REVIEW ARTICLE
A GUIDE THROUGH SOME
RECENT SUKHOTHAI HISTORIOGRAPHY
by
MICHAEL VICK ERY*

The present article was intended first of all as a review of M om Chao Chand Chirayu
Rajani 's Guide Through the Inscriptions of Sukhothai 1 , but since much of Guide is based on
highly original interpretations of inscriptions and chronicles, and since Prince Chand's interpretations had as their point of departure some rather severe criticism of the work of Mr. A. B.
Griswold and Dr. Prasert !)a Nagara in their Epigraphic and Historical Studies, the latter work
must also be discussed 2 •
The controversial nature of Prince Chand's Guide would not be at all evident to the ordinary reader, nor even to an historian of Thailand who had not devoted more than casual
attention to Sukhothai sources. In the entire work there is hardly any indication of the controversies or of the difficult nature of most of the sources ; and Prince Chand's readings of the
latter are presented as clear-cut history a bout which there should no longer be any serious
argument 3•
In reviewing Guide it is therefore essential to show how Prince Chand differs from Griswold and Prasert, which will involve detailed references to his own and their earlier writings,
and will also include some opinion by the reviewer as to the quality of the arguments on both
sides. On some points I prefer Prince Chand's solutions, on others Griswold and Prasert's,
while on still others I will suggest interpretations differing from anything hitherto proposed;
and this will involve extended discussion of some of the sources themselves.
Because of the unavoidable length of this undertaking, quotations to i.Uustrate the argu·
ments will be kept at a minimum, but there will be thorough references to the relevant articles
and source collections, and I must assume that the interested reader will have them at hand for
consultation.

* School

of Humanities, Universiti Sains Malaysia, Minden , Penang, West Malaysia .
1 Southeast Asian Studies Working Paper No. 9, Southeast Asian Studies Program, University of Hawaii,
1976.
2 Abbreviated as EHS with number, and the joint authors will be cited as G/ P in the footnotes. For full
bibliographic data on all abbreviated references, see the appended bibliography. Prince Chand's earlier critical
studies were three review articles in JSS which I shall cite as "Review 1972", "Review Jan. l973", and "Review
July 1973".
3 On p. 12 of Guide the controversies are briefly noted, but since Guide contains not a single footnote nor
any specific reference to the various "chronicles" cited for support of Prince Chand's arguments, the reader
will not find it easy to check sources or thread his way through the difficulties.
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Some remarks on method

Prince Chand once suggested to me that since Sukhothai history was written by people
who were not primarily historians, it might be useful to examine the writing on Sukhothai
history from the point of view of the trained, practicing historian.
I agree that this is a useful starting point for a review of Guide and EHS, but a difficult
problem which arises at the very beginning is to define what a historian is, or what kind of
historian is to be the model against which to judge the writings in question.
This is not the place for an essay on history and the historian, but since I have accepted for
myself the role of historian and intend to follow this suggestion of the principal author under
review, it is proper that I set out my own views on what historians should do with the type
of evidence available for the history of Sukhothai.
Most simply,of course, a historian is anyone who studies the past in a methodical manner,
and since anything that occurred before the lifetime of living persons is not directly knowable,
the historian studying earlier times depends on documents, which may be written records,
more or less faithful to events, or non-written remains, such as buildings, works of art, or
anything else resulting from human activity.
It should be obvious to the reader without adducing detailed evidence that the further back
one searches into the past, the less numerous are the documents and the more tendentious
those which have been preserved. There is also near mathematical certainty that when old
literature was recopied by hand in the days before printing became common, errors accumulated with each generation of copying 4 -which complicates the task of studying Southeast
Asian chronicles. Thus for the historian of early times, such as the Sukhothai period,
writing history means first of all the discovery of documents and their interpretation, and
after that the construction of the most plausible synthesis of the information derived from the
documents.

Both the interpretation of the documents and the final synthesis must conform to general
rules of scientific method concerning formation of hypotheses, search for evidence, confirmation or negation of hypotheses, and so on, and in the study of the past it is the adherence to
such rules of evidence which distinguishes history from historical fiction.
Prasert, who in his own writings has shown more sensitivity to questions of method than
either Griswold or Prince Chand, at one time remarked that Thai historians should not blindly
copy the formulations of their predecessors and fit new evidence into them, but should search
for new inferences to link new pieces ofevidence 5 . Prasert was probably thinking of the acceptance of everything written by Prince Damrong and George Coedes as ultimate truth, and in
that context his remark was useful, but the distinction between a historian and a writer of
4 See A. C. Clark, The Descent of Mw•uscripts, Oxford, 1918.
5 Prasert na Nagara, "Results of research in Thai history", p. 33.
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historical fiction is drawn along a narrow line which separates legitimate and illegitimate
inferences connecting the various pieces of evidence.
The area of history in which the most attention has been given to method and rules of
evidence is archeology, and this is fortunate for our purposes since the main evidence for
Sukhothai history consists of inscriptions, which are archeological records just as much as
the buildings which sometimes accompany them or the potsherds which may be found near
them. Summarized as simply as possible, the rules of archeological evidence are that the place
of each artifact (record) in its temporal and spatial context should be determined as closely as
possible. Then each piece must be examined (read) individually for whatever information it
can reveal about itself. After that, pieces which appear to be closely related are fitted into
sequences or patterns by means of objective techniques such as stratigraphy and seriation 6 ,
and this process of fitting together ever more pieces is carried out both spatially and temporally
until boundaries are re~.ched beyond which the material seems to be unrelated. Only as a final
step is the information obtained directly from the original material itself compared with
other types of evidence, such as ancient literature, purporting to deal with the same time and
place.
With respect to the Sukhothai inscriptions, these rules of evidence mean that each inscription must be read as literally as possible without regard to what we imagine we know from some
other source. Words which have a common, well-known meaning must not be arbitrarily
given some unusual meaningwithouta full argument of justification including recorded contexts showing the unusual usage; and lacunae must not be filled in, either in the original text
or translation, without showing that the restoration involves precisely the number of characters
missing from the stone and fits the metre if the composition is in verse. When this has been
done for all inscriptions we then see whether they all fall together into a consistent story or
pattern. The technique of seriation may play a part here. For example, No. IX 7 placed in
series with earlier and later inscriptions proves that the king known as Sai Udaiy was grandson
of ~Tdaiy; and a seriated comparison of vowel or tone marks may indicate the date of an
inscription which lacks chronological indications.
If the several inscriptions do fit a pattern or immediately provide a consistent story, we
may presume our translations and preliminary interpretations to be correct, and we may proceed to write history. Most frequently there will appear to be contradictions among some of
the sources, and we must always assume this to mean that we have not understood them properly. We must not assume that the author did not know what he was doing 8 .
Some of the apparent contradictions will be due to lack of information about people,
events, and whole time periods not mentioned in the inscriptions, and if we feel the best transla6 James Deetz, In vitation to Archaeology, The Natural History Press, N .Y., 1971, chap. II, for an introductory description.
7 The inscriptions of the Thai corpus will be designated as "No." plus Roman numeral. Nos. 1-XV are
in George Coedes, Recueil; Nos. XXX-LXXXIV are in Silii Ciiru'k Ill, and Nos. LXXXV-CXXX plus a fragment of No. XL in Sila Gru' k IV.
8 Guide, p . 20 .
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tion of the extant documents has been achieved we may try to link the inscriptional evidence
together by interpretation and inference. This is where we must beware of slipping over the
boundary into fiction. Construction of a plausible story is not sufficient to write history and
if the gaps to be filled by inference are too large or susceptible to too many different inferences,
then it may be better to leave them unfilled, as I have suggested below with regard to Nos. XI
and XL.
Important rules for inferential reconstruction concern fidelity to the evidence, consistency
and systematic use of evidence, and economy of explanation. All inferences must be somehow
embedded in the evidence. That is, when an inscription mentions a vague pu brmia it may (note
the emphasis) be legitimate to identify him with a: real person known from other material; but
it is not legitimate to link two sets of information by postulating the existence of a person who
has no existence in any other sources, or to infer marriage or blood ties not implied by any
source, or to justify an interpretation on the basis of what some fourteenth-fifteenth century
individual might have thought or felt. When all the sources have been exhaustively studied they
may provide some possibility of understanding fourteenth-fifteenth century thought, but assumptions about the latter will do more harm than good in the interpretation of the former 9 .
With respect to consistency, we must not say that a certain phrase or title 'means' one thing in
one context and something else in another without a full justificatory argument; and inferences
which may be systematically applied to more than one situation are better than those which fit
only one. Finally, in our inferential reconstructions we must not unnecessarily multiply
assumptions. In principle the simplest reconstruction will always be the best, and although
plausible stories may be constructed by means of elaborate assumptions, or 'epicycles', this
process may easily result in, and in any case cannot be distinguished from, historical fiction 10 .
Only as the very last step in writing the history of Sukhothai should we compare the combined evidence of the inscriptions with the literary evidence; that is, the chronicles, and where
they differ it should be presumed that it is the inscriptions, not the chronicles, which tell the
better story. Of course the chronicles may in some cases help in filling lacunae in the inscriptional picture, but in no case should the evidence of the inscriptions be distorted, or given an
arbitrary, unusual reading to force it into the story of the chronicles.
9 It should already be clear that I reject the ideas associated with R.G. Collingwood's The Idea of History,
Oxford University Press Paperback, 1967, p. 228, about all history being the "re-enactment of past thought in
the historian's mind", or that the historian's "proper task [is] penetrating to the thought of the agents whose
acts they are studying". What the Sukhothai sources still require is the "positivistic" type of analysis against
which Collingwood so strongly argued.
10 Even within the realm of pure science Kenneth Boulding, History and Theory VII, I (1968), p. 89, said
"one has the uneasy thought that if the computer had been around then, we could have handled the Ptolemaic
system quite easily with computerized epicycles, and the great Copernican simplification m ight never have
happened ... . " The best concise statement I have seen on scientific method and history is in Gordon Leff,
History and Social Theory, Anchor Books, N .Y., 1971, pp. 109-IIO:"[Although] the incompleteness of knowledge
accessible to the historian . ... restricts his conclusions to being at most inferentially probable . ... [he] is
subject to the same canons of correct reasoning and technical competence which apply to all intellectual disciplines. If he omits or distorts or makes a faulty implication his failure will be just as palpable as similiar
shortcomings in the exact sciences. . . . The historian is as accountable to his evidence and the correct way
of reasoning from it as the practitioners of any body of knowledge: it is that obligation which makes htstory a
branch of knowledge and not of the creative arts" .
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The first general criticism I would make of all the work under review here is that it is often
methodologically unsound, generally proceeding from interpretation to fact, rather than the
other way around. In nearly every one vf their EHS, Griswold and Prasert start off with a
historical background picture based on a synthesis, sometimes rather arbitrary, of the various
chronicles, and then they fit-sometimes really force-the inscriptions into it. Prince Chand
often criticizes their reconstructions on matters of detail, but apparently does not object to
their method, and himself seems to favor the epicyclical method of reconstructing situations
to fill the gaps in the inscriptional information.
In the present review I intend to concentrate on the inscriptions. Space will not permit me
to analyze fully the use which has been made of the chronicles. Thus I shall not attempt to
prove that Griswold and Prasert are always wrong in the background pictures they draw from
the chronicles; in fact, they may sometimes be right. Right or wrong it is the opposite of proper
method, and what I do intend to show is that even the potentially accurate background pictures
may not be related to the inscriptions in the way Griswold and Prasert believe, and that where
~.rbitrary or inconsistent interpretations of inscriptional details are involved the scenarios are
almost certain to be wrong.
Some preliminary discussion
Prince Chand's Guide follows a chronological plan with nine chapters, most of which
cover, according to their titles, specific periods, from "Background to the Sukhothai story"
(chap. 1) to "Reign of Ramatipati II [of Ayutthaya] and after" (chap. 9). In my review I shall
also follow the chronological scheme, comparing Prince Chand's work with the relevant EHS
of Griswold and Prasert, and discussing the sources themselves where necessary.
Before proceeding directly with discussion of the chronological periods, it is necessary to
devote some attention to a few matters of general interest to several parts both of Prince
Chand's and Griswold and Prasert's writings.
(a) The historical character of Sukhothai inscriptions
Griswold and Prasert, and Coedes before them, concluded that each inscription was erected to commemorate a specific event or act. This is an opinion which I share, but about which
Prince Chand seems to entertain some doubt 11 , and it also seems to be true of Angkorean
epigraphy, which undoubtedly influenced Coedes in his work on Thai inscriptions. In Angkorean inscriptions it is a general rule that the date of the event commemorated, and the
'official' date of erection of the inscription, is contained in the opening lines of the text 12 .
In Griswold and Prasert's work on Sukhothai inscriptions, there seems to be a tacit assumption that such was the norm in- Sukhothai, although they naturally do not ignore the cases in
which a series of dated events is clearly indicated.
II George Coedes, "Notes critiques sur !'inscription de Rama Khamheng", JSS XII, I (1918), p. 21; GjP
EHS 9, p. 189; Chand, "Review 1972", p. 264.
12 There are exceptions. For example, the famous inscription of Sdok Kak Thorn. See G .S:oedes and
P. Dupont, "Les steles de Sdok Kak Thorn , Phnom Sandak et Prah Vihar", BEFEO XLll[ (1943-46), pp,
56-154.
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It is interesting, though, that of the 28 inscriptions discussed by Griswold and Prasert in
their EHS on Sukhothai history, only 10 are unequivocally texts referring to a single event at
a specified date 13 . In addition , Nos. XL and LXIV were probably single-event texts, but they
are fragmentary and contain rio date ; No. X is too fragmentary to be judged ; and the very time
period of No. XI is a matter of controversy 14 . On the other hand, 12 inscriptions are clearly
historical 15 : that is, the opening date, or first date found in the text, is not the date at which
the inscription was erected, but only marks the first of two or more events recorded. Sometimes
the events are rather far apart, as in No. IX, and at other times they are close together, as in
No. LXH, where the two specified dates, only a year or so apart, are in the middle of the text
after a historical narrative leading up to them. Even a very short inscription may have this
character. In the four-line, gold plate text reproduced in EHS 10, pages 147-48, there is a very
specific opening date at which time a vihiira was finished. Then there is mention of another
event four months later; and finally it is stated that an eighteen-cubit Buddha image was
made-something which could well have taken several months. The true date of the inscription may therefore be over a year later than the date recorded in it.

