meaning a 
cave, and by association a secluded space Ǘor meditation, as well as being the 
name oǗ his home institution. The verb tiraiyiˣˣuࢉ literally meaning that 
he covered himselǗ, also seems a variation oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s standard attrib-
ute as ȅaːȅaˣˣiࢉ wearing an eye-cover. Besides such oblique reǗerences, the 
stanza mentions that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a translated the Śaiva scriptures into Tamil 
(āȅaman tamiˊ cey). The word āȅamam (Sanskrit āǮama) explicitly reǗers 
to the scriptures oǗ the ŚaivasiddhƸnta, to whose canon the Śivadharmot-
tara belonged as a subsection (uȠaǖheda) according to some classifications 
known in the South.2ࡸ se find once again the verb cey (ঋto do’) in com-

such distinction had become more common. The manuscript ends with the penultimate 
verse contained in the printed edition (301) and then declares the Uirāyaccittacamuc-
cayam over, without any Ǘurther inǗormation. The IFP catalogue attributes the text to 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar, probably because his name appears in this first available lineॽ
but we saw that this is not a colophon, rather a verse in praise oǗ him written by a student, 
as also suggested by Aru̒Ƹcalam. The existence oǗ a Tamil version oǗ the Uirāyaccittaca-
muccayam had already been noted in Satyanarayanan and Goodall (2015, 2ࡷॼ3ࡷ) with 
reǗerence to another manuscript (IFP MS RE 415ࡸࡷ) that I could not consult, where the 
Tamil text should be accompanied by a commentary. 

-The classification oǗ the Civatarumțttaram as the eighth among the eleven uȠa ࡸ2
ǖhedas (uȠaȠǩtam in Tamil) oǗ the Cantāˑa �ȅamam (the Sanskrit SantānāǮama), 
which in turn is listed as the twenty-Ǘourth among the twenty-eight �gamas in some 
Tamil lists (but appears as number seventeen in the list proposed by Goodall 2004, xx-
iiiॼxxiv, as according to the <iraːa) appears in the title-page oǗ the 1888 edition oǗ the 
Tamil versionऴ caivāȅamam iruȠatteˣˣiˑuˈ ߟߝ-vatu Cantāna carvțttamattiˑ uȠaȠǩtam 
Ƞatiˑoˑ˜iˑuˈ ߣ-vatu Civatarumțttaram. Note that the Śivadharmottara was indeed 
known as a subsidiary scripture (uȠāǮama) according to various lists oǗ the Śaivasid-
dhƸnta canon transmitted in the Sanskrit Tantras that are attested in the South (see the 
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bination with the noun tamiˊࢉ which in this case, unlike in the previous 
verse we analysed, bears no case marker. One can imagine that an instru-
mental is intended, and that the literal expression ঋto re-make ।a Sanskrit 
book॥ using Tamil’ is a way oǗ talking about translation. In this instance, 
though, the lack oǗ case marker, combined with the Ǘact that the verb cey 
can also work as a verbaliser, is suggestive oǗ another possibility, namely 
the coinage oǗ a new verb tamiˊcey meaning ঋto make Tamil, to tamilise.’ 
The meaning oǗ the new verb would reǗer to a process oǗ taking roots. For 
Ma̞aiǼƸna, tamilising the Śaiva scripture implied translating them into the 
Tamil language, as well as reorganising their content within a universe oǗ 
new intertextual, cultural, geographical, and material reǗerences tied with 
the Tamil land.28

Lingering on geography, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar’s own poems do not 
mention the Kukai maˣam, but they do reveal a connection to the tem-
ple-city oǗ Chidambaram. This is clear Ǘrom the two stanzas in honour oǗ 
Śiva in the Ƞāyiram of the Civatarumțttaram:

Bowing to his Ǘeet, we cherish in our heart the one who delights in dancing 
in the gem-studded hall in Tillai, where gardens filled with Ǘragrance shine, 
while Vi̠̒u, BrahmƸ, the gods and also the great sages surround and praise 
।him॥व the great one, who has himselǗ taken a Ǘorm, and who created the 
Ǘorms oǗ the creaturesव who protects, destroys, and liberates ।them॥व the im-
maculate one, Śiva. (1) ू Those who worship the Ǘeet oǗ Śiva, whose Ǘorm 
is knowledge, who consists oǗ the widespread teachings that end the power 
of malam Ǘor knowledgeable people, who is without blemish, matchless, 
who bestows his grace while the tiger and the snake ।i.e., VyƸghrapada and 
PataǼǬali॥, those similar to the gods ।i.e., the dǿȅ˞itars oǗ Chidambaram॥, 
and the golden king ।i.e., Hira̒yavarma̓॥ praise ।him॥, whose nature has 
no diϥerence and who is Ǭoined to all creaturesॽthey obtain the boons they 
desire according to their wishes. (2)

table attached to J. Filliozat’s introduction in Bhatt 191ࡷ). Moreover, our reading group 
noticed, during our first reading oǗ chapter one oǗ the Civatarumțttaram in Spring 
2019, that the Tamil commentator reǗers to the Civatarumțttaram using exactly the 
expression uȠāǮamaࢉ in the commentary to Civatarumțttaram 1.15 (on this point, see 
Goodall’s article in this volume, p. 2ࡷ).

28 As Ǘor other instances oǗ a possible verb tamiˊcey, K. Nachimuthu brought to my 
attention the sobriquet name oǗ NammƸ̌vƸr as qǩtam tamiˊ ceyta mā˜aˑࢉ literally ঋThe 
Saint who made the Vedas Tamil.’ In this case, tamiˊ ceyta does not reǗer to a translation, 
since NammƸ̌vƸr never actually translated the text oǗ the Vedas into Tamil. The verb 
rather means ঋto tamilise,’ as I suggested, and reǗers to the Ǘact that NammƸ̌vƸr com-
posed beautiǗul devotional poems in Tamil, which are the expression oǗ the essence oǗ 
the Sanskrit scriptures in a Tamil poetical and cultural Ǘorm (see Narayan 1994). 
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tirumālum Ƞțtiˑaˑun tǩvaru māmuˑivarumǩ ce˜intu Ƞț˜˜a
maruvࣝ ārum poˊi ˑilavun tillaimaːi maˑ˜ࣝ āˣaˑ makiˊvāˑ ˜aˑˑai
uruvࣝ ākit tāˑ uyirkaˣȅࣝ uruv ākkiy aˈittࣝ aˣakkiy uyyac ceyyum
perumāˑai nirumalaˑaic civaˑaiy aˣi Ƞaːintࣝ uˈatti˜ Ƞǩːuvāme (0.1)
ciˑmayaˑaic civaˑai, malavali tolaiya viññāˑakalarkkuñ ceppuñ
coˑmayaˑait, tukaˈ iliyait, tulaiy iliyaip, puliyaravuñ curarȅȅࣝ oȠȠārum
poˑmayaˑum pukaˊav aruˈ Ƞurivāˑaiy, aˑaittࣝ uyirum poruntiȠ Ƞǩtam
iˑmayaˑaip patam paːivār eːiyavaram eːiyaȠaˣiy eytuvārǩ (0.2)

its formal aspects. For now, besides the obvious reference to the form of Śiva 
as the lord of dance in the golden hall of Chidambaram, they contain several 
references to the temple’s myths. Among the characters praising Śiva as he 
bestows his grace are the tiger and the snake, that is sages VyƸghrapƸda and 
Patañjali; those similar to the gods, namely the three thousand Brahmins of 
lore who are the ancestors of the Chidambaram dǿȅ˞itars, and the golden king 

by Kulke in the Cidambaramāhātmya—indeed, the traditional name of Chi-
dambaram in Sanskrit is VyƸghrapuraॽand they still play a central role in the 
way the priests and the devotees think of themselves and the temple today.29

In addition to showing a connection to Chidambaram, albeit more ide-
ologically than historically grounded, Ma̞aiñƸ̓a Campantar’s texts are also 
crucial in determining the time of his literary activity. In the introduction to 
the Kamalālayacci˜appu, the author declares that he composed that work 
in the year 4647 of the kali era, which was a paraȠāva year within the 60-
year cycle, corresponding to the year 1546 of the Gregorian calendar.30 The 
introduction to Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s Aruːakirippurāːam includes a similar verse re-
ferring to the time of composition of this second poem (nȸl ceyta kālam): 31

among the four hundred thirty-two thousand years of the kaliyuga turns to 

29 
three main episodes centering around VyƸghrapƸda, Patañjali and Hira̒yavarman (the 
latter episode also including the history of the three thousand Brahmins).  For a reeval-
uation of Kulke and further discussion on the role of Chidambaram under the Cholas, 
see Cox 2016a, 188–197; for a discussion of Chidambaram mythology as it emerges 

dǿȅ˞i-
tar

30 The text of the Kamalālayacci˜appu was recently reprinted by the Dr. U. VǓ. 
CƸminƸtaiyyar NȢlnilayam in Chennai, but unfortunately I could not access a copy of 
this edition. I take this stanza Ǘrom Aru̒Ƹcalam 1976/2005, 165–166. 

31 Aruːakirippurāːam, 23.
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an end, now, on the eleventh lunar day oǗ the bright halǗ oǗ the maȅaram 
(਱tai) ।month॥ oǗ the Ƞiramātǿca year, which is on Sunday, at the time when 
the māˑ māȅǩntiram star shines, during the vaːiȅam division oǗ time.32

āːˣu ȅaliyuȅattiˑuȅȅu nāˑȸ˜˜u muȠȠattࣝ ǿrāyirattuˈ
ǿːˣࣝ u˜u nālāyiramum a˜unȸ˜um aimȠattu nāˑȅu nǿˏȅav 
ǿːˣu Ƞiramātǿcav āːˣiˑ maȅarattࣝ eˊuvāy ǩȅā tǩci
tǿːˣࣝ iravi vārattiˑ māˑ māȅǩntiram vaːiȅan tiȅaˊum Ƞțtil. (0.23)

The stanza, entirely occupied by an elaborate date indicating when the poet 
began to write his Ƞurāːam, makes explicit reǗerence to the year 454ࡷ oǗ 
the ȅaliyuǮaࢉ corresponding to the Gregorian year 1553. According to these 
accounts, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar wrote his two PurƸ̒as in 154ࡷ and 1553, 
and thereǗore was likely at the peak oǗ his literary and intellectual activity in 
the central decade oǗ the sixteenth century. The two dates are coherent with 
the date oǗ his death, which we know Ǘrom the Sanskrit sources cited below 
to be roughly ten years aǗter the composition oǗ the �ruːaȅiriȠȠurāːam, 
in 153ࡷ or 154ࡷ.

Indeed, the introductions and colophons oǗ the Sanskrit works oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
Campantar’s homonymous student and nephew, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar, oϥer 
grounded and precise inǗormation on Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s liǗe. Bruno Dagens, in the 
introduction to his edition oǗ the ŚaivāǮamaȠariǖhā˞āmaȒȂarǿࢉ collected 
most oǗ the passages available in the Sanskrit works oǗ VedaǬǼƸna II (Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
TǓcikar), as Dagens calls him, on his teacher VedaǬǼƸna I (Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campan-
tar).33 First oǗ all, the beginning oǗ the ŚaivāǮamaȠariǖhā˞āmaȒȂarǿ gives the 
date oǗ death oǗ VedaǬǼƸna I, and confirms many oǗ the details available in the 
Tamil texts. It mentions a maˣha in Chidambaram where VedaǬǼƸna I lived, 
and he is also described as a teacher and master oǗ the �gamasऴ34

In the year oǗ the Śaka kings that is reckoned in numbers as 148ࡷ that wise 
man called VedaǬǼƸna, who had crossed the ocean oǗ the Śaiva ȧāstrasࢉ went 

32 I would not have understood this complex date without the help oǗ K. Nachi-
muthu (all imprecisions remaining are my own). He especially helped me to understand 
that eˊuvāy is equivalent with vaˈarȠi˜ai and reǗers to the bright halǗ oǗ the lunar monthव 
that iravi vāram reǗers to the day oǗ the week, Ȓāyi˜˜uȅȅiˊamai, usually translated as 
Sunday in Englishव and that the word vaːiȅam reǗers to an alternative division oǗ the 
month in eleven ȅaraːam (instead oǗ the thirty lunar days, titi, oǗ which ǩȅātǩci is one). 

33 Dagens 19ࡷ ,9ࡸॼ15.
34 ŚaivāǮamaȠariǖhā˞āmaȒȂarǿ 0.ࡷॼࡸऴ laȅ˞̓te ȧaȅaǖhȸȠāǖde tadāǖhaǮyeti saˎȅhyayā 

| ˞a˞ˣyantime hāyane ca tārtǿyǿȅa ṛtau sudhǿʿ પપ ࡷ પપ vedaȂȒānāǖhidhāno ࣝsau ȧaivaȧāstrā-
ǖdhiȠāraǮaʿ | ȅālahastǿȧvareːātra Ƞrati˞ˣhāˎ ȠrāȠitaʿ Ƞarām પપ ࡸ પપ. Text (with a French 
translation) in Dagens 1952 ,9ࡸॼ53.



Margherita Trento

114

to the ultimate state ।oǗ liberation॥ through the grace oǗ Kalahastǩȑvara 
when he was in the third season oǗ his sixty-first year.

From this passage Dagens deduces that VedaǬǼƸna I must have died in 
the year 148ࡷ oǗ the Śaka era, corresponding to the Gregorian year 153ࡷ 
or 154ࡷ, and that he was sixty at that time. He was thereǗore born around 
1503ॼ1504, his liǗe spanning the entire first halǗ oǗ the sixteenth century. 
Another relevant detail is the mention oǗ the lord oǗ Kalahasti, since that 
seems to have been Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s divinity oǗ choice, and KƸ̊atti Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
Campantar was one oǗ his names. Perhaps the richest source on VedaǬǼƸna 
I, his Ǘamily and institutional ties, is Ǘound in a passage at the end oǗ the 
�ǿȅ˞ādarȧa again by VedaǬǼƸna IIऴ 35

In the sacred hill oǗ Rudrako̥i (Tirukkǎukku̞̓am) in the To̥̒ǩrama̒˵ala 
(To̥̒ainƸ̥u),3ࡷ lived VƸmadeva, a great man, resident oǗ glorious VyƸghra-
pura (Chidambaram), and belonging to ।one oǗ॥ the five spiritual lineages 
and well-known as an ādiȧaiva. His younger brother was the great yoǮin Ve-
daǬǼƸna ।I॥, the best among sages. Aiming Ǘor the Lord oǗ the Great Hall, aǗ-
ter reaching the holy Tillavana (i.e., Chidambaram)3ࡸ along with many dis-

35 The Ǘollowing is a provisional reconstruction oǗ the text oǗ the final verses oǗ the 
�ǿȅ˞ādarȧa, based on the text given in Dagens 1911 ,9ࡸ (਱ ed.), but also integrating 
some oǗ the readings Ǘound in IFP T. 39ࡷࡷ1 ,2ࡸॼ10ࡸࡷ (਱ cod.) and some emendations, 
including that proposed in Ganesan 2009, xॼxi. Even though Dagens declared his 
source to be IFP T. 153B, ࡷ0ࡷॼࡸ0ࡷ, the text oǗ this manuscript seems corrupted, and 
diϥers in places Ǘrom the one reconstructed by Dagens. 

