
125 

ADDITIONAL NOTE TO "A SIAMESE ACCOUNT OF THE CONSTRUCTION 
OF THE TEMPLE ON KHAO PHANOM RUNG". 

Referring to my comnHmta,rief! to the trnuRbtion of "A 8iauteRU 

account of the cmmtruction of the temple on Khao Phttnom H1mg ", 

pnhlishecl in January 1932 in the J. S. A. vol. XXV, JlfLl't 1, Profcsc 

Rm' Georges Ocedes, Director of the Ecole Fmn9n.ise d'Extrenrc Orient" 

in Hn.noi, nearly a year ago wrote to me and kindly drew my n.tteu

tion to several points in my conwwnta,l'ies which, nceonling· to hiA 

opinion, ought to be COl'l'ectecl. I regret very much that owing to 

lack of spare time I am only now nble to umke known aud to emn

ment on Prof. ca~deA' points of view, HlOHt of whi~:h I gratcd'u!Jy 

ttccept. 

With rega,rcl to t.he n.ge of the Dh!Ll'lHaqal;tK, rnuntioned in my 

pa.per p. 90, ProfessOl' Oredes opines that these are contclllpormwonH 

with the Bnyon temple in Angkhor Thmn, the conKtrnetiun o.f wlrieh 

lmR HOW been proved to lmve t11ken place clm·ing the n:lign of :King 

.J11yavnrrw1n VII, the dn,tc for their com;trnctiou should UJct·eforu u.l:-io 

be fixed at the end of the XIIth eentul'y A. D. and not dnri11g tl~t! 

reign of Yac;ovat·mnn (H89-Dl0 A.D.) tts fin;t fixed by Pt'oJ. J_.., Fino!; 

in hi:-; "DIHtmmc;tLias n.u Cn,mhodge" (B. E. F. E. 0. vul. XXV lD27 

p. 417) and 11ceeptE<l 1Jy me. 

After hnving carefully gone through Pmfe:-;r;m· Ccede:-;' luarncd 

n.rtiele "Etn1les Ottmbodgiennes" (B. E. F. E. 0. vol X VIII p. Kl ) ~ 

I aecept this correction ns I nm now eonvincecl tl111t Prof. Ch~rles 

lutR cmJc!nsi vely pmved through Ure in:ocl'iptions nml tlw fm·mH of 

art pt·erlomin~tting nt the end of the XIIth centul'y aH well aH tlru 

religions eonceptions of thttt period tlutt tlr e erection oJ' the gl'am1 

enceinte of Angkhor 'l'hom; its mnjuRtic g:tte towel'S adorned with 

the faces of the nll merciful Boddhisat.tvn, Lokec;vnnt, as well as the 

intricate lnbyrinthic Bayon ttnd the Dhnnua<;:11las (dedicated to 

Lokec;vn.ra too) were nil due to the enthusiastic Bncldhist king 

.Tay:t~arman VII ( 1182-1201 ), dming whose reign the cult of the 

Boddhisnttvas and of deified persmmgcs Jl.ourislwd exeeedhJgly. 

'rhe inflcription found a,t Khno Phanom Hung is stated 1Jy me 

to date back to about A. D. 1100, this flhould be cot'l'ectm1 to A. D. 
~ 
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111:3, according to Pro£. Cmd/Js in his "EtudeR Callll>CH1giunnes" 

(B. F. E. 0. vol. XVIII). rrhe inseription tlms 1JelongH to tlw reign 

of King Suriyavannan wbo reigned from ]112-1152. 

vVith regard to the temple itself which repreHents no moun 

work, I take it that the construction of it was already begun lJy 

Suriyavarman II's predocesRor, Dhara,nindmvarntitn I, reigning fl'Om 

1108-1112. 

Next we come to the a,gc of the temple of Phimai. According to 

Monsieur H. Pa.rmentiet·, Chief of the ArckBological Sel'vice of 

Fl'ench Indochina, this temple dates, at the carlieat, back to the reign 

of King Jayavarlllan V (968-1001) but Professm· Crudes thinks that 

it is not much anterior to Angkhor vVa,t, whieh, he assumes, was 

either built during tho reign of King Snriyavarman Pantnmvisnulolm 

( 1112-1153) or by his successor King Dl.~ttl'l1nim1ravl1rman II 

(1152-llR2). 

In this connection it mn.y be noted tha,t according to an 

inscription, iri. Cambodian, discovered by me in 1918, in the Southern 

Gopum of the galleries, which enclose the throe towers of the Phi

mai temple, it is stated that in the year 1108 A. D. a corbtin Klnuet· 

nobleumn, prosun111bly a viceroy of vvhat now constituteH the eit·cle 

of Nu.khon Raja,simtt, erected a statue of a god, called Scnapttti 

Trail,?kyavijttya, (a BocldhiRt1ttava). (Seo my p11per "An excurHion 

• to Phirrmi". J. S. S. vol. XVII part l p. 10). 'l'bis proves that the 

temple of Phim11i exiHtocl prior to tho construction of tho mighty 

Angkhor Wttt and un the whole I am inclined to accept Monsiem· 

Parmentier's estimate l1CCOrding to which the construction or tho 

temple took phtce in the last qua,rter of the Xth century. 

On pages 102-103 of my paper on the Phanom Hung temple 

I have tried to expll1in the significance of the sculpture on the lintel 

o£ the intoriOL· northom door of the great centra,] tower in Phimai 

by identifying tho ce11tml figmo with the god Vajrasattva, 11nd tho 

per~onages in the lowest row below this god as representing the 

five Dhyanabuddha,s over which, l1CCording to Mttbayanistic belief, 

Vttjrasattva presides. Pl'Ofessor Ccedes is of the opinion that I ari1 

wrong in my intorprettttiou but as my lea,rned friend so far (for lack .. 
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of time) has not been able to offer any other interpretation I shall 

adhere to my own until othcnviRc convinced that tho cxpbmttion of 

this scnlpturo is u. different one. 

Finally I come to the inscriptions of Wat Phanom Wan. On 

page 105 of my paper I mention an edict by King Jayavarman VII, 

dati'ng buck to A. D. 1171. As this king reigned from 1181-1201 

this is evidently a lapsus on my part. Prof. Ccecles furthermore 

informs me that the above date has been wrongly read by Aymonier; 

as a matter of fact it should be 1004 JYlahasakharaj or A. D. 1182 

and the king mentioned in the edict is probably Jayavarman VI. 
I would also like to point out that duo to a regrettable 

mistake made by the clerk who copied the 1n11p of Southern Khomt 

the name for the temple on Khao Phanom Rung appears wrongly as 

Pum Rung in~t.ead of Phanom Rung. 

ERIK SEIDENFADEN, 

l5U! January, 193a 
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