This historical-narrative character of over half the Sukhothai inscriptions is interesting
in its own right, but I wish to emphasize it because I shall seek to prove that two others, No.
XCIII (Asokaram) and No. CVI (Vat Trahan Jail Phi:iak), are also of that type and that their
dating has been misunderstood by Griswold and Prasert. The argument will be more convincing if it is clear that the structure I impute to Nos. XCIII and CVI was common throughout
Sukhothai epigraphy
(b) Two confusing inscriptions, Nos. XI and XL

Inscription No. XI has provoked extreme disagreement among scholars as to its date, and
this has naturally led to very divergent interpretations of its meaning. Coedes believed the
mention of "Bra!]. Rama, his younger brother" proved that the inscription was the work of
Mahadharrmaraja IV who together with his younger brother Bafia Ram is mentioned in LP
in 1419, and that face I of the inscription was later than that date 16. Coedes considered face
II to be even later.
In Towards Griswold said face I was from the time of ~i:daiy, and he based his argument
on its style-"direct, orderly and vivid"-a bit too subjective, it would seem to me. He considered that the "beloved younger brother" was Ramadhipatl I of Ayutthaya 17 .
In Prasert's earlier work on this inscription he suggested that face I was from the time of
pdaiy, around 1359-61, and that face II was later, due to the mention of Bral]. Mahathera
Srlsraddharajaciilamiit:~I, and was in content similar to No. II. The last point is important for
13 Nos. JH, VI, VII, XII, XIII, XIV, XXXVIII, XLV, XCIV, and the inscription from Nan reproduced
in EHS 3, p. 105.
14 See discussion below.
15 Nos. I, II, IV, V, VIII, lX, XV, XLVI, XLIX, Cll, LXII, and the gold plate reproduced in EHS 10,
p.l48.
16 Coedes, Recueil, pp. 145-49 : LP at date cu/a 781 /A.D. 1419.
17 Griswold, Towards a History of Sukhodaya Art, pp. 38-39.
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the dating of No. II as well. Prasert's reasoning with respect to face I was based on systematic
paleography, a much more solid foundation than "style"; No. XI does not contain the mark
'~VI~ummrt, which was first used by lcidaiy around 1361, and it must therefore be earlier than
that date. As for face II, his argument was based on its contents, and he considered "Brah
Rama" to be Bafia Gamhaeil
Brah. Ram, mentioned in No. 111 8 .
.
.
Following this Prince Chand published a critique of these ideas in which he apparently
argued that the Mahadharrmaraja of No. XI was Lo'daiywho was offering merit to his father
Brahya Ram, that is Ram Garphaeil (RK) 19, which as Prasert rightly answered does not square
with the explicit statement of the inscription that Ram was "younger brother"2°. Prasert's
second argument, that Mahadharrmaraja was the personal name (-w1"::uum~vn::) of ~idaiy, is
weaker in view of the fact that it was also given to the three succeeding kings of Sukhothai,
and could well have been used by Lo'daiy, too 21 . Returning to face II, Prasert here added
paleographical evidence for his choice of date, that it mixes '~VI~ummrt with doubled final
consonants, a feature found in other inscriptions between 1361 and 1392.
In Guide Prince Chand has apparently accepted Prasert's paleographic argument and
agrees that both sides were written, one after the other in Icidaiy's reign, but both by Srisraddha.
He still insists, however, that "Bra~?. Rama" refers to RK, younger brother of Ban Mo'ail, but
it is unclear why this attribute of RK should have been emphasized, and I find Prince Chand's
proposal unconvincing22.
The most recent discussions of No. XI are in EHS IO(face II) and EHS 11-1 (face I), and
they do little to clear up the controversies because they are at times mutually contradictory23 •
It is stated in both that lcidaiy was author of face I and Srisraddha of face II. But in EHS 10,
Griswold and Prasert express uncertainty about the relative dates of the two sides, and suggest
that face II was written in the 1350s, which contradicts all of Prasert's earlier paleographic
arguments. In EHS 11-1, on the other hand, they return to the theory that face II is later
and was written sometime in the 1360s, and they remain agnostic on the identity of the
younger brother, Bra!"). Rama.
My own view is that face I is simply too fragmentary even to permit determination of its
author, and that there is no way to determine the identity of the Brafia Mahadharrmaraja who
is mentioned, although I find Prasert's paleographic arguments the most convincing for the
rough dating of the inscription itself. As for the identity of "Bral:l Rama", aU the proposals
to date seem implausible, and I would say that speculation about it on the basis of extant evidence is useless. Concerning face II, its content certainly does resemble part of No. II, and the
18 Prasert, op. cit., pp. 48, 50. The name 'Srlsraddharajaculamiini' will be abbreviated henceforth as
'Srisraddha'.
19 Prince Chand's article was in t'113J'r1VI17, February 2511 B.E. (1968 A.D.). I have not seen it, and am
relying on the information in Prasert's answer. The name 'Ram Gamhaeri/Khiimhaen' will be abbreviated
'RK'.

20
21
22
23

.

Prasert, op. cit., p. 55.
Mahiidharmaraja II, Ill, IV.
Guide, pp. 19, 95-98
EHS 10, pp. 135-44: EHS 11-1, pp. 112-IIS.
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opinions of Griswold and Prasert and Prince Chand that it refers to Srisraddha are acceptable,
although the assertion that he was author is not certain.
I would say in conclusion that all historical reconstructions based on No. XI must be set
aside pending further study24.
Inscription No. XL was the subject of EHS 5, which has been criticized by Prince Chand
both in a review article and in Guide2 5 . This inscription, whose year date has disappeared,
is apparently some kind of pact between two princes who are described as uncle and nephew,
the former ruler of Sukhothai, and the latter given the title samtec cau brafiii. Griswold and
Prasert assume that "samtec cau braiia" means he was king of Ayutthaya, although their
reasons for this assumption are not clear ; they further assume that " uncle" and "nephew" are
to be taken literally 26 , and then, on the basis of extrapolation from Wolters'bi-polar theory2 7 ,
they erect a story about Sukhothai-Ayutthaya relations which, with all due respect, I find
quite unconvincing. As for the identification of the "uncle" and " nephew", they offer three
possibilities, all of which imply a date between 1369 and sometime after 1400 28.
Prince Chand, on the other hand, considers that the inscription dates from 1438, and that
the uncle and nephew were respectively the ruler ofChaliang-according to him the Baiia Ram
of LP's entry for 781 / 1419-and Prince Ramesvara, later King Trailokanath29. Prince
Chand's story involves just the sort of filling in which historians should avoid- in particular
there is no evidence that the Bai'ia Ram of LP became Bai'ia Chaliang-but of most importance
for critical scholars ofSukhothai history, it is based on a misconception which has long gone
undetected, the idea that King Trailokanath's mother, queen of Paramaraja II, was a Sukhothai
princess. According to Prince Chand, when King Indaraja of Ayutthaya imposed his will on
the north in 1419 he " very likely" married his son, Sam Brai'ia, to a daughter of Sai Lidaiy,
and thus Ramesvara/Trailokanath would have been nephew of Sai ~Idaiy's son Bai'ia Ra~ 30 .
Charnvit Kasetsiri has also repeated this story as though it were common knowledge,
saying, "a Sukhothai princess was given to the city's [Chainat] ruler, Chao Samphraya," and
"one result was the future King Trailok". Charnvit also adds, "Trailok . . claim[ed] that as a
lineal descendant of the Sukhothai family through his mother
"3 1
24 In addition to the above, see G/P, " On kingship", p. 62.
25 Chand, "Review January 1973" , pp. 289-92 ; Guide, p . 79.
26 This is noteworthy since in EHS 4, p . 129, n. 15; EHS I, p. 218; and Towards, p. 39, they emphasize
that such kinship terms should not be taken literally.
27 See discussion below and compare with their remarks in EHS 5, pp. 94-95.
28 EHS 5, pp. 98-102.
29 Chand, "Review January 1973", pp. 289-92.
30 Ibid., p. 289.
31 Charnvit Kasetsiri, The Rise of Ayudhya, pp. 131-32. Several things need to be said about Charnvit's
statements, but they are not directly relevant to the present subject and I will save them for a forthcoming review
of Charnvit's book. It is only nycessary to mention here that no extant source shows Trailok 'claiming'
anything, least of all about his ancestry. Charnvit cites only an obscure passage in Yuon biiy/ Yuan Phai (YP),
p. 41 , which does not necessarily have to be interpreted, it seems to me, as Charnvit, and others, have done.
The key word, dviJiya (correct dvitiya) both in Sanskrit and standard Thai is glossed as 'second', stJggesting
that the author of YP wished to say that Trailok was second son, not that he was born of two royal dynasties.
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This story is also found in some other works of Thai history, but I had considerable difficulty tracing any other origins for it until I happened on a reference in Prince Chula Chakrabongse's Lords of Life where Prince Damrong's Nidiin Porii(tagati is given as the source 32 .
In the latter work Prince Damrong cites Riijiidhiriij, the Mon history, which says Dhammaceti of Harisavati received from Trailokanath a gold plate inscribed with the title bra/! mahiidharrmariija, which had been the name ofTrailok's paternal grandfather. In reading this passage
Prince Damrong "newly found out that King Param Trailokanath was the grandson of Brah
Mahadharrmaraja of Sukhothai" 33 . He then added that Indaraja had asked for a daughte~
of Maha Dharrmaraja IV [sic] for his son Sam Baiia, and she was the mother of Trailokanath.
A check of Riijiidhiriij, however, reveals quite a different situation. There it only says that
the king of Ayutthaya, plausibly Trailokanath, sent to the king of Hansavati a gold plate inscribed with a new title, bra!? mahii riijiidhipati [note the difference], saying, "this royal name
was the royal designation ('L'l:JJ~tytyl) of our paternal grandfather who ruled Krun Sri Ayudhaya
previously"3 4 . Thus there is no reference to Sukhothai antecedents for Trailokanath, and all
reconstructions based on such an idea are to be rejected. Furthermore the passage from Riijiidhiriij is in a section which seeks to show that all the titles attributed to Dhammaceti had been
granted by neighboring rulers and its purpose is to explain details of Hansavati history, not of
its neighbors. There is nevertheless some evidence that Trailokanath's Ayutthayan grandfather, Indaraja, may really have had the title riijiidhipafi, which reinforces the Ayutthayan,
not Sukhothai, allusion expressed in the passage3 5 .
So far as I can determine, Griswold and Prasert nowhere allude to any Sukhothai ancestry in Trailok's family, not even in their study of Yuan Phai, nor in Griswold's "Yudhi~thira'' ,
where the subject should naturally arise 36 . This can only be termed an avoidance of the issue,
which must mean that Griswold and Prasert reject, correctly, such a story, but for some
reason do not wish to reject it explicitly.
Although the reconstruction of Prince Chand must be rejected, there is some evidence
favoring a relatively late date for No. XL. That is the 1,j1Yl mark which " appears several
times . .. unusual among the Sukhodayan inscriptions" 37 . Well, it is unusual for the period
in which Griswold and Prasert wish to place No. XL, but appears later. In his own studies
Prasert first considered No. XL to represent a treaty between Ramesvara I and Udaiy, but
in a footnote stated that the use of modern Hi1Y1 means it must be placed somewhere between
the reigns of Mahadharrmaraja II and Trailokanath3 8; and in another context he considered
32 H .R.H. Prince Chula Chakrabongse, Lords of Life, London, Alvin Redman, Ltd., 1960, p. 31, n. 30_
33 Damrong Rajanubhab, Nidhcm Porunagati, pp. 238-39, Nidhan 19, sections 2-3. Prince Damrong

apparently paid no attention to the passage o(YP, perhaps like G/ P, not considering it good evidence .
34 RaJadhiraJ, Glan Vidaya, Bangkok, 2513 (1970), p. 697.
35 See Vickery, review of van Vliet, p. 227.
36 G/P, "A Siamese historical poem"; and Griswold, "Yudhi~thira".
37 EHS 5, p. 90.
38 Prasert, op. cit., p. 48, dated 1967. The footnote apparently dates from 1971, the date of lat est publication. I have found no statement about the first use of modern 1~LYl.
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that precise identification of the "uncle" and "nephew" was not possible, but that No . XL
was at least proof of family ties between the dynasties of Sukhothai and Ayutthaya39.
This brings us back to the question of samtec cau brafiii, which Prasert considered to be
proof that the "nephew" was Ayutthayan. His identification of the title as Ayutthayan was
based on Chinese sources, and indeed the Chinese seem to have used samtec cau brafiii forcertain rulers of early Ayutthaya4°. Ayutthaya, though, was not the only polity to use this title,
and Griswold and Prasert should have seen that there was a much more plausible source
within the context of their corpus of inscriptions. In their EHS 4, page 105, they have
reproduced a short inscription from Nan in which the ruler of that polity is entitled samtec
cau braiiii. The date is 1426, within the period suggested both by Prince Chand and by
paleographic considerations for No. XL, and the long history of close relations between
Nan and Sukhothai adds to the plausibility of such an interpretation 41 . With this in mind
one might even suggest that the "[oath] to the grandfather Braiia" 42 referred to the earlier
Nan-Sukhothai treaty recorded in No. XLV (see below).
There is, however, a further difficulty. The text of No. XL ends with" .. . rajassa yasodharadhipassa, etc. " , which Griswold and Prasert realize might mean "King of Yasodhara"43. They suggest that Yasodhara, part of the classical name for Angkor, would here
mean Ayutthaya, a suggestion which I find attractive at that date4 4, but the phrase is too
fragmentary to permit interpretation.
We must conclude, I am afraid, that No. XL is simply too fragmentary to permit
identification of its date and authors or interpretation of its meaning, that it therefore cannot
be used in syntheses of Sukhothai history, and that all such syntheses so far proposed by
Griswold and Prasert and Chand are not sustained by the evidence45 .