।...॥ toːˣǿnamaːʳale tasmin rudraȅoˣimahāsthale | ādiȧaiva iti ȅhyātaʿ ȠaȒcaǮo-
caravartitaʿ (em. Ganesan 2009, xi Ǘn. 9व ȠaȒcāˏǮācāravartitaʿ ed.) પપ ȧrǿvyāǮhraȠu-
ranivāsǿ vāmadevo mahattaraʿ (em.व mahattataʿ ed.) પ tasyānuȂo mahāyoǮǿ vedaȂȒāna-
munǿȧvaraʿ || ǖṛhatsaǖheȧam uddiȧya aneȅaȧi˞yaȅais saha | ȧrǿmattillavanam ȠrāȠya 
ciraˎ ȅālam avardhata (cod.व avardhanat ed.) || sadāȧivamahārāȂe ȠṛthivǿȠālanaȅ˞ame 
| ālayānām aneȅe˞āˎ ǮoȠurādǿny aȅalȠayat || vedaȂȒānamuniʿ ȧrimān drāviʳādǿny 
aneȅaȧaʿ | ȧivadharmottarādǿni ȧāstrāːi ȠaryaȅalȠayat || ȧrǿmattillavane caiva hy 
aruːādrau mahatsthale | ȧrǿvṛddhācalasaˎȂȒe ca madhyārȂunamahatȠure || ȧvetena 
ȠȸȂitaˎ yatra ȧvetāraːye Ǯhaˣe Ƞure | anye˞v aneȅasthāne˞u sthāȠayāmāsa cāǮamān || 
tasya Ȃye˞ˣhasutaʿ ȅaȧcit tannāmāˏȅitaȠaːʳitaʿ | dǿȅsādarȧaˎ mahadǮranthaˎ Ƞa-
ddhatiˎ ca mahattarām | daȅ˞iːāmȸrtiȅṛȠayā hy aȅarot sāmȠradāyiȅām ||. 

Previous to the passage cited here, the text talks about a SaundƸrƸcarya, since VƸ-
madeva likely came in his lineage (see Ganesan 2009, x, Ǘn. ࡸ and 8).

 The toponym To̥̒ǩnama̒˵ale (To̥̒ainƸ̥u) reǗers to a region roughly occupying ࡷ3
the north-eastern part oǗ today’s Tamil Nadu. For the classical discussion oǗ Tamil Na-
du’s historical geography, especially the nāˣu division, see Stein 19ࡸࡸ. 

 Here the Sanskrit Tillavana is a borrowing Ǘrom the Tamil toponym Tillaiva̓am ࡸ3
(which already used the Sanskrit word vanaूva̓am), literally meaning ঋthe mangrove 
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ciples, ।VedaǬǼƸna I॥ spent a long time there. During the reign oǗ the great 
king SadƸȑiva, who was skillǗul in protecting the world, he (i.e., VedaǬǼƸna 
I) built ǮoȠuras and other ।structures॥ oǗ countless temples. The venerable 
sage VedaǬǼƸna ।I॥ rewrote innumerable ।Sanskrit॥ treatises (ȧāstras), such as 
the Śivadharmottaraࢉ  into Tamil and so on.38 He also established (sthāȠaya-
māsa) the �gamas in Tillavana as well as in the sacred hill oǗ Aru̒Ƹdri (i.e., 
Tiruva̒̒Ƹmalai), on ।the hill॥ called V̜ddhƸcala (i.e., ViruttƸccalam), in 
the great city oǗ MadhyƸrǬuna (i.e., Tiruvi̥aimarutȢr), in ŚvetƸra̒ya (i.e., 
Tiruve̒kƸ̥u) where the white ।elephant॥ perǗormed worship, as well as in 
Ghḁapura (i.e., Kumpakȅ̒am), and in many other places.39 His (i.e., VƸ-
madeva’s) best son was a learned man carrying the same name as him (i.e., 
VedaǬǼƸna)व by the grace oǗ Dak̠i̒ƸmȢrti, he composed the �ǿȅ˞ādarȧa 
and a great book oǗ ritual instruction, both oǗ them excellent and Ǘollowing 
the tradition. 

This passage places VedaǬǼƸna I’s older brother VƸmadeva in Rudrako̥i, that 
is the sacred site oǗ Tirukkǎukku̞̓am in Chengalpattu district. This con-
trasts with the inǗormation by Aru̒Ƹcalam on the early liǗe oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
Campantar, who allegedly was born in KåantaiूKåattȢr, south-west Ǘrom 
Pḁ̥ukkȅ̥̥ai, and studied at Kalahasti.40 Certainly, though, both brothers 
were connected to Chidambaram. There, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar spent the 
last decades oǗ his liǗe, coinciding with the rule oǗ Tuluvu king SadƸȑiva.41 

Ǘorest.’ This is one oǗ the names oǗ Chidambaram, as the temple-city is located in an area 
that was Ǘormerly a tillai grove, and a mangrove Ǘorest still surrounds it.

38 Notice the ādi in drāviʳādini, an interesting expression since we are not aware oǗ 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a writing in any language other than Tamil. 

39 I added the Tamil equivalent to each Sanskrit toponym in this sentence with the 
help oǗ Ganesan (2009, xॼxi). Notice how the toponyms in the two languages oǗten 
reǗer to the same myth and, in some cases, the Sanskrit toponym seems to be a transla-
tion oǗ a well-established name. This is the case oǗ Gḁhapura, ঋThe city oǗ the pot,’ that 
might well be VedaǬǼƸna’s re-translation oǗ Kumpakȅ̒am, ঋThe pot’s corner,’ originally 
a Sanskrit compound, but also a current toponym in Tamil. In other cases, the two 
names likely reǗer to the parallel development oǗ South India toponomastics in Sanskrit 
and Tamil, in connection with the same mythological corpusव this seems the case, Ǘor 
instance, oǗ the Sanskrit ŚvetƸra̒ya and its Tamil equivalent Tiruve̒kƸ̥u. The classi-
cal study oǗ Tamil toponomastics is Cetupi̊̊ai’s 194ࡷ book bamiˊaȅamࢉ mrum Uǩrum. 
Many other works have appeared since then, but I don’t know oǗ a study considering 
both the Sanskrit and Tamil tradition with equal attention. 

40 Aru̒Ƹcalam 19158 ,2005ूࡷࡸॼ159.
41 SadƸȑiva RƸya was the last king oǗ the Tuluva dynasty and reigned Ǘrom ca. 1542 

until 150ࡸ, albeit under the strong inϱuence oǗ his chieǗ minister RƸma RƸya who later 
Ǘounded the Aravidu dynasty (see Heras 192ࡸ, esp. 13ॼ53). For an overview oǗ the pa-
tronage oǗ ViǬayanagara kings in Chidambaram, see Balasubramanyan 1931.
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During that time, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a became an authoritative figure who initiated 
the construction oǗ several religious buildings, and rendered the Sanskrit 
ȧāstras into Tamil.42 He also promoted the �gamas in some specific tem-
ples listed in the passageव Ǘollowing Ganesan, I suspect that the causative 
verb sthāȠayati might reǗer to Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a introducing Ƹgamic worship in 
these temples. The passage ends by establishing the Ǯuru-ȧi˞ya relationship 
between him and the author oǗ the �ǿȅ˞ādarȧa, his nephew VedaǬǼƸna II.43

 In sum, notwithstanding the many uncertainties that remain on his liǗe 
and activities, the ample inǗormation collected thus Ǘar points to the Ǘact 
that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a brought Ǘorth new modes oǗ scholarship connected to ideas 
and practices oǗ translation, and promoted new institutions and ways oǗ 
worship. Coherently, we know that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a had studentsॽbut we have 
no clues regarding his teachers. In his texts, he pays homage to Meykḁ̒Ƹr, 
the thirteenth-century initiator oǗ the Caiva CittƸntam traditionࢉ but men-
tions no other Ǯuru. This incongruence was noted by Aru̒Ƹcalam too, who 
set oϥ to gather inǗormation on this matter Ǘrom Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s intellectual 
opponents.44 Among Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s smaller works is the Buttinilai (ঋThe 
Condition oǗ Emancipation’)ࢉ a treatise in Ǘavour oǗ the idea that bliss is 
inherent to the soul (āˑmāˑanta vātam)࢈ This booklet and the doctrine 
it supported were opposed by Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s contemporary, Tarumapuram 
KuruǼƸ̓a Campantar, a Ǘellow Caiva CittƸntam teacher and Ǘounder oǗ the 
Tarumapuram atǿˑam lineage, in a poetical rebuttal titled Buttiniccayam 
(ঋThe Ascertainment oǗ Emancipation’व see Sanskrit muȅtiniȧcaya). In the 
eighteenth century, KuruǼƸ̓a’s successor Ve̊̊iyampalavƸ̒a Tampira̓ wrote 
two commentaries on the Buttiniccayam, a short commentary (ci˜˜urai) 
and a longer one (Ƞǩrurai). In this second one, printed by the Tarumapuram 
atǿˑam in 1948 but currently unavailable to me, Aru̒Ƹcalam located the 
names oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar’s two teachers.45 One was Kåantai GƸ̓ap-

42 These two activities oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar are indicated by the parallel verbs 
aȅalȠayat and ȠariȅalȠayatࢉ both reǗerring to the buildingॽoǗ sacred sites, and a liter-
ary corpus. 

43 This inǗormation is confirmed by the colophon oǗ the �tmārthaȠȸȂāȠaddhatiࢉ as 
transcribed in Hultzsch 189105 ,ࡷॼ10ࡷ (on MS no. 109ࡷ within Hultzsch’s list ). 

44 Most oǗ the inǗormation in the next two paragraphs is originally Ǘound in Aru̒Ƹ-
calam 19ࡸ13 ,2005ूࡷࡸ and 159ॼ0ࡷ. 

45  Aru̒Ƹcalam reǗers to an edition by the Tarumapuram atǿˑam of the Buttiniccayam 
along with the Ƞǩrurai printed in 1948. I was only able to consult an earlier edition 
by the Purȅkirasiv ।bureaucracy॥ accukkȢ̥am in Chennai that includes the ci˜˜urai. It 
should be noted that Ganesan does not mention the Buttinilai in his list oǗ works by 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar (2009, xiiiॼxvi), even though he includes in the bibliography 
this early edition oǗ the Buttiniccayam࢈ Howeverࢉ besides Aru̒Ƹcalam’s opinion, the 
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pirakƸcar, allegedly Ǘrom the same town as Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a, who also authored 
important Śaiva poems.4ࡷ 

Besides a direct reǗerence in the Buttiniccayam Uǩruraiࢉ other hints 
pointing to the connection between GƸ̓appirakƸcar and Ma̞aiǼƸ̓Ƽ are the 
contiguity oǗ some oǗ their texts in the manuscript tradition, and the Ǘact that 
GƸ̓appirakƸcar wrote in ȅu˜aˈ veːȠāmetre.4ࡸ Another teacher was Ka̒̒ap-
pa PƸ̥̒Ƹram, whom Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a met aǗter going to Kalahasti as a young boy, 
and who initiated him into Caiva CittƸntam. shile living in Kalahasti, 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓Ƽ proved to be a talented student, but with time he became arro-
gantॽor so the story goes. He reǬected the liˏǮa oǗ his teacher and entered 
the Kukai maˣam without ever taking another teacher.48 Unsurprisingly, this 
account is not very ϱattering. sithout reading too much in these negative 
but still hagiographical stories that were collected a couple oǗ centuries aǗter 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s time, his characterisation as a selǗ-reliant thinker fits well with 
the bold intellectual operations we find in his masterly work oǗ translation, 
the Civatarumțttaram, to which we now turn. 

2. Hld and ne͐ te͕tual architectures

The Civatarumțttaram includes scant reǗerences to the context oǗ its com-
position other than pointing to the centrality oǗ Chidambaram, as we saw. 
However, it does oϥer clues as to its own nature as a translation, and to its 
positioning vis-à-vis the original Sanskrit text as well as to the larger world oǗ 
Tamil literature. It also envisions a world oǗ readers, and it is on these two 
types oǗ contextॽthe field oǗ translation and readershipॽthat we will Ǘocus 
our attention in the next two sections oǗ this article. shen reading the Civa-
tarumțttaram side by side with its Sanskrit source, it is immediately obvious 
that the two texts are similarly organised in twelve chapters that cover roughly 
the same topics, Ǘrom the tenets oǗ the Śaiva religion to yoga and descriptions 
of hells.49 The division into twelve chapters appears in all the printed editions 

introduction to the edition oǗ the Buttiniccayam I consulted (1934, ii) does mention 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Pḁ̒Ƹram, that is Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar, as the author oǗ the mȸlam that 
prompted the writing oǗ the Buttiniccayam and its commentary.

-eˑatu (i.e., Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s) ȅuruvrāˑa <aˈantai GāˑaȠȠiraȅāca Uaːˣāram ceyta aȅa ࡷ4
val. I take this passage oǗ the Buttiniccayam Uǩrurai Ǘrom Aru̒Ƹcalam 19ࡸ13 ,9ू2005ࡷ.

 On Kåantai GƸ̓appirakƸcar, his literary works, and his relationship with our ࡸ4
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a (including details on the manuscripts oǗ their works), see Aru̒Ƹcalam 
.ॼ144ࡷ13 ,9ू2005ࡷ19

48 /ǖidem.
49 The titles oǗ the Tamil chapters areऴ ঋChapter on the supreme dharma’ (Ƞaramatarumā-

tiyiyal)व ঋChapter on the giǗt oǗ the knowledge oǗ Śiva’ (sivaȒāˑatānaviyal)व ঋChapter on the 
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and the manuscripts I consulted, and is also confirmed by an index-stanza at 
the end oǗ the twelǗth chapter oǗ the Civatarumțttaram.50 In parallel to the 
Sanskrit, a crucial topic in the Civatarumțttaram seems to be that of the gift 
oǗ knowledge (Ȓāˑatāˑam), namely the copying and transmission oǗ Śaiva 
scriptures described in the second chapter.51 The topic is mentioned in the 
Ƞāyiramࢉ where it is the subǬect oǗ an entire stanzaऴ

Tell me in due order also the act oǗ giving that bestows knowledge, which 
is ।particularly॥ diϨcult to attain ।among acts oǗ giving॥, and ।which is॥ the 
variety ।oǗ giving॥ that possesses greatness.৺ Tell me all the rules, beginning 
with the manner oǗ giving that is suitable, along with the Ǘruits ।that accrue॥ 
to those who give and to those who receive.

nāˣࣝ ariya Ȓāˑatara tāˑamu navi˜˜āyॊ
Ƞǿˣu Ƞe˜u Ƞǩtamum eˑaȅȅu mu˜ai Ƞǩcāyॊ
ǿˣu Ƞe˜av ǿyu mu˜aiy ǿȠavar iraȠȠārॊ
ȅȸˣu Ƞayaˑātiyav aˑaittu mu˜ai ȅȸ˜āy(0.14) ࢈

This is Ǭust one among many elements ensuring that the translation is recog-
nisable as closely related to its source, at least on the surǗace, and that anyone 
with a knowledge oǗ the Śivadharmottara would see its general structure 
being reproduced in the Civatarumțttaram.52 But how does the Tamil ver-
sion talk about, and position itselǗ vis-à-vis a source so close in content and 
yet so Ǘar in time and cultural reǗerencesह

In the introduction to his translationࢉ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a, Ǘollowing the account 
given in the first chapter oǗ the Śivadharmottara, acknowledges that his poem 
originated in two diϥerent yet equally mythical moments.53 Its content was 

five types oǗ sacrifice’ (aivaȅaiyāȅaviyal)व ঋChapter on the many excellent instruments’ (Ƞa-
laviciˣˣaȅāraːaviyal)व ঋChapter on the dharma oǗ Śiva’ (civatarumaviyalࢴव ঋChapter on sins’ 
(Ƞāvaviyal)व ঋChapter on the heavens and hells’ (cuvarȅȅanaraȅaviyal)व ঋChapter on death 
and rebirth’ (ceˑaˑamaraːaviyal)व ঋChapters on the remainders oǗ the heavens and hells’ 
(cuvarȅȅanaraȅanǩˣaviyal)व ঋChapter on the yoga oǗ knowledge oǗ Śiva’ (civaȒāˑayțȅaviyal)व 
ঋChapter on expiation’ (Ƞariȅāraviyal)व ঋChapter on the world oǗ the cows’ (ȅțȠuraviyal).