(c) The bi-polar theory of early Ayutthayan policy
In several of their studies Griswold and Prasert have made use of a bi-polar theory of
Ayutthayan policy, first enunciated by 0. W. Wolters, as a basis for their conjectural reconstructions of the historical background to the inscriptions 46 .
According to this theory
Ramadhipati I of Ayutthaya and his son Ramesvara, continuing the policy of the earlier kings
ofLavo from whom they possibly descended, gave precedence to warfare against Angkor,
39 Prasert, op. cit., p. 58.
40 Prasert, op. cit., p. 55; T . Grimm, "Thailand in the light of official Chinese historiography", JSS XLIX,
I (July 1961), pp. 1-20; and see Vickery, "Cambodia after Angkor", pp. 271-72.
41 See EHS 3.
42 EHS 5, p. 112, lines 14-16.
43 EHS 5, p. 113, n. 56.
44 I believe it would have been connected with strong Angkorean influences in early Ayutthaya, but discussion of this would go far beyond the present subject.
45 See also Guide, pp. 79,81.
46 O.W . Wolters, ... A Western teacher and the history of early Ayudhya" , The Social Science Review,
Sangamsastr paridasn, Special Number 3 (June 2509: 1966), pp. 96-97: and O .W. Wolters, "The Khmer king
at Basan (1371-3) and the restorat ion of the Cambodian chronology during the fourteenth and fifteenJh centuries", Asia Major XII, I (1966), pp. 83-84. The theory is explicity noted by G/P in EHS 10, pp. 26-32, 28,
n. I l , 38 and elsewhere.
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while the competing, and ultimately victorious, Suphanburi line of Ayutthayan royalty
preferred a policy of expansion against Sukhothai. Wolters based this interpretation on the
apparently contradictory chronicle traditions of LP and the long Ayutthayan chronicles 47 ,
the former of which records only one early invasion of Cambodia in 1431 while the latter
have three-in about 1352, between 1384-86, and in 1421. Wolters further 'refined' these
·dates, on the basis of the Cambodian Ang Eng Fragment, to 1369 and 1389, the first at the
very end of the reign of Ramadhipati and the second in the reign of Ramesvara.
Griswold and Prasert's use of this reconstruction is rather strange, since throughout their
work they emphatically rely on LP alone for early Ayutthayan events, while Wolters' theory
depends on modified acceptance of the long versions' scenario. Moreover, Griswold and
Prasert accept LP's 1431, in the reign of Paramaraja II of the Suphanburi line, for the sole
conquest of Angkor by Ayutthaya; and they also consider Jinakiilamii.li's invasion of Kamboja
in the 1360s, which Wolters equated with his first war against Cambodia, to refer only to
events in central Siam48.
Thus what Griswold and Prasert have really done is to rely on Wolters' bi-polar theory
when it suits their purposes for conjectural reconstruction but to reject it implicitly when it
would be unfavorable to their argument. This is one of the types of inconsistency which is
contrary to good historical method. If a hypothesis such as Wolters' does not fit all relevant
cases, it means either that the hypothesis is to be rejected or that the cases in some other respect
have not been properly understood.
It can now be stated with virtual certainty that Wolters' bi-polar theory, and all of Griswold
and Prasert's interpretations based on it, must be rejected. In a recently completed dissertation
I have demonstrated (i) that Wolters misunderstood the Ang Eng Fragment, and that invasions
in 1369 and 1389 cannot be reconstructed either from it or from the Chinese records Wolters
used in support; (ii) the chronology of the long Ayutthayan chronicles as a whole derives from
that of LP and thus only the latter may be used in further historical study; and (iii) the first
two invasions of Cambodia in the long versions, in about 1352 and the 1380s, are entirely
misplaced 49 . Thus the LP entry of 1431 is the only direct statement of Ayutthayan attacks
on Cambodia in the fourteenth-fifteenth centuries, although, as I have shown elsewhere, the
LP entry of 771/1409 may disguise an earlier Ayutthayan intervention in Cambodia at that
date, but not one which would support the bi-polar theory as it now standsso. As for the
other pole of the theory, warfare against Sukhothai, there is ample evidence for it in LP, but
the only possible interpretation is that expansion northward was a constant feature of
Ayutthayan policy from the fourteenth century-a policy which was maintained until King
Chulalongkorn unified all of present-day Thailand at the end of the nineteenth century.
47 For the latter Wolters referred to the "Paramanujit" recension, or the version of Samtec Brah Banarat.
Insofar as the present subject is concerned, this version is also represented by the Royal Autograph Chronicle
(RA), the so-called British Museum version, and Bancandanumas.
48 See G/ P, "A Siamese historical poem", p. 130; EHS 11-2, pp. 107-08. For the invasion of 1384-86,
see Vickery, "Cambodia after Angkor" , pp. 384-93.
49 Vickery, "Cambodia after Angkor", pp. 167-200, chapter IX, and pp. 369-93.
50 Vickery, "The 2jk .125 Fragment", pp. 55-61.
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Before concluding this matter, I should like to discuss briefly one of the contexts in which
Griswold and Prasert made use of the bi-pular theory, their EHS 5. They start out by saying,
"Pdaiya was on very friendly terms with . .. Ramadhipatl I", which must be an extrapolation
from the bi-polar theory since nowhere, either in inscriptions or chronicles, is there information
about the feelings of these two rulers. "Ramadhipatl, whose grand design was to conquer
Cambodia", is strictly bi-polar theory, and a strange statement for Griswold and Prasert, all
of whose work implicitly rejects the chronicle entries on which it is based. Equally bi-polar
is "Ramesvara was no less amicably disposed toward Sukhodaya", and it is equally without
foundation in any other evidence. Of course, the attacks against Sukhothai which followed
under Paramaraja I are explicit in LP, but outside of the bi-polar hypothesis there is no evidence
that they were in contrast to another policy favored by Ramadhipati. Whether "Ramesvara
quickly reverted to [a] policy of friendship with Sukhodaya" is quite unknown, since there is
no information at all about his reign from his coronation in I 388 to his death in 1395 51 .
Elsewhere Griswold and Prasert propose that the "reticence" of the chronicles for this period
suggests that "Ayudhya was on the verge of civil war", presumably because of the bi-polar
tensions 52 , but gaps of seven years or more occur all through the fourteenth century (for
example 1351-1369, 1378-1386, and 1395-1409), and I would say they imply nothing more
than a lack of early records when the original LP was composed in 1680-81.
As I said earlier, space forbids full analysis of the totality of Griswold and Prasert's
background reconstructions, and some of them may turn out to be accurate, but all of those
based on the bi-polar theory, and extrapolations from it about ideas of rulers in Sukhothai or
Ayutthaya, must certainly be rejected53.
Sukhothai 'protohistory'

Discussion of Guide and EHS should logically begin with what I shall call, with some
distortion of the term, 'protohistory', using it to mean the period for which there is no contemporary written evidence and which has been reconstructed solely from writings of a later
period 54 .
This subject is also treated briefly in Prince Chand's first chapter, although this chapter
continues with short descriptions of some of the sources for later periods of Sukhothai history
as well.
The main source for 'protohistory' is inscription No. II, apparently written in mid-fourteenth century but part of which describes events of about 100 years earlier 55 . In addition to
No. II mention must be made of Bra~ Ruoit/Phra Ruang, sometimes treated as a specific
king of Sukhothai and sometimes as a legendary ancestor.
51 EHS 5, pp. 94-95; LP, pp. 132-33.
52 EHS I, p. 213.
53 See also EHS 3, pp. 64-67; EHS Il-l, pp. 75-76- EHS 11-2, p. 108; G /P, "On kingship", pp. 53-54.
54 A more proper definition of 'protohistory' will be found in Grahame Clark, Archaeology and Society,
University Paperbacks, N.Y. and London, 1967, pp. 24-25.
55 EHS 10, p. 87; Guide, p. 2.
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I concur with Prince Chand in his opinion that the legends of Bra~ Ru01i. developed after
the end of the Sukhothai period and that the name is generic, but would suggest that it is even
more generic than he imagines and is not limited to Indradity, Ram Gamhaeil, Lo'daiy and
l,idaiy 56 .
The name Ruoil/Ruang, written 71-J, has apparently been accepted as ~1-J, equivalent to
-i.J, and L7eJ.J, ' bright', 'shining' 57 ; and the Pali translation rocariija of Jinakiilamiili indicates
t'hat it was understood the same way in the sixteeth century5 8 . In various chronicles and
legendary stories written. much later than the period under discussion the name has been loosely
applied to kings of Sukhothai, but it is never found in Sukhothai inscriptions in reference
to any contemporary ruler. Moreover, the sole epigraphic occurrence so far recognized is in
No. XIII, as the name of a vague ancestor, pii brafiii (t! vmy1), of a local ruler in 15105 9. It
seems clear that 'Ruoil' was never the title O'r a living,~or even a recently dead, king.
I would like to suggest further that 'Ruoil', in a slightly disguised form, also occurs in
No. XLV, in a context which reinforces its legendary aspect. In line 4, the first legible name
in the list of "ancestral spirits" is pu ro'n (tl L1.J), "ancestor ro'Ji.", with the vowel Lfl which
was used frequently for LeJfl in early texts. That is, ruon is equivalent to ro'an, for which ro'n
could have been a common spelling in the fourteenth-fifteenth centuries. It is also interesting
that Pil Ro'Ji. heads the list of Nan, not Sukhothai, ancestors; and if we could find 'ruon'
or some other recognizable variant of the name in still another Thai mythology it would be
proof that the Bral;l Ruoil stories are not specific for Sukhothai, but are part of a body of
ancient common folklore which was carried and modified by the different Thai peoples after
they split and moved from their original homeland.
This is a complex and largely unexplored subject. It is accepted today that the Thai
languages are descended from a common stock which can be located in prehistoric times in
what is now southeastern China and northeastern Viet Nam, and a corollary of that is that
there would have been a rather homogenous population speaking the dialects of that common
stock at that time. We can then postulate that those people had a common religion or common
stock of cosmological beliefs. As they gradually separated through migrations which
resulted in greater diversity of their languages they would have carried their old beliefs with
them, but just as languages changed and were influenced by languages of different stocks, so
too the ancient beliefs of each Thai group would have been modified internally to each group
over time and by external influences from other belief systems. Some, but not necessarily the
same, elements of the old common cosmology would have been preserved in each Thai group,
and it is a reasonable hypothesis that when we find similar stories in two or more widely
separated Thai groups they are relics of the common mythology, or that when a story of the
56 Guide, p.l.
57 Bucaniinukram rajapaf!ditysathanfRoyallnstitute Dictionary (RID), p . 755.
58 Coedes, "Documents" , p. 88, n. 3.
59 Coedes, Recucil, pp. 157-60; EHS 14 ; note EHS I, p. 218, that oii, 'grandfather', does not need to be
taken literally; and see also Dorothy Crawford Fiffinger, "Kinship terms of the Black Tai peop(e", JSS LIX,
I (Jan. 1971), fo r various uses of 'pti' in another Th~i language .
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ancient history of one group is duplicated in that of another, the stories are in fact common
mythology 60 .
In fact, some support for the hypothesis that the Bra~ Ruori. stories might derive from
common Thai mythology can be found in the Ahom chronicles. There Khun Lung and Khun
Lai, brothers, are the first ancestors who descend from heaven to be kings on earth, and Khun
Lung had a son called Tao Leu. Furthermore, Khun Lung and Khun Lai were considered by
the Ahom to have been grandsons of lndra, and fndra, who was 'Lord of Thunder', and 'Lord
of Heaven', gave Khun Lung a special sword as a palladium61 .
Now given the circumstance that in Thai languages 'l' often alternates with 'r', 'lung' is
a plausible doublet of 'rwi', and even the most casual student of Sukhothai history cannot fail
to note the resemblance between the Ahom legend and the early history of Sukhothai, where
Ram GaJTlhaeri. (RK), one of the bra~ ruon, is son of Indra (dity) and has a son Lo'(daiy), and
where one of the remote ancestors of Sukhothai history received a sword from the 'Lord of
Heaven (~vh) , so far identified as the king of Angkor62.
The differences in the structures of the two stories would be due, at least in part, to the
fact that part, or even all, of the Sukhothai structure is true, but it seems likely that old common
Thai mythology was strong enough that the leaders of Sukhothai wished to adapt their early
history to it.
The first protohistorical figures who look like real persons are found in No. II. There
seem to have been two families involved, one the family of the inscription's probable author,
Srisraddha, and the other the family of the kings of Sukhothai, ancestors of RK 63 . Prince
Chand thinks these two families were closely related, but this is an extrapolation which is
impermissible for a historian, even if it should have been true6 4 . Prince Chand also feels that
some of these ancestors should be considered true kings of Sukhothai, contrary to the more
common opinion which begins that office with Tndradity, after the presumed liberation of
Sukhothai from the Khmer 65, and, more controversially, Prince Chand denies that Sukhothai
was ever subordinate to Angkor, an argument which Griswold has energetically countered 66 .
Griswold is justified, I would say, in his contention that the grant of a sword-palladium and
.daughter by the king of Angkor is rather good evidence of suzerain status, but I believ~
Prince Chand is closer to the mark in his remarks about the Khom, Khlofi Larnbari./Lampong,
and the evidence does not permit establishment of the latter's identity so long as the full
60 G / P, "On kingship", pp. 30-31; James R. Chamberlain, ''The origin of the Southwestern Tai", Bulletin
des amis du royaume Lao, 7-8 (1972), pp.233-43 . So far as I know the only writing on old Thai mythology is
in Henri Maspero, Oeuvres posthumes, "Religions des anciens chinois", pp.l70-84.
61 Ahom Buranji, Calcutta, 1930, pp. 4-11, 14-15.
62 See Nos. I a nd II , in EHS 9 and 10.
63 Justification for this argument will be presented below. See text with n. 139.
64 Guide, p . 3.
65 Guide, pp. 2-4, 6, 21.
66 Chand, " Review 1972", pp. 257-59; Guidi', pp. 6-7, 21 ; Griswold, " Notes and comments", pp. 150-51.
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meaning of 'khom' is unclear. Even if khom is equivalent to "khmer", this is not sufficient
to make him an Angkorean official 67 •
As for the rest of the story, the interpretation of Coedes, followed by Griswold and
Prasert, seems to be about as far as one can carry the evidence, and the only other comment
I would like to add concerns still more elements of the story which may be due to the influence
of common Thai mythology.
The earliest ancestor mentioned is Brai'ia, or Ba Khun , Sri Nav Narn Tharn. 'Niif'/1 thaf'/1'
is one of the readings of the name meaning 'submerged', 'drowned', which I discuss in detail
below. Within Sukhothai mythology submerging, or drowning, is one of the attributes of
Braf:l Ruon, and it is possible that the author of No. II was using it as a claim that his line
descended from Braf:l Ruon , the most prestigious earthly ancestor.
This may be important in interpreting the information about the enormous extent of his
kingdom. As Griswold and Prasert note, the indications of distance are unclear. Moreover,
the inscription is so badly damaged that it is not even certain what the original episode was.
Prince Chand, however, wished to interpret it literally in the largest sense, which in addition
to the other objections, may be meaningless if the very identity of Narn Tharn is mythical 6 8.
In the next generation we have two individuals, Pha Mo'an, son of Narn Tharn, and
Ban Klan Hav, of indeterminate ancestry. 'Klan hav' means 'middle of the sky', and one
of the elements of old Thai mythology identified by Maspero was a belief that the first rulers
of the first Thai kingdom came from a region outside the vault of heaven to settle and organize the first mo'an 'under the sky', which then became the homeland of the Thai 69 .
The Ahom stories also make an interesting contribution. Just as in the Sukhothai
genealogy, where there are two possibly rival lines (on this point see farther below), in the
Ahom cosmology Khun Lung was accompanied to earth by his brother Khun Lai and the
latter's descendant in the third generation was Chao Pha (cau fa?) Phan Klang Jeng Klang
Rai (=rau?). Ahom 'rau' is cognate with Sukhothai 'hav' , 'air', and Ahom 'j' corresponds to
Sukhothai and modern Thai 'y'; and therefore phan klang jeng is unavoidably reminiscent of
Sukhothai's mo'an pan yan, the home of Ban Klan Hav, part of whose name, in the form
'klang rau' , is also found in the Ahom context 7 0.
The author of No. H says that the ancestor(possibly his own) Pha Mo'an received a sword
from the god (phi fa ) of Sodhara, which as l have already indicated bears some resemblance
to the Ahom story. Given the close cultural relations which may be presumed between
Sukhothai and Angkor, it seems doubtful that a real king of Angkor would be called phi fa.
However, sometime after the classical Angkor period Yasodharapura came to be known as
67
in JSS,
68
69
70
lative.
written