50 Cf. Civatarumțttaram 12.221.
51 The second chapter also caught François Gros’s attention (see Gopal Iyer 1984ॼ85, vii).
52 The importance oǗ chapter two oǗ the Śivadharmottara, and oǗ the ritual copying 

oǗ the manuscript described there is the Ǘocus oǗ Florinda De Simini’s recent mono-
graph (201ࡷa). Such ritual seems to have been important Ǘor Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar 
too, and as I will discuss later in this article, this is a chapter where he strives to remain 
ǗaithǗul to the Sanskrit original.

53 Indeed, the Śivadharmottara opens with a series oǗ questions posed by Agastya to 
Skanda (Śivadharmottara 1.2ॼ14). As a result, the god then imparts to the sage a teaching 
that had previously been revealed by Śiva (ȧāstram ǿȧvaraǖhā˞itam, Śivadharmottara 1.1ࡷ)
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first revealed by Śiva to UmƸ and, only later, Skandaॽwho had attended their 
dialogueॽretold it to Agastya. This second conversation was purportedly 
written down in the Śivadharmottara. Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a strives to make explicit the 
illustrious origins oǗ his poem, all the while scattering in the verses oǗ the Ƞāyi-
ram grammatical key-words that point to his understanding oǗ the complex 
operation oǗ bringing those conversations into the Tamil literary universe. 
Take Ǘor example the Ǘollowing verseऴ

Praising and worshipping the Ǘragrant lotus-Ǘeet oǗ Kuka̓ (Murugan) who 
Ǘully knows the true ।scriptures॥ beginning with the Vedas spoken by the 
Pure one without beginning, middle, or end, so as to destroy the impurities 
oǗ living beings, Agastya asked ।him॥ऴ ঋO teacher, tell ।me॥ a way that might 
generate wisdom Ǘor all living beingsष’ Skanda graciously taught ।him॥ the 
Śivadharmottara. Analysing closely (țrntǩ) that book, and making a sum-
mary oǗ it (toȅai ceytum), I will now expound ।it॥.৺৺ 

āti naˣuv antam ilāˑ amalaˑ uyirȅȅࣝ aˊuȅȅࣝ a˜uȅȅav a˜ainta vāymai
vǩtamutal uːarnta ȅuȅaˑ viraimalarttāˈ aȅattiyaˑ ˜āˑ viyantu Ƞț˜˜iȠ
Ƞțtaȅaˑǩy aˑaittuyirȅȅum Ƞulam āȅȅu ne˜i Ƞuȅalāy eˑˑaȅ ȅantaˑ
țtiy aruˈ civatarumțttara nȸlait toȅaiceytum uraiȠȠām țrntǩ (0.ࡸ)৺

Tightly packed in the last line oǗ this stanza we find two distinct reǗerenc-
es to what I would call Tamil theories oǗ textual derivation, that is oǗ the 
relationship between an ঋoriginal text’ (mutal nȸl) and a ঋsecondary text’ 
(vaˊi nȸl). The close relationship and possible dependence oǗ one book on 
another was first articulated in the ancient grammar bolȅāȠȠiyam, where we 
find the definition oǗ mutal nȸl as the result oǗ direct knowledge or ঋvision’ 
(ȅaːˣatu).54 This definition applies particularly well to the revealed nature 
oǗ most scriptures, including the Śivadharmottara. As Ǘor secondary texts 
(vaˊi nȸl)ࢉ they can have according to bolȅāȠȠiyam Ǘour types oǗ relation-
ships with the source Ǘrom which they derive, the mutal nȸl. These Ǘour 
modes oǗ operation oǗ vaˊi nȸl are 1. toȅuttal, a compendium or synopsis 
of the mutal nȸlव 2. virittal, amplification, addition oǗ detailsव 3. toȅaiviri, 
namely a mix oǗ abridgment and amplificationव and finally, 4. moˊiȠeyarȠ-
Ƞuࢉ translation.55 In the stanza we Ǭust read, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a claims to have con-
densed the content oǗ the original Śivadharmottara by using the verb toȅai 
ceytu, an exact synonym oǗ toȅuttal࢈ In doing so, he is positioning his work 

54 bolȅāȠȠiyam, Ƞoruˈātiȅaram, maraȠiyal 9ࡷऴ viˑaiyiˑ nǿˏȅi viˈaˏȅiya a˜iviˑ - mu-
ˑa ivaˑ ȅaːˣatu mutaˑȸ lāȅum.

55  AǗter defining vaˊi nȸl (sȸtra 9ࡸ) and mentioning that it has Ǘour subdivisions 
(sȸtra 98), the text lists them as Ǘollows (bolȅāȠȠiyam, Ƞoruˈātiȅaram, maraȠiyal 99)ऴ 
toȅuttal virittal toȅaiviri moˊiȠeyart - tatarȠȠaˣa yāttalț ˣaˑaimara Ƞiˑave. 
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within the category oǗ vaˊi nȸl, and implying that he is selecting the material 
in the original, while at the same time keeping close to it. Yet he never says 
explicitly that his work is a translation Ǘrom Sanskrit into Tamilॽthe word 
vaˣamoˊi does not appear anywhere in the verses oǗ the introductionॽeven 
though this must have been obvious to his readers. This is probably connect-
ed with the desire to stress the didactic purpose oǗ his work, iǗ Ǘollowing the 
commentator PǓrƸciriyar we understand a compendium (toȅuttu ȅȸ˜al) as 
being useǗul Ǘor ঋpeople with little knowledge and a short liǗetime to know 
what is explained at length in the original book.’5ࡷ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a must have 
thought that this didactic aim was better achieved by stressing his work’s 
nature as a compendium rather than a translation.5ࡸ 

Secondly, the intended ǗaithǗulness oǗ the Tamil version is emphasised 
in the stanza by the adverbial participle țrntuࢉ which is connected with the 
numeral Ǘor ঋone’ (țr) and implies looking closely at the original, i.e., ঋbeing 
oneूin agreement’ with it. In this context, țrntu echoes the verbal participle 
oruˏȅuॽwhich also comes Ǘrom a similar rootॽused in the thirteenth-cen-
tury grammar Caˑˑȸlࢉ exactly in the context oǗ the discussion on the rela-
tionship between mutal nȸl and vaˊi nȸl. In sȸtra ࡸ oǗ this grammar, vaˊi 
nȸl is defined as ঋadhering to (oruˏȅu) the conclusions oǗ the text oǗ the 
original author, but introducing options (viȅa˜Ƞam) that appear necessary 
to the new author, the secondary text Ǘollows the way oǗ unvarying tradi-
tion (maraȠu).’58 Echoing this sȸtra, the use oǗ țrntu in the Civatarumțt-
taram points to the close relationship with the original Sanskrit text while 
also implying the possibility oǗ introducing variations that the author oǗ 
the secondary text deemed necessary to appeal to its diϥerent audience. 
And indeed, the stanza we Ǭust read already presupposes two ways in which 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a strayed Ǘrom the original text. First, he summarised the content 
oǗ the original book. Second, his text retells in Tamil the content oǗ a con-
versation between Skanda and Agastya that was originally expressed and 

-Uǩrāciriyam ad bolȅāȠȠiyam, Ƞoruˈātiȅaram, maraȠiyal 99ऴ toȅuttal eˑȠatu mu ࡷ5
taˑȸluˈ virintataˑaic cilvāˊnāˣ ci˜˜a˜iviˑ māȅȅaˣȅu a˜iyat toȅuttuȅȅȸ˜al. 

 This attitude might have also been inspired by the desire to remain ǗaithǗul to the ࡸ5
spirit oǗ the original text, which presents itselǗ as a compendium oǗ the knowledge neces-
sary to salvation, since liǗe is too short Ǘor most people to master the whole body oǗ reli-
gious knowledge. For instance, the Śivadharmottara (1.9ࡷ) admonishes the readers as Ǘol-
lowsऴ ঋYou should know this, you should know thisष One who wishes to know everything 
won’t get to the end oǗ all the treatises, not even in a thousand years.’ (idaˎ ȂȒeyam idaˎ 
ȂȒeyaˎ yaʿ sarvaˎ ȂȒātum icchati | aȠi var˞asahasrāyuʿ ȧāstrāntaˎ nādhiǮacchati પપ). I 
thank Florinda De Simini Ǘor sharing her draǗt edition oǗ this chapter with me. 

58 Buˑˑțr nȸliˑ muˣiȠoruˏ ȅottu - Ƞiˑˑțˑ vǩːˣum viȅa˜Ƞaˏ ȅȸ˜i. Caˑˑȸlࢉ sȸtra ࡸ.
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recorded in Sanskrit. Both types oǗ deviation are already accounted Ǘor in 
the bolȅāȠȠiyam, even though Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a does not reǗer to the second one 
explicitly. Considering the amount oǗ unpacking this stanza required, his 
rhetoric attitude towards the complex textual operations at play in the Ci-
vatarumțttaram could be described as laconic, even (deceptively) humble. 
Perhaps the author was trying to keep the reader’s Ǘocus on the elaborate 
narrative Ǘramework and the eulogistic stanzas but, more likely, he dropped 
subtle reǗerences to his textual strategies Ǘor the trained ear to catch. 

Certainly, the commentator Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar was well aware oǗ such reǗ-
erences. In his explanation oǗ this stanza, he made explicit the reǗerence to the 
theory oǗ vaˊi nȸl, while also introducing Ǘurther layers oǗ complexity.59 First 
oǗ all, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar read the use oǗ -um in toȅai ceytum as eccavummai, 
that is, as pointing to something else beside what is mentioned in the text. 
In our case, this is the Ǘull list oǗ strategies oǗ vaˊi nȸl derivation besides the 
compendium (toȅuttal)—including, I would stress, explanation or amplifica-
tion (virittal). As we keep reading Ǘrom the Civatarumțttaram, the reason 
why the commentator wanted to read this -um as a reǗerence to the whole 
list will become clearer. Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar’s Civatarumțttaram not only 
summarises its Sanskrit original, it also expands on it in diϥerent ways, in-
cluding the incorporation oǗ translations Ǘrom other sources. Moreover, the 
commentator makes a direct reǗerence to the crossing Ǘrom one language into 
another (moˊiȠeyarttal), in this case Ǘrom Sanskrit into Tamil, at work in the 

59  Commentary ad Civatarumțttaram 0.ࡸऴ e-tu࢈ yām, mutaˑaˣu vǿ˜illāta niˑmalaˑ 
āȅiya civaˑ uyirȅaˈuȅȅu āːava mutaliya Ƞācaˏȅaˈaiy a˜uȅȅum Ƞoruˣˣu aruˈicceyta 
vǩtāȅama mutaliyav uːmaiȒāˑattaiy uːarnta Ƞiˈˈaiyār maːam Ƞoruntiya centāmarai 
Ƞțˑ˜a cǿȠātaˏȅaˈai vaːaˏȅi Ȓāˑācāriyaˑǩ ॽ caruvāˑ māȅȅaˈuȅȅu ma˜ivuːˣā mārȅ-
ȅattait aruˈicceyya vǩːˣum eˑ˜u ॽ aȅattiyaˑ viːːaȠȠaȒ ceyyaȠ Ƞiˈˈaiyār aruˈicceyta ci-
vatarumțttaram eˑˑuȒ civāȅamattaiy u˜˜uˑțȅȅit toȅuttut tamiˊā˜ collā niˑ˜țm. e-˜u࢈ 
toȅaiceytum eˑ˜av ummaiyāl, vaȅuttum eˑa varuvittࣝ uraiȅȅaȠȠaˣˣatu. aȅamāȅiya 
cintiya ȠaruȠȠatattaiȅ ȅǿˊȠ Ƞaˣuttuȅaiyāl aȅattiyaˑ eˑaȠ Ƞeyar āyi˜˜u࢈ cȸ࢈ ࣜviˑaiyiˑǿˏȅi 
viˈaˏȅiyava˜iviˑࢉ muˑaivaˑ ȅaːˣatu mutaˑȸlāȅumࣝ eˑa muˑˑȸlaiȠ Ƞārttu moˊiȠe-
yarttࣝ uraiȅȅaiyāl itu vaˊiˑȸl eˑaȠ Ƞeyar Ƞe˜um࢈ cȸ࢈ ࣜvaˊiyeˑaȠȠaˣuva tataˑ vaˊittāȅuࢉ 
matuvǩ tāˑumǿriruvaȅaittǩࢉ toȅuttal virittal toȅaivirimoˊi ȠeyarȠȠeˑat taȅunȸl yāȠȠǿ 
riraːˣeˑȠaࣝ  eˑȠataˑuˈ iʿtu toȅai vaȅaiy eˑ˜ࣝ a˜iȅa࢈ āȅȅiyțˑ Ƞeyarai muta˜ȅaˣ ȅȸ˜ātu nȸ˜ 
Ƞeyaraiȅ ȅȸ˜iyatࣝ eˑ ˑutali˜˜țv eˑiˑࢋ ellārum Ƞiramāːamāȅav aˏȅǿȅariȅȅa vǩːˣuȅai-
yāˑ eˑȅa࢈ āȅȅiyțˑ Ƞeyar mutaliyaˑa varumā˜uࢋ āȅȅiyțˑ Ƞeyarࢉ ma˜aiȒāˑa camȠan-
tanāyaˑār࢈ vaˊiࢉ civāȅamattiˑ vaˊi࢈ ellaiࢉ tamiˊ vaˊaˏȅum nilam࢈ nȸ˜Ƞeyarࢉ mutaˑȸlā˜ 
Ƞe˜˜āȠeyarࢉ yāȠȠuࢉ toȅaivaȅai࢈ nutaliya Ƞoruˈࢉ civatarumam civaȒaˑatāˑa mutalāyiˑa࢈ 
ȅeˣȠțrࢉ avarmāːaȅȅar࢈ Ƞayaˑࢉ vǿˣuȠe˜u eˑ˜a˜iȅa. 

Inverted commas are added by me to help identiǗy the bolȅāȠȠiyam verses we al-
ready discussed above. 
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Civatarumțttaram. Indeed, he seems to think that this is the main reason why 
the text is to be considered a vaˊi nȸl࣍at once close to and yet diϥerent Ǘrom 
its source, due to the diϥerent language. Only aǗter reǗerring to moˊiȠeyarttalࢉ 
VedaǬǼƸ̓a II mentions the text should be understood as Ǘalling within the 
category oǗ toȅaiूtoȅuttal, namely compendium or abridgement, the category 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a decided to cite explicitly in his stanza. 

Thinking oǗ translation as one way among many to compose a vaˊi nȸl al-
lowed the commentator, as it allows us, to embrace the dialectic between close-
ness and innovation with respect to its authoritative source that characterises 
the Civatarumțttaram. Observing its twelve chapters Ǘrom a closer resolution, 
the many ways in which the translation departs Ǘrom the Sanskrit text become 
evident, starting with the structure oǗ the chapters themselves. First oǗ all, un-
like in the Śivadharmottara, each chapter begins in Tamil with some stanzas 
that bring the reader back to the narrative Ǘramework oǗ the conversation be-
tween Skanda and Agastya. This is likely an attempt to make the Tamil ver-
sion, whose contents are those oǗ a theological and ritual manual Ǘor students 
oǗ Caiva CittƸntam, closer to a PurƸ̒ic narrative and its modes oǗ appealing to 
and instructing the audience. se will return to the question oǗ the genre oǗ the 
text later. Firstly, we notice that the figures oǗ SkandaूMurugan and especially 
Agastya are central to Tamil identity and imagination, and they tie together lin-
guistic, cultural and religious belonging. A good example oǗ the role oǗ Agastya 
in all these aspects oǗ Tamil imagination is the last stanza oǗ chapter twoऴ

He ।Śiva॥ is diϨcult to know even Ǘor Vi̠̒u and BrahmƸव he is the ocean 
oǗ compassion who drank the dark poison first, so as to give ambrosia to 
the godsव he is the supreme oneव he has a waist ।decorated॥ with snakes and 
bonesव he is the one who loves us as ।we, his devotees॥ Ǭoin ।him॥ॽwe praise 
the wordsूlanguage oǗ the sage oǗ the Potikai mountain ।i.e., Agastya॥ in 
order to merge with ।his॥ clinking anklets.

ariy ayaˑ a˜ita˜ȅࣝ ariyaˑaiy amararȅȅࣝ amirtࣝ ǿyaȅॊ
ȅaruȅiya ȅaˣu mu˜ Ƞaruȅiya ȅaruːaiȅ ȅaˣalāˑaiȠॊ
Ƞaramaˑaiy aravࣝ aȅȅࣝ araiyaˑai viravaȠ ȠarivāˑaiȠॊ
Ƞoru ȅaˊal ȠuːaraȠ Ƞotimalai muˑi co˜ Ƞuȅalvāmǩ  (2.83)

Here Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a praises the language (col) oǗ Agastya, that is Tamil, since the 
sage is traditionally known as the first grammarian oǗ this language, which 
he learnt Ǘrom Śiva himselǗ. Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a does so in order to ঋǬoin the Ǘeet oǗ 
Śiva,’ i.e., to attain liberation. In doing so, he ties inextricably this god to the 
Tamil language, a connection whose cultural, social and political implications 
were already strong in the sixteenth century but played out at their Ǘullest in 
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the Tamil identity politics oǗ the nineteenth century.0ࡷ This stanza introduces 
us to another element oǗ innovation in the Civatarumțttaram, namely the 
presence oǗ verses oǗ praise (tuti, Skr. stuti) in honour oǗ Śiva at the end oǗ 
each chapter. These are usually more complex, metrically longer stanzas that 
include more recherchǌ rhythm and figuration compared to the stanzas in the 
main body oǗ the chapters. Both innovationsॽthe emphasis on the PurƸ̒ic 
narrative and the use oǗ stutiॽpoint to an attempt by Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a to attract 
and persuade his listeners by using literary Ǘorms that were popular at this 
time. They appealed to the sphere oǗ devotion and imagination, and were es-
pecially suited to the instruction oǗ the devotees, in a way strongly reminiscent 
oǗ the didactic role oǗ Appayya Dǩk̠ita’s stotras discussed by Yigal Bronner.1ࡷ 

Besides these two structural innovations, each chapter makes wildly diǗ-
Ǘerent choices with regard to how to adapt the original Sanskrit content, 
what to include, what to exclude, and especially what to add. Chapter two, 
Ǘor instance, remains close to the original. Most changes are omissions, in 
line with the logic oǗ toȅuttal, but overall the Tamil version strives to convey 
almost the same content as the Sanskrit text. Chapter three, on the other 
hand, is much shorter than the original, probably because most oǗ the ele-
ments that made it important in the seventh centuryॽsuch as the reuse oǗ 
the BhaǮavadǮǿtā in a Śaiva context and the interaction with Buddhist ide-
asॽwere not as important to our sixteenth-century author.2ࡷ Other chap-
ters are considerably longer and more elaborated, oǗten because Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
Campantar incorporated content he drew Ǘrom diϥerent texts oǗ the Ta-
mil and Sanskrit tradition. For instance, the first 4ࡸ verses oǗ chapter ten 
depart drastically Ǘrom the Sanskrit, and the commentator points out how 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a added new material Ǘrom the seminal text oǗ Caiva CittƸntam, 
Meykḁ̒a TǓvar’s CivaȒāˑaȠțtam.3ࡷ Similarly, chapter eleven translates 
and incorporates into the text large sections oǗ the twelǗth-century Urāyaȧci-
ttasamuccayaࢉ Trilocanaȑiva’s treatise on expiation rites.4ࡷ This text and the 

-The importance oǗ Neo-Śaivism in the articulation oǗ non-Brahmin Tamil na 0ࡷ
tionalism has been put Ǘorward in the most comprehensive way in Vaithees 2015.

 ,shows the public and didactic dimension oǗ Appayya’s stotras ࡸBronner 200 1ࡷ
which ঋattempt to reach out to some community oǗ listeners and instruct them on a va-
riety oǗ topicsऴ Ǘrom purƸ̒as to speech ornaments to piety and surrender’ (200ࡸ12 ,ࡸ).  

2On chapter three oǗ the Śivadharmottara, see De Simini Ǘorth.bࡷ
-4ऴ innȸlil vārāta Ƞoruˈȅaˈ ellām viritࡸ.This is clearly stated in the comment ad 10 3ࡷ

tuȅ ȅȸ˜iyatu ma˜˜um virinta tamiˊ nȸlȅaˈilum āȅamaˏȅaˈiluˏ ȅaːˣu virittuȅ ȅȸ˜iyat 
eˑaȅ ȅoˈȅa. K. Nachimuthu was the first to notice this passage.

 Such extensive borrowings Ǘrom Trilocanaȑiva’s Urāyaȧcittasamuccaya became 4ࡷ
evident during our group readings oǗ chapter eleven oǗ the Civatarumțttaram. Since 
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topics it covers must have been important to Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a, considering that 
one oǗ his students embarked on a translation oǗ the whole Urāyaȧcittasamu-
ccaya into Tamil.5ࡷ So, in chapter ten and eleven oǗ the Civatarumțttaram, 
the main operation at play is virittu࣍the process oǗ enlarging, explaining, 
expandingॽrather than abridgment or toȅuttal. These diϥerences are likely 
the reason why the commentator Ǘound it important to read the -um in stan-
za seven oǗ the Ƞāyiram as implying all possible types oǗ vaˊi nȸl formation. 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar abridged as well as expanded upon the Sanskrit, oǗ-
ten turning to other works whose contents were important in sixteenth-cen-
tury South India, so to oϥer to his readers an up-to-date compendium oǗ the 
theological and ritual knowledge required oǗ a Caiva CittƸntam Ǘollower. 

Following such compendium logic, the text contains allusions to other 
Tamil texts besides the borrowings Ǘrom Caiva CittƸntam scriptures such 
as the CivaȒāˑaȠțtam. Unsurprisingly, we find among these the poems oǗ 
the bǩvāram࢈ These hymns, beautiǗul songs set to music and still perǗormed 
by proǗessional țtuvars in Tamil temples today, do not expound any sys-
tematic theology but rather express multi-layered devotion to Śiva, tying it 
to specific sites in the Tamil land. They had been integrated into the world 
oǗ Caiva CittƸntam by the early teachers oǗ the thirteenth and Ǘourteenth 
century, chieϱy UmƸpati, but they also remain a powerǗul expression oǗ de-
votion aimed at direct communication with god.ࡷࡷ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar 
worshipped the poet-saints who composed the hymns. He loved especially 
KaraikkƸl AmmayƸr, perhaps because she is believed to have witnessed Śiva’s 
dance, and the Ǘorm oǗ Śiva most venerated in Chidambaram is the NatarƸ-
Ǭa.ࡸࡷ The inϱuence oǗ the bǩvāram is particularly strong in the stanzas where 

R. Sathyanarayanan edited the Urāyaȧcittasamuccaya in 2015 along with Dominic Goo-
dall, the two oǗ them were particularly equipped to catch such reǗerences.

 On the Uirāyaccittacamuccayam, the independent Tamil translation oǗ the 5ࡷ
Urāyaȧcittasamuccaya, see Ǘn. 2ࡸ above.

 In the words oǗ Pechilis Prentiss (1999, 118), especially UmƸpati, ঋin his eϥort to ࡷࡷ
create an authentic Tamil lineage Ǘor Śaiva SiddhƸnta philosophy, undertook several or-
ganizational and interpretive works with respect to the nāyaˑmār ।i.e., the saint-poets 
who composed the hymns oǗ the bǩvāram॥.’ Chieϱy, he ঋcompiled the first anthology oǗ 
the mȸvar’s hymns, which he keyed to Ǘoundational philosophical categories explored in 
one oǗ his own canonical works.’

 KaraikkƸl AmmayƸr is the first in the list oǗ the nāyaˑmārs cited in the Ƞāyiram of the ࡸࡷ
Civatarumțttaram (0.4)ऴ ālavaˑattࣝ amala ˑaˣaˏ ȅaːˣࣝ uvanta ȅāraiȅȅāl ammai taˑˑaiȠ 
- Ƞāl aruntiy umai mulaiyi˜ Ƞatiȅavitam Ƞala Ƞaȅarnta Ƞālaˑ ˜aˑˑaic - cȸlaiyiˑaic civaˑ 
aruˈā˜ ˜uˣaittāˑait taˣuttࣝ āːˣāˑ ˜oˊaˑ ˜aˑˑai - mālaimaːivācaȅaˑai ma˜˜aiy aˣiyaraiyum 
aˣi vaːaˏȅuvāme. She also appears in the other works by Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a, such as Caivacama-
yane˜i 0.9ऴ nammaˣiȅa ːāˣaȅattai Ȓāˑaví i yā˜˜i̍ aiȅȅu - mammaitiruȠ ȠātaniˑaiȠ Ƞām.
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Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a lingers on Śiva’s attributes, and some oǗ his peculiar expressions 
can only be understood by reǗerring to these hymns. This is the case oǗ Ci-
vatarumțttaram 1.29, Ǘor instance, where Śiva is described as wearing on his 
broad and beautiǗul chest a turtle along with the bones oǗ dead men (i˜an-
tavar eˑȠțˣࣝ āmaiy ǿːˣࣝ eˊiˑ mārȠi˜ Ƞȸːˣu). The turtle is an uncommon or-
nament Ǘor Śiva. shile the commentator explained the mythology behind 
this choice, the image would have been immediately Ǘamiliar to anyone who 
had previously heard the second song oǗ birumu˜ai 2.85 where bones, hog’s 
tusks and a turtle are said to shine on Śiva’s chest (eˑȠoˣu ȅomȠoˣࣝ āmaiy 
ivai mārȠࣝ ilaˏȅa).8ࡷ In layering this reǗerence within the verse, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
was tying his theological and ritual teachings to a world oǗ Śaiva devotion in 
which his listeners likely participated.

Another important piece that composes the Ǘabric oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s poem 
is the biruȅȅu˜aˈ࢈ This ethical poem was very popular, and had already been 
commented upon several times by the sixteenth century. Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a must 
have admired the biruȅȅu˜aˈ, and perhaps thought it useǗul in the artic-
ulation oǗ Śaiva ethical liǗe in the Tamil country, since he wrote his entire 
Caivacamayane˜i in the type oǗ veːȠā metre that has come to be identified 
as ȅu˜aˈ veːȠā. Wuotations oǗ the biruȅȅu˜aˈ are also scattered throughout 
the Civatarumțttaram, oǗten in stanzas with a strong rhetorical ϱavour, 
written to address and appeal directly to the audience. This is the case oǗ the 
Ǘollowing stanza, with no direct parallel in Sanskritऴ

Those who are in harmony with the highest one, diϨcult to attain, will not 
consent to ।perǗorming॥ action (ȅarumam). IǗ they do, they will not be 
close to the essence greater than action. sho would choose to get unripe 
Ǘruits and reǬect the rich Ǘruits that have Ǘallen in their handsह sho would 
be happy with Ǘaulty stones and bypass the shining gems oǗ the worldह

eyta˜ȅࣝ ariya ȠaramȠaraˑaiy icaintār ȅarumattࣝ icaiyārȅaˈࢉ
ceyyi˜ ȅarumaȒ ci˜antaȠoruˈ ce˜intār allarࢉ ceˊuˏȅaˑi taˏ
ȅaiyi˜ Ƞuȅaluˏ ȅaˈaintav alaȅȅāyaiȅ ȅavaraȅ ȅarutiˑar ār࢏
vaiyattࣝ oˈiȅoː maːiy aȅa˜˜i vaˊuvāȒ cilai yār maȅiˊvārǩ(3.15) ࢏

The rhetorical appeal oǗ this verse is emphasised both by the use oǗ direct 
questions, which are quite common in Tamil, and by the clear reǗerence 
to verse 100 oǗ the biruȅȅu˜aˈ࢈ The latter reads ঋsaying harsh words, when 
sweet ones are available, is like picking a raw Ǘruit, while a ripe one is at hand’ 
(iˑiya uˈavāȅa iˑˑāta ȅȸ˜al ȅaˑi - iruȠȠaȅ ȅāyȅavarn ta˜˜u). Once again, 

 T. RaǬarethinam noticed this important reǗerence during one oǗ our Śivadharma 8ࡷ
ProǬect readings.
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the image in this stanza would have been immediately Ǘamiliar to anyone 
who had heard, and likely memorised, this ȅu˜aˈ before࢈ 

Summing up, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar’s translation oscillates between 
condensing and expanding upon the original Sanskrit text in multiple di-
rections, and in so doing the Civatarumțttaram draws the contours oǗ the 
theological, poetical and ethical road map oǗ a Caiva CittƸntam Ǘollower oǗ 
his time and place. shat keeps together such a complex textual architec-
ture are the language and metre oǗ the poem. The twelve chapters oǗ the 
Civatarumțttaram, although covering a great variety oǗ topics, consistently 
adopt a register oǗ Tamil characterized by an articulated yet relatively ex-
plicit syntax and morphology, and oǗten cryptic choices oǗ imagery and vo-
cabulary. se will begin the next section on readership by exploring the im-
plications oǗ this choice oǗ register. Here I wish to Ǘocus on poetic Ǘeatures, 
especially metre, as the uniǗying thread running through the text. The Ci-
vatarumțttaram is entirely in verse, and it consistently employs the subtype 
oǗ verse (Ƞāviˑam) called viruttam. This Ǘorm consists oǗ lines oǗ diϥerent 
length organised in stanzas oǗ Ǘour lines. It became popular in the medieval 
and early modern period, especially in connection with translation Ǘrom 
Sanskrit. The Tamil versions oǗ Sanskrit KƸvya and PurƸ̒aॽȅāȠȠiyam or 
ceyyuˈ and Ƞurāːamॽmostly employ this stanzaic metre, probably because 
it can render the narrative ϱavour oǗ PȢra̒ic ȧloȅa as well as the complex me-
tres used in KƸvya, even though viruttam itself is more elaborate than ȧloȅa 
and requires a higher level oǗ poetic mastery on the part oǗ the author. The 
poet most oǗten associated with this verse Ǘorm is Kampa̓ (twelǗth to thir-
teenth century), whose <amȠarāmayaˑam exploits the poetic potential oǗ 
viruttam to the Ǘullest. In his metrical analysis oǗ this text, K.V. Dakshayani 
highlights Kamba̓’s exceptional ability to move Ǘrom one type oǗ viruttam 
to the other Ǘollowing the plot and the mood oǗ the story.9ࡷ

Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s translation is Ǘar Ǘrom the refinement and complexity oǗ 
<amȠarāmayaˑam, but the author nicely employs diϥerent types oǗ virut-
tamࢉ along with a Ǘew other stanzaic metres, to match the content he aims 
to convey. The mythological Ǘramework is mostly narrated through shorter, 
simpler stanzas such as ȅali viruttam, which are also used to express com-
monplace Caiva CittƸntam concepts scattered throughout the chapters.0ࡸ 

 The diϥerent types oǗ viruttam in <amȠarāmayaˑam and the context in which 9ࡷ
they are used are specifically listed in Dakshayani 19ࡸ11 ,9ࡸॼ150.