He could have been an official of a non-Angkor Khmer state in central Siam. See my remarks on Khom
January 1972, pp. 409-10 ; JSS, July 1973, pp. 208-09; and "Lion Prince", pp. 332-33, n. 24.
EHS 10, p. 86, n. 17; Guide, pp. 20-21.
Maspero, op. cit.
Ahom Burw(ii, p. 4; "Ahom language'", pp. 84-85, 118, 136. What I am arguing here is rather specuIt is that the Ahom symbols for vowels 'ai' and 'au' are easily confused, and that 'rai' mtly have been
for 'rau' in the title concerned.
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'establishment of Indra' 71 , and the intention of No. If may have been to make
a connection, not with the real Angkor, but only with its new, legendary, status as the city of
Indra, the chief god, who gave a sword to one of the first Thai chiefs on earth.
Indrapra~tha,

These considerations can be continued one step further. In No. I, RK says his mother,
wife of lndradity, was named Nati. So'ati. (r~~hl), a name which apparently no longer has a
literal meaning in standard Thai. In the Ahom cosmology the figure identified with Indra
had a sister, Nang Sheng Dao, of which 'sheng', a plausible cognate with 'so'an', means
'ray of light' 72 .
There are clearly mythological elements in the account of the protohistorical period,
but it is impossible at this point to draw the line between pure myth and myth adapted to true
history. One of the possibly mythical elements is the connection made in No. Il between
Sukhothai and Angkor and which has occasioned disagreement between Thai and Western
scholars. I would say that if that element, grant of a sword and daughter, is true history,
then Sukhothai was a real vassal of Angkor, at least at the time of Pha Mo'an. If, however,
the mythical structure I have postulated is accepted, then such a connection between Sukhothai
and Angkor may be rejected, for the other arguments put forward by Griswold, for example,
are not sufficient. Neither artistic nor linguistic influence implies political subjection, and
both could have been transmitted through peaceful intercourse between sovereign polities 73 .
There are still interesting things to note about the Sukhothai royal genealogy in this period.
Pha Mo'ati. is said to have transferred his title, 'Sri Indrapatindradity', to his contemporary,
Ban Klati. Hav. In the following passage of No. IT it says Sri Indradity had a son named
Ramaraja, and this makes a connection between No . II and No. I, in which RK is said to
have been son of Sri Indradity, and it also allows the identification of Ramaraja with RK .
All students of Sukhothai history have assumed that 'indrapatindradity' and 'indriidity '
were equivalent, and that for some reason the original title had simply been abbreviated.
The difference, though, must not be ignored. The form indradity , found in two inscriptions
set up within one or two generations, must be accepted as a probably true title, especially
since titles including a god's name followed by iidity a were rather common in the Angkor
period and in particular for the dynasty of Jayavarman VII 74 .
The title indrapatindriidity, however, is quite another matter. It suggests, superficially,
an embellishment of the title indriidity, implying perhaps an even higher rank ; and according
to No. II it was this more impressive title which had been granted by the phi fa of Angkor to
Pha Mo'an, the direct ancestor of the inscription's protagonist.
The tit\e consists of the elements indra+pati+indra+iiditya, or indra+'chief, lord' +indra+
'sun'. Titles of this form, with pati, are known in Angkorean usage- for example, Nrpatin71 See discussion of this in Vickery, "Cambodia after Angkor", pp. 214, 291,485-86.
72 Ahom Buranji, p. 31; and "Ahom language" , p. l38. 'Dao', as in standa rd Thai, is 'star'.
73 Griswold, "Notes and comments" , pp. l50-51.
74 See EHS I0, p. 112 ; the index of names in George Coedes, Inscriptions du Cambodge (I C), VI 11; and
Coedes' remarks in IC, V,p.281.
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draditya, Bh upatindraditya, Mahipatindraditya, Rajapatindraditya 7 5, and perhaps others,
but nowhere else is there an Indrapatindraditya. The reason is not hard to conjecture. In
all such genuine titles pati is used as 'lord of', and compounded as above gives the meanings,
respectively, Indraditya who is 'lord of men' ( nr) , 'lord of the earth' ( bhi"i, mahi) , and 'lord
of kings' (riija). Since, however, Indra is the chief god it makes no sense to say 'lord of
Indras' (fndrapati), and I suggest therefore that the title is the invention of a later generation
and never really in use 76
The titular embellishment, I suggest, was a deliberate invention of Pha Mo'an's descendants who were responsible for No. ll, in order to enhance the prestige of their line over the
family of Indraditya, father of RK. It is noteworthy that No . II barely mentions the contemporary royalty of Sukhothai and nowhere gives them conspicuous praise. It suggests a rivalry
between two families with the author of No. II retrospectively surrounding his ancestors with
spurious attributes. This might explain NaT)l ThaT)l as the most ancient ancestor. According
to one cycle of legends, Bra~ Ruon himself was the king who drowned, a nd the author of No.
II would have been claiming direct descent for his line from the most important legendary hero
of the Thai .
While on the subject of Sukhothai royal ancestors we should again consider No. XLV,
which starts out by invoking 'ancestral spirits' as witnesses to a treaty, apparently between Sukhothai and Nan, and to which Prince Chand gives attention imm ediately after his remarks
on the protohistorical period.
Ever since No. XLV was discovered in 1956 it has caused considerable excitement among
Sukhothai scholars, prompting them to add, at the very least, two new names, unknown to
Prince Damrong and Coedes, to the list of Sukhothai kings. At the extreme Kachorn Sukhabanij has apparently argued that all the names of No . XLV should be considered kings of
Sukhothai; Prasert, in one of his early studies, accepted them all as some kind of cau mo'an,
but only those with the title pu braiia as kings ; and Griswold and Prasert together still accept
only the latter as true kings 77 .
Prince Chand argues that both Saiy Sangram and Nua NaT)l ThaT)l we re true kings of
Sukhothai, but his explanation involves the assumption that the l'an nii (mahii upariij, 'second
king') institution of Bangkok times already existed at Sukhothai, and he provides a table of
family relationships which is pure conjecture 78 . Even if his reading of 'Sueng' in place of
'Lueng' j/o'an is correct it does not justify the setting up of a two-branch family as he has done.
In an earlier article I argued that both Nua NaT)l ThaT)l and Saiy Sangram were legendary
figures , that is not real people, and based this argument to a great extent on the unlikely circumstance that both are also found in similar relative positions in the chronicular history of Chiang
75 See index to Coedes, lC, VIII.
76 The alternative, grammatically legitimate , translation, 'lndra the lord', is not acceptable here since the
sense of the form is established by the several genuine examples in which 'N~ the lord', ' Bhu the lord' , etc .,
are impossible.
77 See Prasert, op . cit ., pp. 39-40 ; p. 45 ; and G/P, EHS 3, p.82, n. 20.
78 Chand, "Review 1972", pp. 265 , 267-69 ; Guide, p. 5.
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Mai. Prince Chand has challenged my argument, which I wish to renew with further evidence
at the present time 79 •
In his note to my "Lion Prince" , pages285-87, Prince Chand says that the names NaJTI
Thuom, NaJTI Thurn, Nii.JTI Duom (1-ZltnlJ, U1l:l. lJ, ,!,rhlJ) mean, not that the person concerned
was drowned, but was "flooded", that is, he was born during a flood; that there " must have
been hundreds of such people, both princes and commoners" , with such a name ; and that the
two so-called princes of Sukhothai and Chiang Mai were therefore real persons. He adds, moreover, that the terms in Thai for 'flooded' and 'drowned' are not synonymous, and that the latter
would be ~lJ,!wnv. It would be presumptuous of me to argue a point of Thai language with
Prince Chand on my own authority, and so I shall merely demonstrate that scholars, both Thai
and foreign, and including Prince Chand himself, who have studied the names in question, have
generally agreed that they mean 'drowned', or in some way 'covered over with water', at least
until I showed the unexpected conclusion that could be derived from this.
First there was Ratanapaiiiia of Chiang Mai who in the sixteenth century wrote Jinakiilamiilf. In the admittedly confused Sukhothai genealogy found in that work he inserted the name
"Udakajjotthataraja", obviously corresponding to the NaJTI ThaJTI of the No . XLV list and
which Coedes translated as "the king who plunged into the water" 80 . There is no ambiguity
about the Pali term. It cannot mean 'flooded' in the sense that a flood occurred, but only that
the person in question , by accident or voluntarily, went below the surface of the water. A modern Thai scholar, bbt'l,'J lJu1m (Saen Manvidur), in his Thai translation of the same story, has
explained the same Pali term as vif:l'llU~lJU1 , literally 'the king who sunk into/was submerged/
in water', or vifl'llU,!1ri'"llJ, indicating that at least one Thai authority considered the two concepts synonymous, that is the king in either case was covered over with water 81 •
~