-which is part oǗ the narrative Ǘramework, and Civata ,ࡸ.Civatarumțttaram 2 0ࡸ
rumțttaram 2.12, illustrating the Caiva CittƸntam toȠos oǗ Śiva standing inside the 
teacher to cut the bondages oǗ the souls, are good examples oǗ the usages oǗ simpler 
varieties oǗ viruttam.
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By contrast, the verses oǗ praise at the end oǗ each chapter (verses that have 
no equivalent in the Sanskrit) are written in the most complex types oǗ 
viruttam, oǗten made oǗ seven- or eight-metreme (cǿr) lines, such as the two 
Ǘollowing versesऴ

You are (āyavaˑ) like the root oǗ precious liǗeष Your mouth (vāyavaˑ) re-
cites the Vedasष You are the true meaning (ca˜Ƞoruˈ) sought aǗter by asceticsष 
You are the true essence (ca˜Ƞoruˈ) beyond which there is nothingष You are 
perǗect and have no comparison (Ƞoru iliyǩ)ष Your bow (viliyǩ) Ǘought when 
the ।three॥ cities were destroyedष You inhabit a place (iˣattiˑaˑǩy) that no 
one can Ǘathomष You have eaten the poison (viˣattiˑaˑǩ)ष (80) You have 
concealed (ȅarattaˑ) in your matted locks the GȃgƸ herselǗष You are the 
five-syllable ।mantra॥ (aȒcu-aȅȅarattaˑ) that makes sin go awayष৺Your sharp 
arrow (vāˈi) made the three cities perishष At that time, you took (āˈi) the 
three persons who cherished৺।you॥ ।i.e., Nandi, MahƸkƸla and BƸ̒Ƹsura॥ as 
your relativesष1ࡸ O hero (tǿraˑ) who slaughtered a lionष2ࡸ O shore (tǿraˑ) on 
which to climb ।to be liberated॥ Ǘrom the ocean oǗ rebirthष May you indeed 
cut oϥ (a˜uȅȅa) the stain (mācai) oǗ Impurity, in order to cut oϥ (a˜uȅȅa) 
the attachments (ācai) that are in the body. (81)

-During a Śivadharma group reading some oǗ us pointed out that the three fig 1ࡸ
ures who revered Śiva and became part oǗ his Ǘamily could be Nandi, MahƸkƸla and 
Ca̒˵eȑvara, since those three became incorporated into the entourage oǗ Ǯaːas in 
SaiddhƸntika worship, along with other members oǗ Śiva’s PurƸ̒ic Ǘamily (UmƸ, 
Skanda, Ga̒eȑa, V̜̠abha).৺ The commentator, on the other hand, lists VƸ̒Ƹsura̓ 
as the third, somewhat unrelated figure along with Nandi and MƸkƸ̊ar. I think we 
should take this second halǗ oǗ the second line as going closely with the preceding halǗ 
and read aˏȅe to mean at the time oǗ the destruction oǗ Tripuraव matitta mȸvaraiy 
aˏȅࣝ u˜av āˈiyǩ then refers to the three asuras who did not succumb to the wily teach-
ings oǗ MƸl (Vi̠̒u) and were graced by Śiva on that occasion. Two among them, 
Nandi and MƸkƸ̊ar, were appointed as guards oǗ Kayilai, while the name oǗ the third 
one is unknown to me. The bǩvāram corpus contains many reǗerences to this myth, 
and makes explicit reǗerences to the Ǘact that the asuras were three, even though Śiva 
only took two as his gatekeepersऴ mȸvār Ƞurāˏȅaˈ eritta aˑ˜u mȸvarȅȅu aruˈ ceytār 
(Campantar, Tiruva̒̒Ƹmalai, Ƞatiȅam 1ऴ1 ,9ࡷ)॥व mȸ veyil ce˜˜a Ȓāˑ˜u uynta mȸvaril 
iruvar niˑtiruȅȅțyiˑil vāyilȅāvalāˈar eˑ˜u ǩviyaȠiˑˑai (Cuntarar, Tiruppu̓kȢr, Ƞa-
tiȅam ࡸऴ 55, 8)॥व aˣinilai mǩlࢉ nanti māȅāˈar ȅaˣai ȅaˊinta Ƞțˊtattu (biruȅȅayilāya 
Ȓāˑa ulā, 21ॼ22)व uyyavallār oru mȸvaraiȅ ȅāvalȅoːˣu eyyavallāˑuȅȅǩ untǿȠa˜a 
(biruvacaȅam, biruvuntiyār, 4). 

 The reǗerence to the lion is uncommon, but K. Nachimuthu suggested that that it 2ࡸ
may belong to a version oǗ the DevadƸruvana myth in which the sages oǗ the DevadƸru-
vana perǗorm some aǖhicāruȅa rite that brings Ǘorth a lion to Ǘrighten Śiva. The com-
mentary too alludes to this, when describing the lion as having appeared through the 
black magic oǗ the sages (iruˣiȅaˈāȠicāratti˜ ˜țˑ˜iya ciˏȅattai).
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ār uyir vǩr eˑav āyavaˑǩy āraːam țtiya vāyavaˑǩॊ
cāraːar nāˣiya ca˜Ƞoruˈǩ taˑaiy oˊintࣝ iˑmaiya ca˜Ƞoruˈǩॊ
Ƞȸraːaˑ āȅiȠ Ƞoruviliyǩ Ƞuram avai māˈaȠ Ƞoruviliyǩॊ
yārum eːːātav iˣattiˑaˑǩy aruntiyav āla viˣattiˑaˑǩ(2.80) ࢈

ȅaˏȅai taˑˑaic caˣaiyi˜ ȅarattaˑǩ ȅaricu Ƞțȅȅiˣum aȒcࣝaȅȅarattaˑǩॊ
maˏȅa muȠȠuraȒ ceyta vaivāˈiyǩ matitta mȸvaraiy aˏȅࣝ u˜av āˈiyǩॊ
ciˏȅan taˑˑaiy urittiˣun tǿraˑǩ ceˑaˑa cāȅarattࣝ ǩ˜˜iˣun tǿraˑǩy
aˏȅan taˑˑiˑum ācaiy a˜uȅȅavǩy ammav āːava mācaiy a˜uȅȅavǩ(2.81) ࢈

This first verse is a six-metreme viruttam (a˜ucǿrȅȅaˊineˣilāciriya viruttam), 
immediately Ǘollowed by another complex verse, ȅattalaiȅaˈiȠȠāࢉ both con-
taining a list oǗ invocations to Śiva. The emphatic ǩ marking the locatives 
also gives a very catchy rhythm to both stanzas, layering the metre with 
another musical pattern (cantam). Each line contains two attributes built 
upon a maˣaȅȅu or yamaȅa, a figure oǗ speech implying two homophonous 
segments oǗ texts that have nevertheless diϥerent meanings. This is some-
times achieved through the polysemy oǗ the words chosen, and sometimes 
by alternative strategies oǗ segmentation made possible by sandhi. In my 
translation, I have shown this by including the diϥerent words resulting 
from the sandhi split in italics between parentheses. The play on words is 
particularly intense in the last line oǗ the second stanza, where we have to 
split the text so that the two identical metremes mācai and mācai give the 
two words mācai and ācai. se also need to understand the two identical 
metremes, and morphologically indistinguishable Ǘorms a˜uȅȅa and a˜uȅ-
ka as being two diϥerent verbal tenses, infinitive and optative. On top oǗ 
these Ǘormal niceties, stanza 81 also contains the reǗerence to the story oǗ the 
three asuras escaping Ǘrom the destruction oǗ Tripuraࢉ well-known through 
the songs of the bǩvāram. Verses such as this one, display in a condensed, 
intensified mode the complex layering oǗ Caiva CittƸntam theology, Tamil 
belles-lettres, Śaiva mythology and Tamil devotion typical oǗ the poem, are 
placed at the end oǗ chapters to appeal to listeners at multiple levels, Ǘrom 
the intellectual to the emotional to the imaginative. 

In conclusion, a careǗul use oǗ the language oǗ poetry characterises the 
entire Civatarumțttaram, whose complexity increases and decreases in ac-
cordance with the content its diϥerent parts are meant to convey. shat does 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s poetic awareness reveal about the genre to which the Civa-
tarumțttaram belongह The literary qualities oǗ the poem are pronounced, 
as also noticed by the anonymous scribe oǗ a manuscript, hosted nowadays 
in Paris, who labelled the text in a colophon ࣜthe poem Civatarumțttaram,’ 
civatarumțttiramāȅāvyam࢈ And yet, besides the metre our text does not 
Ǘulfil the requirements oǗ a Tamil ঋgreat eूpic poem’ (ȠeruˏȅāȠȠiyam) with 
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respect to content organisation and narrative development. The lack oǗ a 
narrative plot poses that main diϨculty Ǘor classiǗying the Civatarumțt-
taramࢉ and perhaps the reason beyond Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s choice to emphasise 
the narrative Ǘramework. In this way, his poem resembles a Ƞurāːam, even 
though PurƸ̒as in Tamil usually tell the story oǗ either a place or a caste. 
Indeed, this is how Raghavan thought oǗ the Civatarumțttaram in the 
twentieth century, when he included the poem in a list oǗ PurƸ̒as translat-
ed Ǘrom Sanskrit into Tamil. The diϨculty in classiǗying the Civatarumțt-
taramࢉ thoughࢉ points to an important development precisely at this time. 
Under the inϱuence oǗ Sanskrit ideas oǗ KƸvya and the common practice oǗ 
translating Sanskrit KƸvyas and PurƸ̒as into Tamil, the narrative genres oǗ 
ȅāȠȠiyam and Ƞurāːam࣍both characterised by the prevalent use oǗ virut-
tamॽdeveloped in Tamil to acquire strong poetic and didactic connota-
tions.3ࡸ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a attempted to mould the Śivadharmottara, a ȑƸstric text 

-This statement reϱects my current understanding oǗ a complex issue. In a pioneer 3ࡸ
ing essay, Anne Monius has discussed the relationship between narrative poetry and eth-
ics in the Sanskrit tradition, claiming that ঋǗar Ǘrom merely entertaining, in other words, 
poetic narrative is quite ubiquitously assumed to উinstructঊ in what are known as the 
উǗour aims oǗ human liǗeঊ (Ƞuru˞ārtha)ऴ ethics, material well-being, love, and eventual 
liberation Ǘrom bodily rebirth and redeath’ (Monius 2015, here 152). In a recent paper 
(2020) E. Annamalai explored how the Sanskrit-derived idea oǗ the Ƞuru˞ārthas as the 
subǬect matter oǗ literature (instead oǗ traditional aȅam and Ƞu˜am) played a crucial role 
in creating a relationship between the esthetic and the didactic aim in Tamil literature. 
I would argue that the twelǗth-century translation oǗ Da̒˵in’s <āvyadarȧaࢉ the baːˣi-
yalaˏȅāramࢉ which popularised the theory oǗ the subǬect-matter oǗ ȅāȠȠiyam as coin-
ciding with the Ǘour Ƞuru˞ārthas, represents an important step in strengthening this link 
and tightening it to specific genres࢈ I discuss this in my dissertation, in relationship with 
the Christian use oǗ ȅāȠȠiyam and minor narrative genres such as ammāˑai Ǘor literary 
as well as didactic purpose (Trento 2020, 189ॼ193). As for Ƞurāːamॽa genre closely 
connected with ȅāȠȠiyam in TamilॽJay Ramesh has argued in his dissertation (2020) 
Ǘor the unique blending oǗ the poetic and didactic dimensions in Tamil tālaȠȠurāːam 
(਱sthalaȠurāːa). Indeed, only by keeping both these two aspects in mind one can ap-
preciate the beautiǗully craǗted verse oǗ thebaːiȅaiȠȠurāːam where Vå̊i, portrayed by 
poet Kacciyappa Mu̓ivar as the heroine oǗ an aȅam sequence, compares her love Ǘor 
Muruka̓ to union with Śiva adopting Caiva CittƸntam terminology (Shulman 1980, 
281ॼ82). As Ǘor the modes oǗ Ǘruition oǗ such texts in a Śaiva context, Fisher’s use oǗ 
the concept oǗ the ঋpublic sphere’ to explain the role oǗ the biruvilaiyāˣarȠurāːam in 
sixteenth-century Madurai seems an attempt at answering this question (Fisher 201ࡸ, 
especially 13ࡸॼ182). Yet much remains to be done in this area, and understanding the 
type oǗ education and social liǗe connected with maˣams seems to me a key direction Ǘor 
understanding how the entanglement oǗ literature and religious instruction played out 
in the social liǗe oǗ this time.
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with little to no poetic relevance which had acquired quasi-scriptural status 
within the ŚaivasiddhƸnta, into one such didactic poem that would instruct 
people on Caiva CittƸntam ethics and rituals.74 His translation seems to be 
a conscious, bold experimentation in bridging and tying together ȧāstra and 
poetry, didacticism and devotion. 

3. Xeaders of the Civatarumțttaram
In the previous pages, we have encountered Ma̞aiñƸ̓a Campantar and lin-
gered on the ideas and strategies of translation emerging from his poem, the 
Civatarumțttaram. It is now time to ask: for whom did he write? And who 
read his poem in the sixteenth century? The short answer is that the poem 
had a didactic purpose, and likely was read as a sort of theological and ritual 
textbook in the context of Caiva CittƸntam monastic culture in the Kaveri re-
gion from the sixteenth century onwards. Moreover, it was written in a style 
that Tamil students could enjoy, and the poetic and devotional layers with-
in the Civatarumțttaram are integral to Ma̞aiñƸ̓a’s project. This picture 
already emerges from the schematic analysis at the very end of Ma̞aiñƸ̓a 
TǓcikar’s comment ad Civatarumțttaram 0.7 discussed above. There, the 
commentator claims that the Civatarumțttaram is meant to circulate in the 
land where Tamil is in use (ellai, tamiˊ vaˊaˏkum nilam), that its audience 
are Ma̞aiñƸ̓a’s students (ȅeˣpțr, avar māːakkar), and its purpose is the at-
tainment of liberation (payaˑࢉ vǿˣupe˜u).75

For the long answer, let us return to the issue of language and register 
upon which we touched in the previous section. As we established, a good 
knowledge of literary Tamil, Caiva CittƸntam theology, Śaiva mythology, 
and Sanskrit were all prerequisites to understanding the Civatarumțttaram. 
The original Śivadharmottara was written in ‘undemanding Sanskrit that 
could be expected to be readily understood by a larger public.’76 On the con-
trary, the Tamil translation employs the language of poetry, even though the 
text is admittedly not as extreme as Tamil poems of the same period can be.77 

pulavars, but at least average students 

74 Indeed, the Śivadharmottara contains references to itself as a ȧāstra and an āga-
ma, but never a PurƸ̒a  (let alone a KƸvya). See De Simini 201ࡷa, 47–49. However, later 
tradition had considered the Śivadharma to be an UpapurƸ̒a (De Simini 201ࡷa, 1ࡷ), 

Śivadharmottara as an upabheda in later ŚaivasiddhƸnta 
scriptures.

75 See fn. 59 for the full text of the commentary.
76 Sanderson 2012-13, 4.
77 Examples of the extremely complex poetry from this period are analysed in Shul-

man 201195 ,ࡷॼ248 and Ebeling 2010, 5ࡷॼ2ࡷ.
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oǗ Tamil literature Ǘamiliar with the literary register, and able to catch the oc-
casional biruȅȅu˜aˈ or bǩvāram reǗerence. This likely excluded many Tamil 
speakers oǗ that time, and shows how the Civatarumțttaram was not meant 
to directly reach the common devotees. It had to be mediated and explained 
to them by teachers, very much like its Sanskrit counterpart. The change oǗ 
language is then perhaps indicative oǗ a new group claiming the role oǗ me-
diators Ǘor themselves, namely Caiva CittƸntam teachers aiming to replace 
SmƸrta Śaiva Brahmins who could better lay claim to the Sanskrit text. Yet 
the question oǗ caste is thorny, and acquired many layers over the centuries.8ࡸ 
From the nineteenth century onwards, Caiva CittƸntam and Tamil Śaivism 
more in general were strongly associated with Tamil castes such as veˈāˈas, 
and acquired an anti-Brahmanical ϱavour, yet there is no clear evidence to 
suggest that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar and his students were not Brahmins.9ࡸ 

-The only study in English oǗ the development, Ǘrom the sixteenth century on 8ࡸ
wards, oǗ several Caiva monastic establishments, especially in the Kaveri delta region, 
staϥed by elite non-Brahmanical castes (vǩˈālārs), remains Koppedrayer 1990. On the 
use oǗ the category oǗ vǩˈālār in the work oǗ Ma̞aimalai Ḁikå, see Raman 2009. 

 ,identifies Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar as a vǩˈāˈa. Indeed (280 ,2005ूࡷࡸ19) Au̒Ƹcalam 9ࡸ
both the intellectual milieu to which he belonged (see Aru̒Ƹcalam 19ࡸ18 ,2005ूࡷࡸॼ189) 
and the titles given to him seem to point in that direction, but his own ȠaramȠarā remains 
mostly obscure. Among his titles, Ƞaːˣāram is particularly relevant. sith time, this title 
has come to indicate the member oǗ an atǿˑam (a non-Brahmanical monastic institution, 
as mentioned in the Ǘootnote above), and in that context we even see the development 
oǗ a literature by such members called Ƞaːˣāra cāttiraˏȅaˈ (see Klöber 201ࡸ21 ,ࡸ Ǘn. 10). 
Probably connected to this use is the adoption oǗ the title Ƞaːˣāram by Jesuit missionaries 
who, at least Ǘrom 1ࡷ4ࡷ onward, Ǘashioned themselves as Ƞaːˣāra cāmiȅaˈ in an attempt to 
go beyond the Brahmanical model oǗ mission inaugurated in 1ࡷ0ࡷ by Roberto de Nobili 
(Chakravarti 2018, especially 25ࡷॼ25ࡸ). Yet, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a was not part oǗ a non-Brahmani-
cal atǿˑam, but oǗ a generic maˣam, and his liǗe spanned a period immediately preceding 
such developments. Looking at the earlier history oǗ the term, then, G. ViǬayvenugopal 
writes the Ǘollowingऴ ঋThis inscription oǗ PƸ̥̒ya JḁƸvallabha issued in his third regnal year 
(PI 484व corresponding to 1311 A.D.) states that the NƸ̥u̥ai NƸyakappǓri̊amaiyƸr (the 
cultivators oǗ this temple’s lands) have made an agreement with the CamayaȠaːˣārattār 
(Treasury OϨcialsू OϨcials oǗ the religious sectह) stating that they will also take out the 
image oǗ Campanta-p-perumƸ̊ NƸya̓Ƹr (TiruǼƸ̓acampantar, one oǗ the bǩvāram trio) 
।श॥ shen such a procession is carried out, the inscription says, eight persons will carry 
the presiding deity and two persons will sing hymns, which means altogether ten, and one 
person will carry the holy lamp. shat is interesting here is that a new group oǗ people, 
viz. CamayaȠaːˣārattār, are mentioned as being in charge oǗ the temple. They proba-
bly belong to a Śaiva sect which is non-brahminical. Does this mean that the hold oǗ the 
brahmins oǗ Tirunå̊Ƹ̞u over this temple is slowly transǗerred to a non-brƸhmin sectह’ (Vi-
Ǭayavenugopal 2010, cxxxiव the emphasis is mine, and I thank Emmanuel Francis Ǘor this 
reǗerence). Taken together, all these uses oǗ Ƞaːˣāram seem to indicate a non-Brahmanical 
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Still, the Civatarumțttaram added a certain familiarity to Tamil poetry 
as a new requirement for those who wanted to access Śaiva knowledge, and 

laid exclusive claim. Perhaps more crucially, rather than removing an obsta-
cle to the fruition of the content of the text—that is Sanskrit—Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s 
translation into literary Tamil refocused the expertise required of its read-
ers. He transformed the interpretative barriers of the text without lowering 
them, so that in the sixteenth century the cultivation of a learned yet ver-
nacular literate pleasure became part of the experience of reading the Civa-
tarumțttaram kāppiyam 
that we encountered above.80  

Indeed, the text explicitly argues for literary or poetical Tamil, that is cen 
tamiˊࢉ as a proper language oǗ Śaiva religious instruction:81 

He, [the author of the Tirukku˜aˈ], did not compose in Tamil poetry any-
thing beyond [the three chapters] ending with the one on love. They, [the 
Śaiva poet-saints nāyaˑmars], investigated the words of the one without 

salvation. 

centamiˊiˑ iˑȠam i˜uvāy alatu ceppār
antam iliy ātiyum ilāˑ uraiyaiy āyntār
centamiˊiˑuˏ ȅevuˣamākav urai ceytār
inta yuka kālakaliy ǿˣࣝ a˜a nal vǿˣum. (10.123)

the Tirukku˜aˈ and the devotional corpus of the Tǩvāram. The three books 
of the Tirukku˜aˈ told of dharma (a˜am), artha (poruˈ) and kāma (iˑȠam), 
while the saint-poets who composed the songs of the Tǩvāram and the 
authors of the Meykaːˣacāttiraˏkaˈ expressed the words of god in Tamil. 
Considering how both the aims of men, the puru˞ārthas, and the scriptures, 
the Vedas and the Śaiva �gamas, are integral parts of the Sanskrit cultural 
world, this stanza is almost a manifesto of the so-called ‘vernacular millen-

sphere, but still, the best way to solve the puzzle concerning Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar’s caste 
is probably to study more in detail the lineage emerging from the works of his nephew 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar/VedaǬǼƸna II. 

80 This is coherent with the development of Tamil at this time into a ‘cosmopoli-
tan vernacular,’ according to Pollock’s  in-depth analysis in the second part of his work 
(2006), in which he theorises the notion of a ‘vernacular millennium.’ 

81 I thank K. Nachimuthu for bringing this verse (Civatarumțttaram 10.123) to 
my attention. 

se find in this stanza the mainstays oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s Tamil literary universe,



branslatinǮ the �harma of Śiva in si͕teenth-century Chidamǖaram

133

nium.’ From the perspective oǗ sixteenth-century Chidambaram, all aspects 
oǗ liǗe could be discussed in Sanskrit as well as in Tamil. But what type oǗ 
Tamilह For our purposes, what is most remarkable in the verse is the combi-
nation of centamiˊ and vǿˣu, Tamil poetry and salvation.

Besides a passable knowledge oǗ literary Tamil, reading the Civatarumțt-
taram also demanded Ǘamiliarity with the theological, ritual, iconographical 
and cultural world oǗ sixteenth-century Caiva CittƸntam. This was a com-
posite universe where bǩvāram songs, Tamil cāttiraˏȅaˈ and Sanskrit �ga-
mas, along with elaborate stories oǗten connected to religious sites in the 
Tamil country and retold in local Ƞurāːams and māhātmyas, coexisted.82 
Ma̞ai̓Ƹ̓a’s text is brimming with reǗerences to this universe that could 
make the text rather obscure to someone not initiated in that tradition. And 
indeed, the text was not aimed at the general public, but rather to students 
who had been initiated into the Caiva CittƸntam and had reached the right 
stage oǗ intellectual and spiritual development to be able to grasp its mes-
sage. Granted, this was an easily accessible and Ǘast-growing community in 
the sixteenth century, but its boundaries were nevertheless clearly drawn. 

Even when the text did travel outside this community, we find it cited 
by Vǩraȑaiva authors, a Śaiva group that closely coexisted with Caiva Cit-
tƸntam, sharing many oǗ its spaces and premises. The initiatory logic oǗ the 
poem emerges especially Ǘrom the recurrent use oǗ terms such as Ƞaruvamࢉ 
ঋstage, season, ripeness’ and Ƞaȅȅuvar, ঋpeople whose ।condition or mala॥ 
has ripened.’ In the second chapter oǗ the Civatarumțttaramࢉ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
openly states that teachers should only transmit their knowledge to stu-
dents who have reached the right stage, and can thereǗore receive itऴ

AǗter having ascertained that ।their (i.e., the students’)॥ condition (Ƞāvaȅam 
> ǖhāva) has ripened to the right stage (Ƞaruva mu˜˜iya), ।he॥ should com-
passionately teach ।them॥ the truth which is diϨcult to be taught. ।He॥ 
should speak either in the language that comes and mingles in ।their॥ mouth 
(vāy) or also in Sanskrit, which is diϨcult ।and is॥ Ǘor capable men. (4) ।श॥ 
The teacher oǗ those who have reached the right stage (Ƞaruvamu˜˜avar) 
will gain the eight qualities that belong to the Higher one. The teacher oǗ 
those who have not reached the right stage will settle into hell Ǘor a long time 
indeed. (ࡷ) 

Ƞaruva mu˜˜iya Ƞāvaȅam țrntuȠiˑࢉ
uruȅiy țtuȅav țtarum uːmaiyai

82 Precisely in the Ƞāyiram of his Ƞurāːam on TiruvƸrȢr, the <amalālayacci˜aȠȠu, 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a extols scholars oǗ Tamil and oǗ Sanskrit at the same time (see the verse in 
Aru̒Ƹcalam 19ࡷ20 ,5ू2005ࡸ).
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maruvi vāy varu Ƞāˣaiyiˑ vallavarȅȅࣝ
ariyav āriyattāˑum a˜aiȅavǩ(2.4) ࢈

।...॥ 

Ƞaruvam u˜˜avar Ƞāl uȠatǩciȅaˑ
Ƞaramaˑuȅȅࣝ uˈav eː ȅuːam Ƞa˜˜uvaˑࢉ
Ƞaruvam a˜˜avar Ƞāl uȠatǩciȅaˑ
naraȅiˣaiȠ Ƞaˣivā ˑeˣu nāˈ arț(ࡷ.2) ࢈

These stanzas Ǘollow the Sanskrit original in giving a definition oǗ the good 
teacher, and in ascribing to him the eight Ǯuːas that are usually the Ǘruits oǗ 
yogic practice but appear in the Sanskrit as well as in the Tamil to be properties 
oǗ Śiva.83 Note that stanza five includes both Tamil and Sanskrit as mediums oǗ 
instruction, closely reϱecting the bilingual reality oǗ Caiva CittƸntam. Sanskrit 
is characterised as diϨcult and meant Ǘor capable men (vallavarȅȅu), or per-
haps more simply Ǘor those who knew it, thus implicitly allowing the option 
Ǘor students oǗ Caiva CittƸntam to only know Tamil. The commentator at this 
point Ǘurther explains the necessity Ǘor the teacher to ascertain the appropriate 
stage oǗ the student by defining the Śaiva teachings as ঋthe scriptures ।contain-
ing॥ the knowledge ।about Śiva॥ that should not be told to those ।whose mala॥ 
has not ripened’ (aȠaȅȅuvarȅȅuc collaȠȠaˣāta Ȓāˑacāttirattai). In doing so he 
mobilises the term a-Ƞaȅȅuvarࢉ the antonym oǗ Ƞaȅȅuvar, which also explicitly 
appears in the poem elsewhere (see 2.3). This term, coming Ǘrom the Sanskrit 
Ƞaȅva and indicating ripening and Ǘull development, is connected with the 
idea of malaȠariȠāȅa in ŚaivasiddhƸnta. The latter indicates the ripening oǗ a 
soul’s innate impurity (mala), a condition which according to some Śaivasid-
dhƸntins was necessary Ǘor the descent oǗ Śiva’s salvific power.84 Both Ƞaruvam 
and Ƞaȅȅuvar are thereǗore keywords implying that the right student as envi-
sioned in the Civatarumțttaram had embarked upon the Ǭourney oǗ liberation 
that begins with Caiva CittƸntam initiation. 

The setting Ǘor the transmission oǗ knowledge Ǘrom the teacher to such 
initiated students is that oǗ a classroom. This emerges Ǘrom another passage 
in chapter two on the duty oǗ the teacher, where the Tamil version diϥers 
quite drastically Ǘrom the Sanskrit one. This chapter is usually very close to 
its source, but this particular adaptation must have Ǘelt necessary to update 
the discussion to match the historical context in which Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Cam-

83 Cf. Śivadharmottara 2.5ॼࡷ. These eight qualities are ascribed to Śiva also in sev-
eral bǩvāram hymns, quoted at length by the commentator. 

84 For a discussion oǗ malaȠariȠāȅa in ŚaivasiddhƸnta, see Goodall 1998, xxxiiiॼ
xxxv, especially Ǘn. 80.
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pantar was teaching and writing. In order to understand this choice, and 
get a better sense oǗ the translation strategies we discussed above, it is worth 
reading both the Sanskrit and the Tamil version oǗ this passage. Let us begin 
with the description oǗ the teacher in the Śivadharmottara: 85

The teacher who completely restores, as beǗore, the correctness (saˎsȅāra, 
see 2.11) oǗ the Śaiva knowledge, which has been damaged due to careless-
ness over the course oǗ time and which has been wrongly written, with too 
little or too many syllables, by people who were conǗusedव shose readings 
have been erroneously learnedव which has been spoiled by stupid people, 
and has been corrected by masters who are blinded by being proud in their 
knowledgeव shich, with respect to the sense, is endowed with meaningless 
statements and contains repetitions, which contains internal contradictions 
।or is॥ in contradiction with its own thesesव shich has been severely dam-
aged with respect to the metrics, and which lacks words and meaningsव ।the 
teacher who properly restores the Ǘormer correctness oǗ this knowledge oǗ 
Śiva॥, endowed here and there with these and other deǗects, is the knower oǗ 
the meaning oǗ the Śaiva scriptures, a sage, the supreme lord oǗ knowledge.