~

As for the Narp Thuom of Chiang Mai history, this name was rendered in Jinakiilamiili
by "Najjotthara" , which Khun Saeil agrees was meant to be Narp Thuom, although he seems
to wonder whether the Pali translation is accurate 82 . Coedes in this case gave the equivalent
" Nam Thuem", and cited Baizsiivatiir Yonak, a late and often inaccurate synthesis, for the explanation , " born during a flood " 83 . My innovation here was to suggest that the Pali " Najjotthara" was intended to mean 'covered by water' and that there was a legendary connection
between him and the Sukhothai Narp Tharp/Thuom.
Prasert in one of his early writings has accepted that the Nua Narp Tharp of No. XLV and
the Narp Thurn of Mulasiisanii are equivalent to one another and to Narp Duom (,!1'YhlJ), and
that they may be compared with the " Udakajjotthata" of Jinakiilamiili; while Griswold and Prasert together explain Narp Duom as either "submerged in water" or "flooded" , showing that
79 Vickery, "Lion Prince", pp. 371-76; M .C. Chand Chirayu Rajani, "Remarks on ' Lion Prince'", JSS
LXV, I (Jan. 1977), pp . 281 -91.
80 George Coedes, " Documents", p. 99 .
81 Saeri Manvidur, trans., Jinakalamallpakarn , p.IIO, n. 5.
82 Saeri, op. cit., p . 103, n. 3.
83 Coedes, "Documents", p. 92, n. 4 ; A.B. Griswold, " Thoughts on a centenary", JSS LII , I (Apri r 1964),
p . 33.
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one more Thai authority admits the possible synonymity of the terms in this case. Griswold
and Prasert go on to relate Narp. Duom to the relevant Pali terms found in Jinakiilamiili and
Sihinganidiina, which they translate respectively as "covered with water" and "overflowing
with water" 84 .
As for Prince Chand, on the first page of his Guide, he refers to "Ngua Nam Thorn", "said
to have been Ban Mueng's son or grandson" in the chronicles, and he explains the name as
"the king who was drowned [or] the wording here could also mean the king who was flooded,
that is, he was born when there was a flood". The reference to descent from Ban Mueng shows
Prince Chand is thinking of the passage in Jinakiilamiili mentioned above, and his explanation
proves that before reading "Lion Prince" he was ready to accept 'Narp. Thorn/ Thuom' as containing both meanings, 'drowned' and 'flooded' and he preferred the former. The same opinion
comes forth clearly on his page 5, where, discussing No. XLV, he says," ... Pu Phya Ngua Nam
Thom ... called the 'king who was drowned' ", with no mention of 'flooding' 85 •
So much for the literal readings of these terms. For the hypothesis that I put forward in
"Lion Prince" , the literal meaning in modern standard Thai is less important than the acceptance
by Prince Chand, along with other authorities, that all the various spellings of 'Narp. Thuom'
in the different sources are equivalent, and the agreement uf qualified scholars that 'Narp.
Thuom' has been rendered in Pali works by terms which mean in some sense 'covered by water'
or 'submerged'. As Coedes realized, and as I emphasized in "Lion Prince", these names very
likely have some relationship to the legend of Brai:J Ruoli. disappearing in a river. Prince Chand
refuses to admit such a relationship, and says simply that there were hundreds of real people,
both princes and commoners, who were named 'Narp. Thuom' through birth at flood time.
All I can say to this is that if all the people born during floods were so named, names for
those generations would no longer serve their primary purpose of distinguishing one individual from another. Of course I cannot prove that certain princes were not named after floods,
and, emphasizing again that historical reconstruction is based on probabilities, I will only
reassert that (a) the consensus of expert opinion before I wrote "Lion Prince" was that the
names in question more likely meant 'submerged' than ' [born] flooded', which is sufficient
answer to Prince Chand's argument; (b) this theme is clearly related to a legend of Bra~
Ruoli.; (c) the Na:rp. Thuom-type names occur in similar structural sequences in both Sukhothai and Chiang Mai sources, and in the latter in a reign sequence which is suspect in other
ways; and (d) therefore we are entitled to suspect interpolation of common legendary material
in both places.
There is also other evidence that the theme of a prince submerging in water was part of
Thai mythology, even when the name 'Narp. Thuom' was not used. In the eighteenth century
there were political upheavals in the northern Thai states and for a time there was no ruler at
Lampang. According to the Chiang Mai chronicles the chief monk recommended a
certain Nai T'ip'a Chak (~1~Yi'W~'il~n, possibly del'acakra) 86 as leader against the Burmese,
84 Prasert, op. cit., pp. 25,40: EHS 11-1 , p. 72, n. 6.
85 See also Guide, p. 57, "Ngua Nam Thorn died (possibly by drowning as the chronicles state)".
86 'Devacakra', 'divine wheel', might possibly mean the sun, which would relate it to one of the names of
Brah Ruori, 'aruna', for which see PN, pp. 8-1 I. Another possible etymology for 'T' ip'a Chak' wotfld be divya
caksu, 'supernatural vision' .
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and the latter was later crowned as P'raya Sula Leii Xai (m::~WH.'leJ::~BhtJ). He was succeeded
by a son, Xai Keo ('lf1!Jbbrl1) who was given the title P'raya X~i Songkram (vrr::tJ11'lftJ~-lmllJ) .
The latter was also succeeded by a son named Chao Xai Keo (b,-ti'lfl!lbbrl'J) who settled a conflict
with a rival by means of an ordeal to see who could survive submersion in water. Chao
Xai Keo won easily; "he descended and sat peacefully at the bottom of the water" (1'1-l'lf-lB~

~1lJthmy) 8 7.

•

The reader cannot have failed to notice here a familiar structural sequence: a king Lo '
(~B, and in fact ~B1'lftJ might be a corruption of ~111-rw / Lo ' daiy) followed by a king Jaiy

Sailgram, followed by a submersible king, a veritable Narn Thuom. Perhaps Prince Chand .
would argue that this is merely a straightforward recounting of events which happened
just as stated. I wouid find such an explanation utterly incredible, but of course there is
no proof. There is strong probability, though, that a persistent old myth surrounding the
beginnings of Thai history has influenced the writing of history for a period when another
new dynasty was being formed .
Prince Chand also took issue with my interpretation of the names SaiyjJaiy Sailgram,
arguing that they are quite different, Saiy meaning '4' and Jaiy 'victory' . If he is correct, then
my argument about similar structures in the Sukhothai and Chiang Mai reign sequences is
considerably weakened. Saiy occurs in a number of traditional titles in a variety of sources
and Griswold and Prasert as well as Chand have sought to interpret it as '4', meaning the
person concerned was the fourth son of his father 88. As evidence they can point to the list
of Tilokaraj's brothers where all are given apparently numerical names and where the fourth
son is designated "sai" 89 • On the other hand one can see in the Nan chronicle that the
personal name Saiy need not have this connotation. In an undated episode of the very early
history of Nan there is a cau khun sai who has no brother, and in cula 684 we find a cau sai
who was sixth son90.
Whatever the practice with respect to the use of saiy alone as a personal name, saiy
in this usage is not the point of interest. What I am concerned with is the combination saiy
sm1griim, which is something quite different. It appears to be a title belonging to a class of
titles of which the second element is sangriim, 'warfare', Among such titles are not only jaiy
and saiy sm1griim, but bijaiy sangriim, mahii sangriim, raj sangriim, kra:sefr sangriim,
riimra!Jarang sangriim, bejriit sangriim, kiif?'lhaen sangriim, and others 9l; and there is no title
in which sangriim alone follows a personal name or a yas rank. Sangriim is always the
second element of a two or more-element title. Thus even if saiy is not equivalent to jaiy,
neither is it likely to mean 'fourth son' in such a context.
The proof that saiy and jaiy in this context are equivalents is rather lengthy and wideranging. First, in certain Thai dialects, including some in the north , the sound of 'j ' /''lf' has
87 Camille Notton, Annates du Siam III, "Chronique de Xieng Mai", pp. 192-95; Tamnan, pp. 87-90.
Romanization here is according to Notton. The story will henceforth be referred to as CMC.
88 Prasert, op. cit., p. 57; G/P, EHS 2, p. 38. n. 5.
89 Tatr}nan, p. 48.
90 Nan Chronicle (NC), pp. 294, 298.
91 "Laws of Civil and Military Hierarchies", Laws I, pp. 280, 282, 296, 320.
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become /s/ , pronounced like 's'/'m', although it is written with a special consonant equivalent
to standard Thai ''lf' . Thusjaiy smigriim in the north is pronounced / sai sati.gram/ , and this is
seen in Coedes' and Notton's translation by the use of 'x', as in xai, xaya, whereas's' is used
for 'm' 92 . The difficulty is that in No. XLV we find sai (1m) smigriim instead of the 1'lf we would
expect if my hypothesis is correct, and the only certain confusion between 'lf and m which
I have found concerns the particle '1'lf7', sometimes written '1m'93 . Otherwise the writing of
whatever period seems to distinguish between / s/ (m) and /s/ ('lf).
The purely linguistic evidence, then, is inadequate, and indirect proof must be derived
from the usage in various texts. In inscription LXXXVI 94, set up in 1528, the most important
official mentioned is bra(1iiii sri sairm;arang sarrzgriim, apparently someone of cau mo'an level
in the Sukhothai-Phitsanulok area. The language is Thai but the script Khmer, which has no
symbol for 'lf, and thus all /s/ sounds are written with the Khmer equivalent of m; but it would
seem that in the dialect of that place and time the sounds of j /<J~ and s/ m had not coalesced,
and thus sai still seems anomalous. The title I have cited from the inscription is not found
as such in other sources, but if corrupted in later texts or usage it could easily devolve to
sairauarang, saiuarang, or sai sangriim.
In the reign of King Naresuor, during a war with the Burmese, the troops of 23 third and
fourth-class provinces were placed under command of Bra:yii sri saiyuarang and Bra:yii
rii)rddhiinant, and the linki11g of these two officials shows that they were from Phitsanulok,
proving, I would say, that the old title had devolved in one of the ways I described 95. A
bit later Ayutthaya conquered Tenasserim i".nd Tavoy and Bra:yii sri saiytJarang was made
governor of the former; and the use of this title for governors of Tenasserim continues in
several more entries of the chronicle 96 .
Now the real titles of Tenasserim governors under the Ayutthayan system are known
from the Hierarchy Law and contemporary seventeenth-century letters which show them
as okiiii jaiyya adhipati narang ! jaiy 96 a. These titles are easily abbreviated to jaiyyl}arang,
which with the exception of')' for 's' is the title of the official whom Naresuor moved from
Phitsanulok to Tenasserim and which was continued in the new location after the original
holder's death.
Thus, for whatever reasons, and even though the linguistic evidence is defective, it is clear
that Thai bureaucrats and scholars of the time when these titles were in use considered
saiy and jaiy in such a context as equivalents; and my earlier argument about the structural
similarities of the king lists of No . XLV and the Chiang Mai chronicle still holds.
There are still other things to say about the 'ancestor' lists of No. XLV and their value
92 The indication 1 . . . 1 is to show rough phonetic approximation; underlining indicates transliteration of the written symbols.
93 Silii ciiru'k Ill, pp. 83, 137, 148 for examples.
94 In Silt. can/k IV .
95 RA, p. 158; and see Laws l, p. 317, where hrah raiddrhanant is still listed as Balat of Phitsanulok.
96 RA, pp. 160, 170, 183-85; Bimcandanumcli, p. 251.
96.1 Laws l, p. 321; PCSA, pp. 4-7; Dhani Nivat and E. Seidenfaden, "Early trade relations b~tween Denmark and Siam", JSS XXXI, I (1939), 1-15 .
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for historical reconstruction. The 'ancestors' are explicitly invoked as arakk~, 'spirits'97, and
while genuine ancestors may be venerated as protective spirits, it is by no means certain that
all spirits invoked in a given context were real people. I mentioned above that the first one in
the list of Nan spirits seems to be the legendary Ruoi1. Following him are several more names
which Griswold and Prasert try awkwardly to assimilate to the list of early Nan kings found
in the Nan Chronicle 98 . This is an extremely risky procedure and it would be preferable
to recognize that we are simply faced with two quite contradictory lists of Nan 'ancestors',
either one, or both, of which could be fictional (one of them must be fictional).
The Sukhothai list starts with khun cit and khun cot, according to Griswold and Prasert,
with no evidence, father and uncle of Sri Indriidity, but whom even Prince Chand apparently
dismisses as mythical, the " Humpty Dumpty predecessors of Phra Ruang and Phra Lue" 99 .
Prince Chand might have given thought, however, to the reason why the name 'Phra Ruang'
is missing from the Sukhothai side of No . XLV. We should also note that in Lao history there
was a khun cet, son of the mythical khun bulom, and later on several more cet, including one
called cet cotj c~t cot 100 . Part of Lao mythology is thereby included in No . XLV, strengthening
the argument that some of it may be common Thai mythology.
Finally, it should be pointed out to those who, like Griswold and Prasert and Prince
Chand, wish to consider the list of spirits in No. XLV as genuine ancestors, that No . XLV and
No . II, for the period before Sri Indradity, are contradictory, and it is thus impossible that
both are true. Again we must acknowledge that, beyond the father of RK, Sukhothai history,
from whatever source, has been mixed with common Thai mythology to such an extent that
the identification of real personalities may remain impossible:The spirit list of No . XLV, then, is a mixture of former genuine kings and mythical
figures and it is not in itself sufficient to modify the Sukhothai reign sequence determined
from other inscriptions. Specifically, if Sai Sali.griim and ::Nta Nam Tham continue to prove
difficult to fit into the picture it is best to reject them.
The Ram Gii'!lhaeil period

The first historical, as opposed to protohistorical, period of Sukhothai history is the
reign of the king who has come to be known as Ram Gamhaeli./Khamhaeng (RK) even
though all sources but No. I call him Ramaraj . Prince Chand devotes little attention to this
reign, he seems to feel that it is a period of few problems, and he apparently disagrees with
the standard treatment only with respect to the date of RK's death. The RK inscription,
however, No. I of the Thai corpus, is discussed in his chapters 2 and 3, and it is one of
the great merits of Prince Chand's work to emphasize that inscription No. I may not be from
97 G /P feel that the ar11kks are unnamed 'gua rdian spirits' distinct from the 'ancestral spirits'. See EHS

3,p. 80.

.

98 EHS 3, p . 81 , n. 15 .

99 EHS 3, p. 82, n. 20; Guide, p. 5.
100 Charles Archaimbault, "Les annales de !'ancien royaume de S'ieng Khwang", BEFEO LIIr, 2"(1969),
pp. 557-674. Some of the names occur in different order in the different versions.
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the reign of RK at all. This is a line of discussion which only a Thai scholar could initiate,
and when it is raised by such figures as Prince Chand and Khun Prida Srichalalai, whose
nationalist spirit is beyond question, it deserves serious attention 10 1.
The standard view of No. I has always been that it is a production of RK's reign, and its
statements that he invented the system of writing used in it and that certain territories were
subject to Sukhothai have been taken at face value. Thus Sukhothai, the first Thai state,
appears under its greatest king nearly as vast as present-day Thailand. This standard version
of the RK story has had to ignore, or explain away in an ad hoc manner, certain peculiar
features of the compostion and writing of No. I, and to neglect the question of whether a
government located at Sukhothai could plausibly have exercised control over such a wide area
given the contemporary possibilities for wealth accumulation and communication in the
thirteenth century. This standard view has proved embarrassing in the face of certain other
evidence, such as mention of a kamraten (ruler) of Phetchaburi at a time when Sukhothai is
supposed to have dominated that area, and the apparently unequivocal st2.tement of contemporary Chinese writers that Hsien, assumed to mean Sukhothai, was not far from the coast;
and these details have had to be dismissed by means of more or less ingenious assumptions 1oz.
In EHS 9, Griswold and Prasert have provided a massive new treatment along standard
lines and within that framework it at least has the merit of being accessible to many more
readers than Coedes' French translation in the old first volume of Thai inscriptions 103 . It is
regrettable, given the problems still remaining in the interpretation of No. I, that Griswold and
Prasert did not see fit to provide legible facsimile plates instead of the various copies reproduced
from old works which now have only curio value. Prince Chand has earlier criticized several
details of Griswold and Prasert's translation, but not in a way which affects the historical
significance of the inscription, and I do not intend to touch on this matter in the present
review 104
Prince Chand's main substantive disagreement with Griswold and Prasert for the RK
period, and the major point of controversy within the standard treatment, is the date of RK's
death. The inscription itself throws no light on this point. It contains dates equivalent to 1283,
1285, 1292, presumably in RK's maturity near the end of his reign, and the dates for its beginning and end have always been calculated on the basis of remarks in other sources of unequal
value. Griswold and Prasert suggest his date of accession to be 1279, based on information
in the inscription, and that his death occurred in 1298, based on a remark in the Chinese history
of the Yuan dynasty los.
Prince Chand would place R K 's accession a couple of years earlier and his death not until
about 1316, and both conclusions are based on comparisons with the Mon chronicle Riijiidhiriij
101 Guide, p. 30 ; Prasert, op. cit., p. 83.
102 See George Coedi:s, The Indianized States of Southeast Asia, p. 205 ; E. Thadeus Flood, "SukhothaiMongol relations" , JSS LVII, 2 (July 1969), pp. 223, 244-46; Wolters, "A Western teacher", pp. 95-96.
103 Coedi:s, Recueil,
104 Chand, "Review Ju ly 1973", pp. 167-74.
105 EHS 9, p. 214, n. 99; EHS 10, p. 21, n. 2: G/ P, "On kingship" , p . 38.
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and on Prince Chand's denial that Sien/ Hsien in the Chinese records ever meant Sukhothail06.
As for Riijiidhiriij, it is one of the sources which may not, at least for that early period, be
accepted w~thout full analysis, and although Prince Chand may be right about RK living
beyond 1298, Riijiidhiraj, which in any case speaks of Brah Ruoil, not RK or Ramaraj, is not
good evidence for itl07 .
Whatever the true date of RK's death, which in my opinion is not determinable, I agree
with Prince Chand that Hsien did not mean Sukhothai and that therefore the Yuan records
cannot be used to determine dates of Sukhothai history. The full argument to support this
position would be rather long and will not be attempted here since it only affects the dates of
RK's death and Lo'daiy's accession, neither of which is very important at this stage in the
reconstruction of Sukhothai history. I will do no mere than point out that confidence in the
Hsien/S ukhothai equation has been decreasing in recent years. All are now agreed that by
1349 in any case Hsien meant, not Sukhothai , but some place in the lower Menam basin , and
the most recent writer to devote a full study to the Yuan records on Siam recognizes "problems
remaining in the unswerving identification of ... 'Hsien' ... with Sukhothai" lo s.
We may now return to the RK inscription itself and to its value as direct testimony for the
situation of Sukhothai at the end of the thirteenth century. Prince Chand thinks the inscription
is really due to Lidaiy, basing his argument on the third-person references to RK and to Lidaiy's
need for No. I ~nd its three companion inscriptions for propaganda value 10 9.
Of more interest to the question of the authenticity of RK is its writing system, which has
several curious features. First, the vowel signs for 'i' , 'i', 'u', 'u', and all those signs now written
above and below the consonant symbols, are written on the line to the left of the associated
consonant and are of the same size. Such a system is not found in any other southeast Asian
alphabet, and perhaps not even in any alphabet of the Indic type anywhere 110 , and more
attention should have been given to the anomaly of such an arrangement in the "first system of
Thai writing" and to the reasons why it was not carried on into later inscriptions. Thus the RK
inscription is absolutely unique; and even if it was the first Thai writing, later scripts could not
have been based exclusively on it, but must have adopted traits from other systems as well 111 .
Another curious feature of RK is that tonal marks are used very much as in modern Thai,
while later inscriptions have a defective tonal marking system. That is, tone marks are either
entirely lacking or are used irregularly, and there is only a gradual development towa rds the
complete system in use in modern times. The same is true of the vowel system, which in No. [
is more complete than in insc ·iptions which were supposedly erected later 112 .
106 Guide, pp. 15-1 6.
107 EHS 10, p. 41.
108 EHS 10, p. 21: Flood, op. cit., p. 241 , n. 82; Wolters, "A Western teacher", pp. 95-96; EHS I, p. 209,

n. 5.
109 Guide, p. 30.
I 10 I have not been able to make a complete survey. If one is found , it would be valuable for dating the
possible influence on the R.K alphabet.
Ill It is misleading to speak of the RK script spreading to other a reas, as G/P did in their paper, "Remarks on relations between Keng Tung and Chieng Mai before the mid-16th century", readat the Seventh Conference of the Internat ional Association of Historians of Asia, Bangkok, 22-26 August 1977. It was the
Sukhothai script as represented by the other inscriptions, not the script of No. I, which eventually spread.
112 Coedes illustrated this long ago in "L'inscription de Nagara Jum", JSS XIII, 3 (1919), pp. 5-6.
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Such anomalies did not disturb traditional scholars who would have accepted the idea of
a perfect writing system suddenly produced by a great culture hero only to degenerate under
weaker successors; but it is a commonplace of modern archeology and art history that the
perfect creation comes at the end of a long period of development, not at the beginning.
Still another difficulty for the traditional interpretation of No. I is that spelling is inconsistent from one face to another,. something which is common in Thai texts of later periods
but unexpected in the first, consciously created, Thai script.
Griswold and Prasert take no cognizance of this point of view and accept that No. I, with
the possible exception of "Epilogue 11 " , was composed by RK himself and written while he
. was still alive. They also seem to accept that the script was truly invented by RK as the first
Thai script, 11 3 and thus their accounting for certain anomalies seems tortuous. They believe
that RK composed the entire inscription in his mind, then dictated it to several scribes who
prepared drafts of different sections for the engraver, and they assume that the scribes, "then
as now, were allowed to use any spelling they liked", that some of them " may have been more
progressive in their spelling than others, or they may have pronounced certain words differently
and based spelling on their own pronunciation " 1 14 . However, if RK had just devised a new
system of writing surely he would have taken pains to see that his scribes remained faithful to
it; and if it was a new system of Thai script, where would the "progressive" scribes have
imitated the features of spelling which are characteristic of later periods? What does "more
progressive" mean when there is supposedly only the one, newly devised, system of Thai writing
at hand? Griswold and Prasert's explanation is appropriate for texts or later periods when in
fact scribes were educated in different traditions, but not for the putative period of RK; and if
the inscription is accepted as a genuine composition of RK's reign, then the statement in its
face IV/8- I I about the invention of Thai writing must be accounted false.
What needs to be done now is to cease speculation and ad hoc rationalization about the
anomalies of No. I, and to set up a comparative analysis of tone marks, vowels and consonants
to see precisely where the system of No. I fits in the chain of development of all Sukhothai
inscriptions. As for the odd position of vowel marks on the line, a thorough search must be
made for such a system among all the Indic alphabets, and if another one is found we must
determine when it might have influenced the script of Sukhothai. Such drastic innovations do
not just spring forth from a great mind. Changes in writing, as in art styles, are gradual and
due to complex influences, and had there been no such outside influences, the author of No. I
would certainly have placed his vowels in the manner of other alphabets used earlier in the
areas surrounding Sukhothai.
The only problem in the content of No. I, which I wish to discuss in detail , is that of the
epilogues. Epilogue I lists several Thai peoples between Sukhothai and present-day Laos who
were subject to RK. As Griswold and Prasert remark, the area covered_is relatively small, but
it is credible given the material circumstances of the time and the dispersion routes of the Thai
113 EHS 9, pp. 192-94, 196, 217, nn. 124-125.
114 EHS 9, p. 194.
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peoples 115 . Epilogue II gives a much longer list of vassal territories covering all of central
Siam, parts of Laos, the Malay Peninsula as far as Nakhon Si Thammarat, and extending
westward as far as Hailsavati, or Pegu, in present-day Burma. This is the list which has hitherto
been used to define the true extent of political control of the Sukhothai kingdom in RK's time.
Griswold and Pr.aserLbelieve, or at least believed in 1971 , that Epilogue I had been composed
in 1292, and Epilogue II soon after RK's death; and thus the enormous expansion of his realm
would have been carried out in the last seven years of his reign 11 6 .
In a more recent article, however, Griswold and Prasert accept that Epi logue II does not
mean physical conquest or the exercise of continuous political control, but only that rulers of
those outlying regions voluntarily submitted or became vassals."A good many rulers, observing
his prowess as a warrior, may have called him in to dislodge an enemy and then made an act of
vassalage to gain his permanent protection; and others, even though not facing any immediate
danger, might think themselves secure under his suzerainty. " 117 Unfortunately they resort to
pure speculation to account for such submission, at times basing their arguments on chronicles
of uncertain reliability 118 , including Riijiidhiriij which they rightly rejected on the question
of RK's death.
Besides this, they have derived proof of the vassals' submission from ideas about Buddha
images which were palladia and which were sent to the suzerain's capital as signs of submission.
The difficulty with this argument is that there is not a single instance in which such a practice
can be demonstrated. "The chronicles" which "tell stories of certain images . . . . that
were palladia", are very weak evidence, as Griswold and Prasert themselves emphasize in other
contexts, and they do not in any case tell of palladia being sent voluntarily by vassals to suzerains 11 9; there is no evidence whether the colossal Dvaravati image was ever a palladium at all
or how it came to Sukhothai 120 ; and the importation of a learned monk from Nakhon Si
Thammarat to Sukhothai is in no way a sign of the former city's political submission . Furthermore, the Bayon cult of images to which Griswold and Prasert refer was something quite
different. Although images at the Bayon seem to have represented provinces of the realm,
there is no sign that the images were made anywhere but in the capitatl 21 .
Whatever the final decision ·on these arguments, an important point for the present review
is that Griswold and Prasert now admit that Epilogue II is probably more of a propaganda
statement than a description of political fact ; and it should no longer stand in the way of modification of received ideas about the history of those areas included in the list of Sukhothai
vassals. Furthermore, everyone has always recognized that Epilogue ll is a real epilogue, that
it was written later than the rest of No. I, and by a different hand 122 . Once this is admitted,
115 EHS 9, p. 195, and see note 60, above.
116 EHS 9, pp. 194-95.
117 G / P, "On kingship", p. 39.
118 Ibid., pp. 40-43: EHS 10, pp. 26-47.
119 On the lack of reliability of the 'inserted ' stories of Buddha images see EHS Il-l, p. 73, n. 6 ; and EHS
12, p. 117.
120 G/P "On kingship", pp. 41-42. Chand, "Review 1972", pp. 273-74, has some pertinent remarks
on th is theory of 'palladia'.
121 G/P, "On kingship", p. 41, n. 9 ; George Coedi:s, Pour mieux comprendre Angkor, English trapslation,
Angkor, chapter VI.
122 Coedi:s, Recueil, pp. 37-38 : EHS 9, p. 196.
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there is no way to give any precise date for it, and it can only be assigned to a time period
within the very broad limits established by the use of certain place names such as Srai)Juoil,
Braek, and Son Gvae, which later became obsolete 12 3. The epilogue, which still places all
vowel symbols on the line, would then have been a deliberate attempt to mislead, and its list
of vassals would have no historical value at all.
It should be clear to the reader that I have a good deal of sympathy for Prince Chand's
view that No. I really dates from later than the RK period. I also think there is some circumstantial evidence for Prince Chand's choice of the pdaiy period, although this still fails to
explain the writing of vowel symbols on the line.