ȧivaȂȒānasya ȅālena vina˞ˣasya Ƞramādataʿ | ȸnātiriȅtavarːasya mȸʳhair 
durliȅhitasya ca પપ ࡸ પપ ȠramādādhǿtaȠāˣhasya nāȧitasyālȠaǖuddhiǖhiʿ | 
ȂȒānāvaleȠamānāndhair ācāryaiʿ ȧodhitasya ca પપ 8 પપ vyarthaiʿ Ƞadair uȠ-
etasya Ƞunaruȅtasya cārthataʿ | Ƞȸrvottaraviruddhasya svasiddhāntaviro-
dhinaʿ પપ 9 પપ chandasātǿvana˞ˣasya ȧaǖdārtharahitasya ca ৽ ityevamādiǖhir 
do˞air uȠetasya ȅva cit ȅva cit પપ 10 પપ yaʿ ȅaroti Ƞunaʿ samyaȅ saˎsȅāraˎ 
Ƞȸrvavad Ǯuruʿ | ȧivatantrārthavid dhǿmān sa vidyāȠarameȧvaraʿ || 11 ||

This passage, Ǘocusing on issues oǗ manuscript transmission and scribal errors, 
is transǗormed by Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a into the lively description oǗ a classroom setting, 
where students unfit to receive the teachingॽthe unripe ones (aȠaȅȅuvar)ॽ
are to be reǬected by the teacher, in lieu oǗ the errors oǗ textual transmission 
mentioned in the Sanskrit.8ࡷ These are the corresponding stanzas oǗ the Civa-
tarumțttaram:

Those who speak to hinder ।other॥ students, those who argue Ǘor the sake 
oǗ argument, those who Ǘorget the wordings ।oǗ the scriptures॥, those who 
abandon the learning oǗ the Vedas and so on, and those who are considered 
to be lowly by casteव (ࡸ) those who were born in a better caste compared to 
him (i.e., the teacher in v. ࡷ), those who are not known to have such and 

85 I take both the Sanskrit text and the translation Ǘrom De Simini 201ࡷa, 393 and 
 .respectively 5ࡸ4ॼ3ࡸ3

 ,For a discussion oǗ this passage in the Śivadharmottara and several parallel texts ࡷ8
see De Simini 201ࡷa, 128ॼ140.
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such nature (i.e., whose caste is unknown), those who do not grasp correctly 
the meaning oǗ the books taught ।to them by the teacher॥, and those who re-
peat in the wrong way ।with respect to pronunciation॥ whatever is told ।to 
them by the teacher॥व (8) all those who declaim in these and those ।wrong॥ 
ways because they do not recognise when the metre is broken,৺and those 
who puϥ themselves up ।with pride॥ॽ।all these॥ are to be treated with con-
tempt as well as kept away, considering them to be Ǘools. (9) One who teach-
es ।such people॥ the scriptures oǗ the matchless one, considering worldly 
riches as something valuable, will Ǘall into hell and suϥer tormentsॽalas, 
who will be close kin to such a Ǘool thereह (10) 
țtuvārȅȅࣝ iˣaiyȸ˜ࣝ uraiȠȠār avarࢉ
vātaȠāˣaːarࢉ vāȅȅai ma˜aȠȠavarࢉ
vǩtam ātiyav țti viˣuȠȠavarࢉ
cātiyā˜ ˜aːiyār eˑac cā˜˜uvār (2.ࡸ)

taˑˑiˑ miȅȅa na˜ cātiyi˜ ˜țˑ˜iˑarࢉ
iˑˑa taˑmaiyar eˑ˜ࣝ a˜iyaȠ Ƞaˣārࢉ
Ƞaˑˑu nȸliˑ Ƞayaˑ mu˜ai Ƞa˜˜ilārࢉ
coˑˑa co˜ ȠiˑuȒ cțrvu˜ac colluvār(2.8) ࢉ

cantaȠǩtamuntāˑ a˜iyār eˑav
intavā˜ࣝ icaittārࢉ eˊuvāyiˑarࢉ
nintai ceytuˣa ˑǿȅȅaȠ Ƞaˣum avar
mantarām avar tammai matittumǩ (2.9)

țtuviȠȠavaˑ oȠȠili ȅa˜Ƞࣝ urai
ȠȸtalaȠ ȠoruˈaiȠ Ƞoruˈ eˑ˜ࣝ eːi
yātaˑaiȠ Ƞaˣuvaˑ ˑaraȅattࣝ iˊintࣝ
ātaˑuȅȅࣝ avaː miȅȅࣝ u˜avࣝ ār aˑˑț(2.10) ࢈

Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a was certainly reading the Sanskrit version closely, and the above 
stanzas echo many oǗ the original expressions reǗerring to manuscript trans-
mission while adapting them to the new context. Just to mention one ex-
ample, the Śivadharmottara talks about texts that are severely damaged 
with respect to their metrical arrangement (chandasātǿvana˞ˣasya). The 
Civatarumțttaram transǗorms this into students who do not understand 
(a˜iyār) when the metre is broken (cantaȠǩtamum), using the same Sanskrit 
word cantam.8ࡸ Notwithstanding the analogies, the Tamil text repositions 

-I translate cantaȠǩtamuntāˑ a˜iyār as ঋthose who do not recognise when the me ࡸ8
tre is broken,’ taking Ƞǩtam to mean incongruity, disagreement oǗ the text with metrical 
rules. This is closer to the Sanskrit expression chandasātǿva na˞ˣasyaࢉ and makes more 
sense to me, even though the commentary reads Ƞǩtam as ঋvariety’ and sees this as a reǗ-
erence to the variety oǗ Sanskrit and Tamil metres. The current translation leaves open 
the possibility oǗ cantam to reǗer to both Sanskrit and Tamil metrical rulesॽin Ǘact, I 
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the passage to describe a classroom, a context Ǘamiliar to Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a as the 
most important setting oǗ the transmission oǗ Śaiva and Tamil knowledge 
at his time. The good teacher is no longer one who can restore a text whose 
transmission has been damaged, but one who can recognise and turn away 
bad students who do not comply with their duty and debase the teaching 
imparted to them in diϥerent ways.88 The stanzas thus stress the importance 
oǗ attention, correct repetition, and staying humble. 

Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a also introduces here one new aspect crucial to the six-
teenth-century social word envisioned by the Civatarumțttaram. This is 
the issue oǗ caste, which was completely absent in the Śivadharmottara pas-
sage.89 In a largely cryptic way, stanzas ࡸ and 8 disallow students whose caste 
is unknown, and students whose caste does not match the caste oǗ their 
teacher. The latter issue is also taken up in a later stanza, which explains 
how a student should learn the scriptures Ǘrom a teacher oǗ his own caste. IǗ 
such a teacher is not available, the student should go to a teacher oǗ the caste 
immediately inǗerior to his.90 Details aside, the Tamil text is clearly steeped 
in a world oǗ caste divisions and privileges, which it does not aim to sub-
vert, as it appears clearly in chapter eleven when the text discusses rules oǗ 
pollution and expiation. In this respect, the Civatarumțttaram is far more 
conservative than the original Śivadharmottara, whose aim was precisely 
the instruction oǗ lay devotees irrespective oǗ their caste, gender, and social 

agree with the commentator that this is the subtext oǗ the verseॽbut doesn’t make it as 
explicit. Still, both readings are possible.

88 This discussion is not a direct quotation, but evokes the list oǗ bad students in 
Caˑˑȸl 39व the new sectarian and didactic context oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s work emerge strong-
ly when comparing the two.  

89 It is possible that this reǗerence to caste in the Civatarumțttaram, besides being co-
herent with Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s historical context, was prompted by a playॽor perhaps even a mis-
understandingॽhanging on the polysemic word varːa, meaning both ঋletter’ and ঋcaste,’ 
in the expression ȸnātiriȅtavarːasya mȸʳhair durliȅhitasya ca (Śivadharmottara 2.ࡸc-d). 
The Sanskrit is reǗerring here to a manuscript that has been badly written, and thereǗore has 
too Ǘew or too many letters. Parallel to this, v. ࡸ line ࡷ and v. 8 lines 1-2 describe the diϥerent 
ways in which a student might be ঋwrongly inscribed in the caste system’ either because oǗ a 
deficiencyॽhis caste being too lowॽor because oǗ his belonging to a caste superior to that 
oǗ his teacher. On the diϥerence in attitude towards caste in the Śivadharmottara vis-à-vis 
the Civatarumțttaram, see also De Simini’s contribution in this volume. 

90 These additional details regarding caste are Ǘound in Civatarumțttaram 2.12. The 
comment to this stanza adds the interesting detail that a ȧȸdra, in case he cannot avail 
himselǗ oǗ a teacher Ǘrom within his own caste, may listen to a teacher oǗ a caste above 
his (cȸttiranta˜cātiyiˑun taˑaȅȅuyarntacātiyiˑuˏ ȅeˣȅalām). This is oǗ some interest 
considering the most ǌlite Tamil castes, including vǩˈāˈars, are reckoned to be ȧudras.
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status. A second element pointing to Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s contextॽindeed, an early 
modern tropeॽis the mention oǗ wealth as something that might tempt a 
teacher.91 The Śivadharmottara (2.ࡷ) cursed a teacher who would transmit 
corrupted knowledge. In the Tamil version, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a warns his readers 
against greedy teachers who might Ǘeel tempted to share their knowledge 
with unworthy students in exchange Ǘor cash. 

The old commentary oϥers the best available example oǗ how the Civa-
tarumțttaram must have been read and understood in a sixteenth-century 
classroom oǗ this type. The author oǗ the commentary, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar, 
was aǗter all a student oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantar in the Kukai maˣam, and 
the very existence oǗ the commentary is prooǗ that the Civatarumțttaram 
was read, taught and discussed in that context.92 As already mentioned, very 
oǗten the text is transmitted along with the commentary, which must have 
been an important tool Ǘor teachers seeking to explain the texts to the stu-
dents through the centuries.93 Indeed, the Ǘact that the commentary was 
used by teachers to explain the poem to their students over time, and was 
thereǗore read and discussed in a classroom environment, might partially 
account Ǘor the large number oǗ variations that characterise its textual trans-
mission. This commentary first oǗ all testifies that Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar, and 
perhaps Caiva CittƸntam teachers aǗter him, read the Civatarumțttaram 
side by side with its Sanskrit source, since the commentary oǗten explains 
the Tamil stanzas with specific reǗerence to the Sanskrit.94 The Ǘact that the 

91 The classic treatment oǗ the role and representation oǗ money in the early mod-
ern period is Narayana Rao, Shulman and Subrahmanyam 1992. Nǩlakḁ̒ha Dǩk̠ita 
 <aliviʳamǖana, Ǘor instance, includes among the figures it mocks dhārmiȅas who pre-
tend to care about religion, but are really aǗter money (see Filliozat 1921 ,ࡸࡷ).

92 On the identity oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar, see K. Nachimuthu’s contribution in this 
volume. 

93 Consider that already the two editions oǗ the text, one Ǘrom 189ࡷ and the other 
one Ǘrom 1888, include two versions oǗ VedaǬǼƸna’s commentary which are at times 
rather diϥerent Ǘrom each other.

94 For instance, Civatarumțttaram 3.2 describes penance (taȠas) as consisting 
oǗ৺ perǗorming austerities to weaken the body, and so on (naiyav uˣalam viratattai 
navi˜˜al āti tavaȒ). The comment on this stanza, though, mentions explicitly among 
such austerities the cāndrāyaːaࢉ a type oǗ Ǘasting৺regulated by the phases oǗ the moon 
(tavayāȅamāvatu uˣal vāˣaccāntirāyaːa mutaliya virataˏȅaˈai yaˑuˣˣittal). This is 
also cited as an example oǗ taȠas in the Sanskritऴ atha ȠȸȂāǮniȅāryādyair ǖhedair ǖahu-
vidhaiʿ sthitaʿ | ȅarmayaȂȒaʿ samāȅhyātas taȠaȧ cāndrāyaːādiȅam (Śivadharmotta ra 
3.12). The verse is taken Ǘrom De Simini’s work-in-progress edition oǗ the third chapter 
of the Śivadharmottaraࢋ I thank her Ǘor sharing it with me, and Ǘor a ǗruitǗul discussion 
on this specific verse. 
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two texts were read together is also proven by the existence oǗ a single multi-
ple-text manuscript that transmits both the Sanskrit text in Grantha script, 
and its Tamil translation.95 The commentary Ǘurther explicates many Ǘacets 
oǗ the intellectual and cultural reǗerences the Civatarumțttaram triggered 
in its readers. As it is to be expected, it oǗten points to echoes oǗ bǩvāram 
songs in the stanzas, and to other texts oǗ Śaiva theology in Tamil.9ࡷ Yet it 
also mobilises other, perhaps less obvious Ǘorms oǗ knowledge that it deems 
relevant to understand the text. So, Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar discusses complex 
grammatical concepts that he sees at play in the poem oǗ his teacher, such 
as the concept oǗ vaˊi nȸl or the type oǗ Tamil and Sanskrit metres listed 
in the early grammar qǿracoˊiyamࡸ9࢈ He also makes occasional reǗerences to 
specific bodies oǗ ritual and practical knowledge. For instance, he has much 
to say about the right measurements Ǘor a book-repository (ad 2.0ࡷ), or the 
diϥerent types oǗ support to copy manuscripts that were available at his 
time (ad 2.58). shen the Civatarumțttaram mentions night dances and 
theatre perǗormances, the commentator specifies that they are dramas both 
in Prakrit and in Tamil, and he even composes an original verse citing Ǘour 
types oǗ dance that were common at his time.98 In short, the commentator 
Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a TǓcikar sketches Ǘor us the contours oǗ a world where theology 
and poetry, ritual practicalities and the arts were all integral parts oǗ a Caiva 
CittƸntam student’s liǗe and education. 

Heading towards my conclusions, we saw how the Civatarumțttaram 
along with its commentary oϥers insights into the intellectual and cultural 

95 This is the IFP MS RE2534ࡸ, nicely titled ঋShivadharmottara and Tamil urai.’
 explains the reǗerence to ࡷ.For instance, the comment ad Civatarumțttaram 2 ࡷ9

eight qualities belonging to Śiva by three diϥerent quotations Ǘrom the bǩvāram, in-
cluding birumu˜ai 98.10.ࡷ, and birumu˜ai 40.3.ࡸ. 

 This is the comment ad Civatarumțttaram 2.9 that we also mentioned above, and ࡸ9
the grammatical excursus is Ǭustified as explaining cantaȠǩtam as a variety oǗ Tamil and 
Sanskrit metres. 