Above I have tried to show that No. II reflected a rivalry between two families of
Sukhothai nobility with No. II representing the viewpoint of a family other than that of the
legitimate kings . I suggest that No. I, if it is of ~Idaiy ' s reign, represents the response of
~idaiy to his rivals. Thus, the list of vassals duplicates more precisely the area roughly
claimed for Srisrad.d.ha's ancestor, Na111 Tham; Lidaiy's grandfather Ramaraj duplicates the
elephant duel feat of No . II's hero ; and Ramaraj, son of Indradity, is given a prestigious-sounding title, Bra~ Ram Ga111haeil, which nearly duplicates the title, GaJp.haeil Bra)). Ram, given
to the son of Indrapatlndradity in No. II. These features seem to support Prince Chand's
contention that No. l was a propaganda effort, and that it was written after No. II, thus
plausibly sometime in the reign of pdaiy.
It is likely that when Prince Chand's opinion reaches a wider public its opponents might
wish to make use of certain art historical evidence to disprove it. According to Griswold and
Prasert the purpose of No. I was to commemorate the erection of Ram Ga111haeil's stone
throne, and indeed the first dated passage of No. I refers to this throne. The stone seat is
decorated with a band of stylized lotus petals, which in comparison with other art work might
serve to date it, and these lotus petals have been given considerable attention in the recent
dissertation of the art historian Hiram W. Woodward, Jr. 124

According to Woodward, "the lotus petals .. .. are of an unusual and complicated
type", and the throne itself "stands apart from almost everything else in Sukhothai" 125 . "There
is only one other place where a lotus petal anything like those on Ram Khamhaeng's throne
appears" , at the Mahadhatu in Lop Buri. Even there, it is only a single petal, amidst stucco
decor of several styles, which seems to resemble the petals of the RK throne, and moreover,
this petal "is entirely different from any of the other examples fat the Mahadhatu ]''~ 26
Jt seems to be chiefly on the evidence of this single petal that Woodward dates the Mahadhatu
close to 1292, which he accepts as the date of the throne and No. I 127 .
123 Such limits have not yet been determined . For some remarks about them see Vickery, review of van
Vliet, pp. 221-22 : and Vickery, "The 2/k./ 25 Fragment," pp. 52-53 .
124 Hiram Woods Woodward, Jr., "S!udies in the art of central Siam, 950-1350 A.D.", unpublished
Ph.D. thesis, Yale University, 1975.
125 Ibid., pp. 158-59. Note that here again we find the anomaly seemingly characteristic of everything
associated with RK. See also Prince Chand's remarks on the throne in his "Review 1972," pp. 263-65, and
Griswold's response in "Notes and comments", p . 153.
126 Woodward, op. ci_t ., p. 172.
127 Ibid., pp. 174, 176; vol. II, p. 12.
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Were it not for that petal, which is the primary evidence "for narrowing the time span
[of the Mahadhatu] down to the closing decades of the 13th century", the Mahadhatu could
otherwise be "restricted merely to the 13th century, or possibly, to the first half of the 14th",
in Sukhothai terms possibly very close to the beginning of Pdaiy's reign. Furthermore,
Woodward sees close similarities between certain elements of decor at the Mahadhatu and at
· Wat Som, which "can be placed with some confidence in the second half of the 14th century." 12 8
Since, however, he has decided that the date 1292 is a fixed datum, he is forced to postulate a
second generation artist who created the element in question at Wat Som in imitation of an
element at the Mahadhatu.
What this means for the history of Sukhothai is that if Prince Chand is right about No. I,
and I am inclined to think he is, then the date 1292 for the stone throne is no longer certain,
and the only other closely related piece of art can, in its other relationships, be placed from the
middle to the second half of the fourteenth century, precisely in the reign of I_-Idaiy.
A further consideration is that Woodward sees Burmese influence in the lotus petal of the
Mahadhatu 12 9, and since communication between Sukhothai and Burma must have been
quite easy, and the lotus petals of the throne and the Mahadhatu in each case unique motifs
surrounded by quite different art styles, is it too much to postulate independent imitation of
Burmese art, which would mean that neither the throne nor the Mahadhatu could be dated by
comparison with one another?
Althcugh Prince Chand has made an important contribution in suggesting that No. I
needs to be redated, he ignored the implications this could have for a whole series of important
questions in the history of Sukhothai, and he appears equivocal as to the veracity of the content
of No. I. Although stating that :1;.-idaiy put up No. I and three other identical, undiscovered,
inscriptions, he nonetheless believes that the autobiographical part had at sometime been
written by RK himself and "Li Thai copied it from somewhere", utilizing RK's own way of
writing 130. Thus Prince Chand is able to have his new interpretation while still preserving the
old beliefs.

The reign of Lo 'daiy
The reign of Lo'daiy is one of the most difficult of the Sukhothai periods to study because
of the paucity of factual information which may be imputed to it. Lo 'daiy himself appears in
four inscriptions, none of which is really concerned with him or his reign 131 . Even his regnal
dates are uncertain , and the one proposed by Griswold and Prasert for his enthronement,
1298, depends on the Hsien/Sukhothai equation which may eventually have to be revised.
Prince Chand proposes 1322 for Lo 'daiy's accession, having accepted circa 1318, based on
the inadequate evidence of Rajadhiraj, for the death of RK; and his justification for 1322
merits discussion . Prince Chand says that according to a "chronicle", Bra~ Ruoli., which in
128
129
130
131

Ibid., vol. II, p . 15, pp. 26-28.
Ibid., p . 12.
Guide, p. 30.
No. J, No. H, No. IIJ, No. XLV.
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this case means .1,-idaiy, "erased" or diminished the era ( sakariij) and that this is confirmed by
No. IV 132 . That is, since No. IV is from the reign of Pdaiy, and says something about changing the calendar, the reference in PN must also be to Lidaiy. Prince Chand then says that
J:._idaiy's new era began in 1322 "for reasons that will become apparent later". These reasons,
apparently, are that in the story of Niih Nabamiis (NN), Bral) Ruoil, who in that context is
supposed to be Lo'daiy, ruled until the eighteenth year of the new saka era, or 1340, and "in
the latter year Phra Ruang (Loe Thai) died after being on the throne 18 years", or from 1322.
Prince Chand goes on to say, "Loe Thai died after 18 years on the throne", apparently basing
this on NN 133.
Firstly, Coedes, in his version of No. IV, showed clearly that the calendrical reform mentioned there involved the calculation of days and months, not years, and it thus has nothing to
do with changing an era, and does not prove that the Bra~ Ruori who supposedly changed the
era was l,-Idaiy13 4 .
Furthermore I have demonstrated in an earlier study that the stories of Bral) Ruori changing an era have to do with the establishement of the cula era, 600 years earlier13s. Of course
Prince Chand realizes that this cannot be any of the postulated Bral) Ruoil of Sukhothai, and
he would apparently agree that no Bral) Ruori established the real cula era. The stories, however, are explicit, although it is possible that ~Idaiy's calendrical reform contributed to the
legend, and it will simply not do say that they 'really meant' a change of era in the Sukhothai
period. We might also ask why such a new era, with all the importance attributed to it, was
never used in any contemporary source. The whole series of Sukhothai inscriptions shows
nothing but saka later cula, and occasionally a few Buddhist era dates, but no example of a
date resembling the so-called new saka era of .Pdaiyl36.
Nothing then may be said about Lo'daiy's accession date except that he probably succeeded RK. Prince Chand, however, states that his calculations prove an interregnum between
RK and Lo'daiy which must have been filled by the reign of Saiy Sailgrii.m. That is, Lo 'daiy
took the throne in 1322 and RK died in either 1298/99 or about 1318, leaving a period of 5
to 25 years to be accounted for 137 . As I have indicated, both those dates for RK's death are
highly conjectural; the first is based on evidence which may possibly not even concern
Sukhothai, and even if the evidence for the second is accepted as relevant, there is a possible
margin of error of several years either way. · Whatever the date of Lo'daiy's accession we do
not need to postulate an interregnum; and as for Saiy Sailgrii.m, found only in the spirit list
of No. XLV, I maintain my contention that he was not a real ancestor or king. Griswold
and Prasert consider Saiy Sangrii.m to have been a real ancestor, but not a king of Sukhothai
and they also accept that Lo'daiy succeeded RK 13ll.
132
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Guide, p. 55. The "chronicle" is probably PN; see its pp. 11-13.
Guide, pp. 55-56.
Coedi:s, Recueil, pp. 98-99, n. 3. This interpretation has been accepted by G/P, EHS 11-1 , p. 138.
Vickery, "A note on the date of the Traibllllmikarlw'', JSS LXII, 2 (July 1974), pp. 275-84:
See Vickery, "Lion Prince", for more information on changes of eras.
Guide, pp. 56-57. On his p. 15 Chand took 1316 for RK's death.
See above and G/P, EHS 3, p. 82, n. 20.
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The major contemporary document of Lo'daiy's reign is No. II, which I used above for
evidence of Sukhothai prehistory, noting that my use of it would require further justification 139.
There has been a good deal of controversy surrounding the authorship and meaning of
this inscription, controversy which to my view has been somewhat disguised in the literature
to date. Coedes considered that the object of the inscription was the foundation of the Mahadhatu of Sukhothai and that the author was not the Srisraddha whose activities figure
prominently all through it, but another person who begins to speak in the first person
mid-way through face II 140 . Griswold accepted the second point and added that Lo'daiy
was the author. He also noted correctly that No. II speaks of rebuilding a Mahadhatu, not
its foundation, and he thought the Mahadhatu was probably founded by Indradity, the
postulated first King of Sukhothai 141.
At this point I would only like to note that the change of person in the narrative of No. II
is not a strong argument, since all agree that its style lacks clarity, and it is a particularly poor
argument for those who ·have never considered the change of person in No. I to be an
obstacle to its attribution in entirety to RK.
By the time Griswold and Prasert studied No. II together they had become less certain
about its authorship, and they stated that the author was "either Lodaiya or Srisraddha",
thus implicitly rejecting the argument about change in the style of narrative 14 2. They still
maintain that its purpose was the reconstruction of the Mahadhatu at Sukhothai, and they
followed Coedes in breaking up the text into a 'primary text' and 'postscript' which alternate
back and forth from face to face of the stone1 4 3.
·
Prince Chand will have none of this. For him the "inscription has nothing to do with the
Maha Dhatu at Sukhothai at all, nor with Sukhothai after the author leftthe country"; and
Prince Chand also feels that Griswold and Prasert's rearrangement of the text is unnecessary,
although he fails to argue these points in detail 144 .
·
I am in full agreement with Prince Chand on the first question, but I am afraid that, as
Coedes already made clear, the division of the inscription into two parts is indicated on the
stone itself.
As to the purpose of the inscription, Griswold and Prasert accept that several passages
up to face IJ, line 40, relate Srisraddha's activities in Ceylon. Then the inscription says, "the
Samtec Bra]J Mahasami, leaving Sihala, etc"., which would seem to mean 'leaving Ceylon',
and would also mean that the Mahadhatu mentioned in face II, lines 45-48, must be somewhere
else, possibly at Sukhothai. The difficulty with this interpretation, relegated to the fine print of
footnotes, is that between "leaving Sihala" and mention of the Mahadhatu, we find Srisraddha
139
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See above, n . 63 If.
Face II, line 45 If. : Coedes, Recuei/, pp. 49-50.
Griswold, Towards, pp. 17, 3, respectively.
EHS 10, p. 75.
EHS 10, pp. 77-78.
Guide, p . 2.
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busy near the river "Mavalikagatiga", at the Mahiyailgana Mahaceti, which are famous
locations in Ceylon; and Griswold and Prasert accept that "the author has jumped from
Ceylon to Sukhodaya . . . . [and] back again to Ceylon before returning to Sukhodaya 14 5".
The way out of this difficulty appears farther along in the same footnote. There we have
a clear explanation that Ceylon at that time was divided into two parts, that Srisraddha
probably considered Sihala to mean Anuradhapura, and that "leaving Sihala" simply
meant going to another part of the island where the Mahiyailgana Mahiiceti was located.
It is thus clear that the Mahadhatu mentioned in face 11/45-48 is the latter edifice in Ceylon,
where the Kesadhatu and Givadhatu of face 11/49-65 were really located. This interpretation
would seem confirmed by Srisraddha's explicit remarks about the "religion in [my emphasis]
Lailkadipa", which Griswold and Prasert have revised to " religion of Lailkadipa", and "the·
natives of Sihala 14 6"; and it is now definitely clinched by the identification of Kambalai as a
location in Ceylon. Even so, however, Griswold and Prasert refuse to draw the obvious
conclusion and propose to cut and rearrange the inscription to replace mention of Kambalai
in a _context less embarrassing for their theory 147 .