98 Civatarumțttaram 2.34 mentions that at the end oǗ the ritual copying oǗ a man-
uscript (the Ȓāˑatāˑam ritual) one should stay awake at night, thanks to the hum oǗ 
chanting oǗ the Vedas and so Ǘorth, other types oǗ songs, as well as through the charm 
of dramas (vǩtātiy aravattāˑ ma˜˜um uˈa Ƞāˣaliˑā ˑāˣaȅattiˑ vaciyāluȒ). The com-
ment adds relevant details, and is worth quoting in fullࢊ a˜˜aiy iravil aȠȠȸˏȅțyiliˑ 
muˑˑǩ vǩtāȅamaȠurāːav oliȅaˈiˑālumࢉ Ƞirāȅirutam tirāviˣa mutaliya Ƞāˣalȅaˈiˑālu 
māˑmāȅȅaˈai vacǿȅariȅȅuˏ ȅȸttuȅaˈālum u˜aȅȅattiˑaiȠ Ƞțȅȅi viˊittiruȅȅaȅȅāvaˑࢍ 
ma˜˜ai nāˣ ȅālamǩ ci˜Ƞanȸl vitiyaiy ārāyntu ȠaːːaȠȠaˣˣa tǩriˑaiy alaˏȅariȅȅaष Ve-
daǬǼƸna concludes the comment with a verse oǗ his own on the Ǘour types oǗ danceऴ 
caˏȅaraˑ āˣiya tāːˣavamum āˏȅࣝ umaiyāˈ - iˏȅitattāl āˣum ilācciyamum - Ƞoˏȅu tirai 
- yāˊiȠ Ƞuviyil aȅamumࢉ Ƞu˜avariyuȒ - cȸˊu naˣa nāl eˑ˜u col.
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life of a maˣam in sixteenth-century Chidambaram. The role oǗ these mo-
nastic institutions in the early modern period is yet to be Ǘully explored, 
even though recent works have begun to underline their social and political 
importance in specific regions oǗ South India.99 As for the maˣams of Chi-
dambaram and the Kaveri basin, where the Civatarumțttaram was com-
posed and circulated, we know little about their role in the period Ǘrom the 
sixteenth to the eighteenth century. These places are much more compre-
hensively studied Ǘor the nineteenth century, especially the TiruvƸvḁutu̞ai 
atǿˑam, where celebrated Ƞulavar Mǩ̓Ƹ̥cicuntaram Pi̊̊ai (1815ॼ18ࡷࡸ) and 
his student U. Ve. CƸminƸtaiyar (1855ॼ1942) studied and worked. Retrac-
ing the liǗe and education oǗ Mǩ̓Ƹ̥cicuntaram Pi̊̊ai, Ebeling shows how 
he began learning Tamil in a village school (tiːːaiȠȠaˈˈi) ঋby memorising 
literary works (mostly oǗ devotional nature), grammars (such as Cāˑˑȸl), 
and niȅaːˣus (ঋdictionaries’ oǗ synonyms in verse Ǘorm).’100 He went on to 
learn with several important Tamil teachers, including MarutanƸyakam 
Pi̊̊ai, a Caiva CittƸntam scholar and the first editor oǗ the Beyȅaːˣacātti-
raˏȅaˈ. In his early twenties, he visited the TiruvƸvḁutu̞ai atǿˑam for the 
first time, and filled with wonder, he thought that ঋthere was no other place 
in the world where the spirit oǗ both Lord Śiva and Tamil learning could be 
imbibed so thoroughly.’101 In one Ǘorm or another, Mǩ̓Ƹ̥cicuntaram Pi̊̊ai 
remained attached to TiruvƸvḁutu̞ai Ǘor the rest oǗ his liǗe, as he went on to 
become a celebrated poet especially Ǘamous Ǘor his skills at composing Tamil 
PurƸ̒asࢉ oǗten by translating and rearranging contents previously narrat-
ed in Sanskrit MƸhƸtmyas.102 In brieǗ, the most Ǘamous Tamil poet oǗ the 
nineteenth century spent his whole liǗe learning devotional texts, studying 
and living in a maˣam, and writing talaȠȠurāːams on Tamil Nadu’s most 
sacred sites.

99 Valerie Stoker (2014, 201ࡷ) has Ǘocused on MƸdhva intellectual VyƸsatǩrtha 
-ॽa quasi-contemporary oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a Campantarॽto explore the rela(0ॼ1539ࡷ14)
tionship between the ViǬayanagara court and monastic institutions. In a recent article, 
Fisher explored the lineage oǗ the Hooli B̜hanmḁha and the role oǗ this institution in 
the systematisation oǗ the PaǼcƸcƸrya Vǩraȑaiva community (Fisher 2018). She notices 
the interplay oǗ Sanskrit and Kannada in this process, which is also relevant to our dis-
cussion oǗ Sanskrit and Tamil in the context oǗ Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s Kukai maˣam. 

100 Ebeling 2010, 38.
101 Ebeling 2010, 1ࡷ.
102 This is a very condensed account oǗ Ebeling 2010, 5ࡸॼ2ࡷ. Famously, Mǩ̓Ƹ̥ci-

cuntaram Pi̊̊ai did not know Sanskrit particularly well, so he had other people read 
Sanskrit māhātmyas and report their contents to him in Tamil. An earlier contribution 
to the history oǗ Caiva CittƸntam maˣams in the nineteenth century is Oddie 1984. 
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And yet Mǩ̓Ƹ̥cicuntaram Pi̊̊ai is hardly remembered or studied as 
a religious figure, even though his Ƞurāːams are exquisite literary piec-
es as much as they are didactic poems aiming to instruct Śaiva devotees 
on the history oǗ their holy places. His long-standing interest in religious 
matters also underlies the humorous story, recalled by CƸminƸtayar in his 
biography, oǗ how the Ƞulavar wished Ǘor and finally entered into posses-
sion oǗ a Ǭealously guarded manuscript oǗ the Civatarumțttaram thanks 
to the stratagem oǗ a student oǗ his.103 One wonders whether this copy is 
still among the manuscripts in the library oǗ the TiruvƸvḁutu̞ai atǿˑam, 
which holds Mǩ̓Ƹ̥cicuntaram Pi̊̊ai’s own collection. Granted, most stu-
dents of the Civatarumțttaram would never achieve the same level oǗ lit-
erary learning as Mǩ̓Ƹ̥cicuntaram Pi̊̊ai. They probably Ǭoined a maˣam 
to improve their general education, perhaps in view oǗ becoming ȠuȂaris 
in a more peripheral shrine. And indeed, they did not need to be Ƞulavars 
to study the Civatarumțttaram, which was meant to be understood and 
enǬoyed by ঋmiddle-class’ Śaiva devotee, well-educated in Tamil literature 
and Caiva CittƸntam theology without particularly excelling in either oǗ 
the two. Still, considering the achievements oǗ Mǩ̓Ƹ̥cicuntaram Pi̊̊ai 
and his peers in the nineteenth-century Ǘrom the point oǗ view oǗ the Ci-
vatarumțttaram is helpǗul in recognising the long-standing entanglement 
oǗ religion and literature, oǗ Sanskrit and Tamil learning in the liǗe oǗ these 
intellectuals and their institutions. In turn, keeping such later develop-
ments in mind helps to recognise the diϥerent threads woven into the 
Civatarumțttaram࢈ This poem shows how the interplay oǗ religion and 
literature, Sanskrit and Tamil, ȧāstra and devotion was an integral part oǗ 
the life of a maˣam in sixteenth-century Chidambaram. Such interplay ex-
ceeded the rarefied world oǗ Ƞulavars and Caiva CittƸntam teachers, and 
enthralled the lives oǗ their more average studentsॽwe can imagine them 
as a sixteenth-century small-town, middle-class intelligentsia, but still ed-
ucated men, initiated into Caiva CittƸntam, and inhabiting a deeply mul-
tilingual world. The goal oǗ this overview has been to oϥer a perspective 
Ǘor reading this text as a bridge between various domains, and the product 
oǗ a regime oǗ translation between languages not so Ǘar removed Ǘrom each 
other. The image oǗ a bridge nicely fits Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a’s operation oǗ making 
the ancient content oǗ the Sanskrit Śivadharmottara cross into the worlds 
oǗ sixteenth-century Tamil Śaivism and Tamil poetry, firmly rooting his 
Civatarumțttaram in both.

103 CƸminƸtayar 2001, 108ॼ11ࡷ.
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4. �ȠȠendi͕ࢊ Urinted editions and manuscriȠts of the Civatarumțttaram

The list that Ǘollows was compiled on the basis oǗ visits to the Bibliothèque 
Nationale de France (Paris), the Institut Français de Pondichǌry, the Gov-
ernment Oriental Manuscript Library (Chennai) and the TiruvƸvḁuturai 
mutt. This first-hand research has been combined with the manuscripts 
identified in the Ǘollowing cataloguesऴ

� �escriȠtive cataloǮue of Ƞalm-leaf manuscriȠts in bamil, vol. 3 part 1, 
edited by A. Thasarathan et alii. General editors G. John Samuel and Shu 
Hikosaka. Madrasऴ Institute oǗ Asian Studies, 1993.
ComȠuterised /nternational CataloǮue of bamil Ualmleaf BanuscriȠts, 3 vols., 
edited by K. C. Chellamuthu et alii. ThanǬavurऴ Tamil University, 1989-1991

The list is intended as an aid to researchers, and also as prooǗ oǗ the wide 
diϥusion oǗ this textव however, many oǗ the reǗerences to manuscripts pre-
sented here still need to be checked and confirmed.

4.1 Urinted editions

-Ba˜aiȒāˑacamȠantanāyaˑār aruˈicceyta Civatarumțttaram mȸl .ࡸࡷ18
amum uraiyum. Ivai TirunelvǓli CƸlivƸ̥ǩcuvara PtuvƸmȢrttikåƸl palaput-
takȃkåaik ko̥̒u paricȅtittu TirunelvǓli AmpalavƸ̒a̓ kavirƸǬaravarkå 
Ku. CivarƸmamutaliyƸravarkå PutȢr Vå̊inƸyakampi̊̊aiyavarkå ivarkåatu 
MuttamǐƸkara accukkȢ̥atti̞ patippikkapḁ̥a̓a. Pirapava v।aru̠am॥ 
mƸrkǎi m।Ƹcam਱ 18ࡸࡷ v।aru̠am॥ ̥icampar m।Ƹcam॥. Rigis̥re̥ kƸppirai̥̥u

1888. Caivāȅamam iruȠatteˣˣiˑuˈ ߟߝ-vatu Cantāna carvțttamattiˑ uȠaȠǩtam 
Ƞatiˑoˑ˜iˑuˈ ߣ-vatu Civatarumțttaram. Vḁamǒiyi̓i ̓i̞̓um Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a-
campantanƸya̓Ƹr mǒipeyarttatu. Ita̞kuraiyu̥a̓ tiricirapuram puttaka vi-
yƸpƸram m।Ƹha॥-r।ƸǬa॥-r।ƸǬa॥-ȑrǩ Cu. CupparƸyapi̊̊aiyavarkå Tirumaiyilai vit-
vƸ̓ ca̒mukampi̊̊ai avarkåaik ko̥̒u pƸrvaiyi̥̥u, Pu. AppƸcƸmimutaliyƸratu 
Ce̓̓ai Mǩ̓Ƹ̥ciyammaikalƸniti accukkȢ̥atti̞patippitta̓ar. 1888

1938. Ba˜aiȒāˑacamȠantanāyaˑār vaˣamoˊiyi ˑiˑ˜um moˊiȠeyarttaruˈi-
ya Civatarumțttaram mȸlamum uraiyumऴ iccastiram CaivƸkamam irupat-
tet̥̥i̓ů irupattu nȃkƸvatƸkiya CƸntana Carvȅttamatti̓ upapǓtam pati-
no̞̓i̓ů e̥̥ƸvatƸy ů̊atu. Matarasऴ Mataras Rippa̓ Piras

1998. Civatarumțttaram ࢳmȸlamum uraiyim࢈ࢴ �ciriyarऴ Tavattiru Ma̞aiǼƸ̓a 
campantar. ParippƸciriyarkåऴ Pḁ̒itar Mu. KantaiyƸ Pi. E., MakƸvittuvƸ̓ 
VǓ. Civacuppirama̒iya̓. Urai Ƹciriyarऴ Tiru. A. IrƸmanƸta̓. Caiva cittƸnta 
nilayamऴ KuvƸlƸlumpȢr, MalǓciyƸ
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4.2 BanuscriȠts৺

1.৺Bibliothèque Nationale de France, Paris

BnF Indien 12. Civatarumȅttira kƸviyam (12 chapters, text and commen-
tary). Palm-leaǗ, ca. 10ࡸࡸ
BnF Indien 13. Civatarumȅttaram (12 chapters, text and commentary). 
Palm-leaǗ, ca. 150ࡸ
BnF Indien 14. Civatarumȅttaram (12 chapters, text and commentary). 
Palm-leaǗ, ca. 120ࡸ

2. Institut Français de Pondichǌry

RE 2534ࡸ. Civatarumȅttara urai (text with commentary). Palm-leaǗ, un-
dated

3. ThanǬavur Saraswathi Mahal Library, ThanǬavur

Tamil ms. 1939c. Civatarumȅttiram (12 chapters, only mȢlam). Palm-leaǗ, 
copied in উ88ࡷ v।aru̠am॥ cukkali m।Ƹtam॥ঊ (Ǘol. 113r) likely 188ࡷ, a ȑukla year.
Tamil ms. 234b. Civatarumȅttaram (12 chapters, only mȢlam)
Tamil ms. 32ࡸb. Civatarumȅttaram (12 chapters, only mȢlam)৺
Tamil ms. 33ࡷ. Civatarumȅttaram (only mȢlam, likely incomplete)
Tamil ms. 34ࡷ. Civatarumȅttaram mȢlamum uraiyum (text and commen-
tary, likely incomplete)

4. Government Oriental Manuscript Library, Chennai

D. 128ࡸ (missing)
D. 1288. TD 50. Civatarumȅttaram (text without the commentary)व Palm-leaǗ
R. 8851. TR 313ࡷ. Civatarumȅttaram (text with commentary, seemingly a 
Ǘull copy). PalmleaǗ
R. 1258 (missing)
R. 1422. Fragment, palm-leaǗ৺
R. 195ࡸ. TR 1034. Civatarumȅttaram (12 chapters, only mȢlam). Palm-leaǗ
R. 1919. TR 450. Civatarumȅttaram (text without commentary, only 101 
verses). Paper, copied on 11ू8ू1949
R. 9248. TR 3411. Civatarumȅttaram (text oǗ chapter 8 only, without 
commentary). PalmleaǗ

5. TiruvƸvḁuturai mutt৺

Tamil ms. 29ࡸ. mȢlam, complete
Tamil ms. 280. mȢlam, complete



Margherita Trento

144

Tamil ms. 28ࡸ. mȢlam, complete
Tamil ms. 23ࡸ. mȢlam, incomplete
Tamil ms. 290. mȢlam with an unspecified commentary, incomplete
Tamil ms. 182-zh. mȢlam, incomplete
Tamil ms. 23ࡷ-zz. mȢlam, incomplete
Tamil ms. 248. mȢlam, incomplete
Tamil ms. 2ࡸࡸ. mȢlam with an unpublished (ह) commentary, incomplete

U. VǓ. CƸminƸtaiyair Library, Chennai .ࡷ

Ms. 123ࡷ. Civatarumȅttaram (only mȢlam). Palm-leaǗ
Ms. 124ࡷ. Civatarumȅttaram (Ǘragment, only mȢlam). Palm-leaǗ

National Library, Kolkata .ࡸ

Ms. 3040. Civatarumȅttaram. Palm-leaǗ, 1815

8. Tamil University, ThanǬavur

ms. 11ࡸ. Civatarumȅttaram
ms. 245. Civatarumȅttaram৺
ms. 249. Civatarumȅttaram

9. Oriental Research Institute and Manuscripts Library, Trivandrum

ms. 302ࡸ. Civatarumȅttaram