The importance of this analysis of No. II is to demonstrate that its evidence for Sukhothai
history lies only in the proto historical period, not the reign of Lo'daiy ; that Lo'daiy had
nothing to do with it ; and that to the extent the author, probably Srisraddhii, dealt with
Sukhothai history at all, it was to glorify a family other than that of the Sukhothai kings
and who may plausibly be seen as his ancestors and their rivals14 8.
The next controversial aspect of Griswold and Prasert's reconstruction ~f the reign of
Lo'daiy is their reliance on interpretations of a variety of secondary chronicle sources. Without
them, of co use, the reign of Lo'daiy would be nearly blank, since so few inscriptions have been
preserved from his reign . AU of these chronicles are, or contain sections, of dubious accuracy,
and Griswold and Prasert's method of extracting parts of them as literal truth to combine,
sometimes with ad hoc emendation, overt or covert, into a historical synthesis is entirely
contrary to proper method 14 9, although this does not necessarily mean that all of their reconstructions are false.
The chronicles used by Griswold and Prasert are, in order of their appearance in EHS 10
pages 29-70: The Sankhep chronicle, Rajadhiraj, Mulasasana and Jinakalamali. A general
criticism of these sources cannot be undertaken here, and I shall confine myself to some of the
more obvious weak points.
Griswold and Prasert use Sankhep to establish certain facts about the town of Traitritisa,
assumed to have belonged to RK because it is not mentioned in his list of territories, and to
145 EHS 10, p. 127, n. 149.
146 Ells 10, p. 131, n. 164; pp. 132-33, and n. 184.
147 Addendum to EHS 10, JSS LXI, 1 (Jan. 1973), pp. 179-80.
148 Pace Griswold, Towards, p. 17, n. 46, Srlsraddha's notice ofDharmaraja (Lo'daiy) is hardly a 'eulogy',
but merely a perfunctory compliment, the very least that would have been due the reigning king.
149 Such chronicles should not be used in synthesis until they have been carefully dissected, aml.the sources
of their information identified. See my "Lion Prince" for an attempt at such analysis, and Vickery, "Cambodia
after Angkor", for a complete study of the Cambodian chronicles up to about A.D. 1600.
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establish certain details about the family background of Ramadhipati I of Ayutthaya. Sankhep
was written only in 1850 as a summary of the Ayutthayan chronicle of 1795, but with certain
details incorporated from the van Vliet/Sangi[iyavangs tradition 1S0 . Its chronology is known
to be inaccurate from early in the fourteenth century to about 1630, it incorporates a list of
Ayutthayan tributaries which Griswold and Prasert recognize as a later interpolation 151 , and
given such serious defects it is simply not permissible to leap on another part of Sankhep,
concerning the antecedents of Ramadhipati I, and treat it as historical truth.
The sources for the Sankhep story are unknown, but it is significant that it makes Ramadhipati I descend from northern princely families and that it was composed by a prince of
the Bangkok dynasty, one of whose major preoccupations in the nineteenth century was the
subjection of northern Siam to Bangkok authority.
After Griswold and Prasert had produced their EHS 10, Charnvit Kasetsiri collected a
number of different stories about the background of Ramadhipati and concluded that he
originated from Petchaburi, not the north. I find Charnvit's reasoning no more convincing
than that of Griswold and Prasert, but at least his study proves that there are many versions
of the antecedents of Ramadhipati, all possibly of equal validity (or none), and the historian
must not choose any one of them without offering strong evidence for the rejection of the
others. My own view at this wt:iting is that all such stories may be legend, that Ramadhipati
I did not have to come from anywhere, and that he may have been of a strictly local family
in the lower Menam basinl52.
Mulasasana and Jinakalamiili are used together for the story of the propagation of the
Sihalabhikku community in Siam and this story is also relevant for dating certain parts of the
reigns of Lo'daiy and 1,-ldaiy. The whole story seems to begin in 1331, a date read into Mul by
Griswold and Prasert, and ends in 1369 with the monk Sumana's arrival in Lamphun as
recorded in No. LXII of Wat Phra Yii'n 1S 3 . In between these dates, according to Griswold and
Prasert, Sumana would have studied in Martaban in the early 1330s, would have returned to
Sukhothai in the late 1330s, would have been reordained in Martaban in 1339-40, and would
soon thereafter have gone to reside in the Mango Grove in Sukhothai while his companion
resided at the Red Forest Monastery in Sri Sajjanalai. These dates are based on Mul. Mul also
indicates the existence of separate rulers of Sukhothai and Sajjanalai, the first of whom was
entitled Dharmaraja; and Griswold and Prasert identify them as Lo'daiy and 1,-Idaiy, respectively king of Sukhothai and viceroy of Sajjanalai, which accords with the view, supported by
No. IV, that 1,-ldaiy was appointed chief of Sajjanalai in 1340 and resided there until 1347 154.
150 See David K. Wyatt, "The abridged Royal Chronicle of Ayudhya of Prince Paramanuchitchinorot",
JSS LXI, 1 (Jan. 1973), pp. 25-50; Vickery, review of van Vliet, p. 235.
151 EHS 10, p. 37. Griswold's reliance on such chronicles in EHS is surprising, since in his "Thoughts
on a centenary", JSS LII, 1 (April 1964), pp. 21-56, he took a very critical view of certain chronicles such as
PN and BQ/iSiivatiir Yonak, and to the extent that Sankhep purports to break new ground it is no more reliable
than the former two.
152 Charnvit Kasetsiri, The Rise of Ayudhya, pp. 58-68. This would be awkward for those who insist
that Ramadhipati I was Thai, since it is now admitted that the delta population in the 14th century was probably
more Mon or Khmer. See GjP, "On kingship", pp. 29, 33-34; EHS 3, p . 62.
153 EHS 10, p. 55, n. 3; p. 60 and n. 24; EHS 13.
154 EHS 10, pp. 61, 64.
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In general, but with an important difference, Jinakiilamiili relates the same story. A difficulty with this story is that epigraphic evidence seems to indicate that the Red Forest Monastery
and the Mango Grove Monastery were not founded until 1359 and 1361 respectivelyl 5 5.
Griswold and Prasert struggle unconvincingly to rationalize their way around this difficulty,
and conclude with a remarkable bit of special pleading: " While epigraphic evidence is certainly
preferable to chronicular, is the conjectural interpretation of an inscription preferable to the
straightforward testimony of two chronicles whose accounts are plausible in themselves and
internally consistent enough?" 156
Besides the fact that utterly fictional accounts may be "plausible" and "internally
consistent", there are other important considerations which tend to support the evidence of the
inscriptions. · Mul, from which Griswold and Prasert's dating derives, contains an extremely
confusing chronology, which even Griswold and Prasert admit 157 , and even there a much
longer time period than 1331-1340 could easily be read into the events it describes. Finally,
and this is what I meant by 'covert emendation', Griswold and Prasert have ignored the
explicit indication of Jina, which they otherwise accept as the chronologically most accurate
northern chronicle 158 , that the story of Sumana should be placed between 1355 and
1369 15 9, which fits very well with, and reinforces, the statements of the inscriptions.
This last point has relevance for certain other problems in Sukhothai history. Jina, like
Mul, also mentions two separate rulers in Sukhothai and Sajjanalai, "Dhammaraja" and his
son " Lideyyaraja" ; and in the 1350s the former could only have been 1;.-Idaiy, which would
mean that the latter was the king thus far known to historians as Mahadharmaraja II.
Griswold and Prasert returned to this question again in an appendix to EHS 12, pages
114-19, and they finally recognized that the testimony of Jina poses a real problem. Still they
do not face the evidence squarely. Although noting that the account of Sumana falls between
1355 and 1385, they say Jina does riot give a precise date for the time when Dhammaraja was
reigning at Sukhothai. The wording of Jina, however, is, following the coronation of Kilana
in 1355 and the installation of his brother in Chiang Rai, "at that time [my emphasis] King
Dhammaraja was reigning in Sukhodayapura" 160 . It is clear that the writer of Jina meant
this to correspond to the time of Kilana, and there is no reason, within the context of Jina , to
invoke the possibility, as Griswold and Prasert do, on page 116, that Jina's account mentions
two different Dhammarajas.
Griswold and Prasert attempt to get around the problem in another way (p. 117), by
admitting first that Mul is corrupt. They then say the account of Sumana in Jin,a "seems to be
based largely on M [Mul]'' -something not hitherto apparent to other scholars and which
requires demonstration-and that Jina is therefore not good independent evidence. But if Jina
155
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EHS 10, p. 71.
EHS 10, p. 72. It should be emphasized that the chronicles, especially Miil., are anything but straightand the evidence of the inscriptions on the dates of these monasteries is not conjectural.
EHS 10, pp. 53-54, n. 2, and p. 55 , n. 3.
EHS I, p. 211, n. 12; p. 226, n. 39; G/P, "A Siamese historica l poem", p. 129, n. 2.
Coedes, "Documents", pp. 95-102.
Ibid., p. 95.
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is based on Mulwhy does it have quite different dates? They also say the story in question is
one of the inserted narratives of Jina which are not so reliable as the basic text, even though it
is precisely this inserted narrative which is most frequently used by Griswold and Prasert as
a basis for other conclusions in their EHS 161 .
Finally though, on page 119, they are almost forced to admit that Sumana may not have
come to Sukhothai or discovered the relic until 1361, that therefore the Dhammaraja of Jina
could not have been Lo'daiy, but was J,.Idaiy I, and that the Lideyya of Jina would thus be one
of his sons, "perhaps the 'Father Lodaya" ' of No. XLV who " may have been an elder halfbrother of Mahadharmaraja II".
This last explanation still involves covert assumptions-that Mahadharmaraja II could not
have been named pdaiy/Lo'daiy, or that in 1361 Mahadharmaraja was too young to have
been viceroy in Sajjanalai-and I intend to show below that the explicit time period of Jina fits
together with epigraphic evidence to prove that the personal name of Mahadharmaraja II,
hitherto undiscovered 162 , was something which could be Palicized as 'lideyya' , that he was the
Lideyya of Jina's Sumana episode, and that this enables us to modify the readings of certain
inscriptions which have caused difficulty.
Prince Chand is also in disagreement with Griswold and Prasert's treatment of this period.
In an earlier critical review he stated that the "contemporaries" of Lo 'daiy discussed by Griswold and Prasert were really contemporaries of Lidaiy, after 1347, and that the three important
monks mentioned in Mul and Jina were invol~ed in Lidaiy's ordination in 1361 /62 16 3. In
Guide Prince Chand renews this criticism, referring briefly to the discrepancies in the chronicles
which I noted above 164 . He also, in chapters 4 and 5, gives a long detailed version of the
history of Buddhism in Siam up to the fourteenth century, and he describes pdaiy's ordination
in detail as a major event. This history of Buddhism depends on a wide range of sources and
more attention will be given to it below.
On the specific point of the arrival in Siam of certain important monks, Udumbara,
Anomadassi, and Sumana, my critique above would imply the same conclusions as Prince
Chand's, but pending a full analysis of the chronicles, I would prefer to reserve judgement on
the true factual details of these events and merely suggest how certain of the sources may or
may not be used.
One final comment may be made on the only political aspect of Lo'daiy's reign which
Griswold and Prasert felt was clear, the loss of the vast territories subordinate to RK 16 5.
Prince Chand has suggested that No. I was in fact a propaganda effort of ~Idaiy and I have
emphasized that Epilogue II is very weak evidence for real conquests of RK at all. Thus those
territories may never have been Lo'daiy's to lose. Griswold and Prasert themselves in one of
their latest articles have given an entirely new meaning to Epilogue JI, and one which Loosens
161 EHS I, p. 212; EHS 3, pp. 62-66. See also n. 119, above.
162 _See text with n. 241, below.
163 Chand, "Review July 1973", p . 175 .
164 Guide, pp. 44-45.
165 EHS 10, pp. 25-47.
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the ties between the outlying territories and Sukhothai to nothing more than vague vassalage;
and already in EHS 10 they were hard put to show when or how certain places were lost166.
We are thus no longer obliged to accept that Lo'daiy lost RK's realm, that his reign was therefore politically traumatic, or that later apparent expansions of Sukhothai were undertaken in
a revisionist spirit.
The reign of J;,idaiy
Perhaps the only fact of Lo'daiy's life about which there is solid evidence is the approximate date of his death, 1347, at which time, according to No. IV, his son pdaiy marched from
Sajjanalai to take the throne in Sukhothai. Thus began another reign for which, in spite of
abundant inscriptions, relatively little political detail is certain 16 7. Since No. IV says he moved
from Sajjanalai to be crowned at Sukhothai in 1347, and that in 1361 he had "ruled and reigned
at Sri Sajjanalaya Sukhodaya for 22 years", or since 1340, historians have reasonably inferred
that he was appointed to some position such as uparaj in Sajjanalai in 1340 during the lifetime
of his father 168 .
Less reasonably, I would say, Griswold and Prasert assert that when Lo'daiy died "the
throne was usurped by a man called ·Nua Nam Tham", and that this accounts for the
~pparent violence of pdaiy's move to Sukhothai 16 9. I have already elaborated my view of
Ni:ia Nam Thaf)l, and here I would only add that it would seem unlikely for the list of spirits
in No. XLV, which was meant to be auspicous, and which was set up by the direct heir of
Lo'daiy and ~rdaiy, to include an ancestor who had tried through usurpation to upset the
accepted chain of succession to the detriment of the line responsible for the inscription.
That there was some obstacle to Lidaiy's accession in Sukhothai seems clear from No . IV, but
there is absolutely no way, in the realm of history rather than romance, to ascribe this difficulty
to Nua Nam Tham.
For Prince Chand, Nua Nam Tham's reign would have been even longer, from 1322 to
1340, on the grounds that Lo'daiy died at the earlier date. Prince Chand's calculation, however,
is based on the information of Nan Nabamai which I have already shown to be unacceptable 17°.
According to Griswold and Prasert, one of the important political achievements of ~idaiy
was to reunify a large part of RK's old realm which had been lost under Lo'daiy. I have noted
above the difficulty of accepting the territorial statment of No . 1, and the lack of evidence for
a genuine loss of Sukhothai territory, but Griswold and Prasert base their argument on a very
badly damaged portion of No. III which seems to refer to divisions of the realm 171 . Coedes,
however, seemed to feel it concerned the administrative divisions of the kingdom, and Griswold
166
167
168
tions we
169
170
171

Ibid., and G/ P, "On kingship", pp. 39,41-43.
EHS 11 -1, p. 73.
In EHS Il-l, p .71, G/P says he was definitely upariija, but in the absence of that term from the inscripmay not be certain of it, or even that the institution of upariija existed at Sukhothai.
·
EHS Il-l , pp. 72, 136.
Guide, pp. 16, 57; Vickery, "A note, etc," (see n. 135 above).
No. Ill, face II, lines 12-25; EHS 11-1, p. 91-92, 106-07.
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and Prasert's version is only achieved through massive emendations of the mutilated passages
without even demonstrating that the emendations would fit properly into the destroyed portions of the stone 172 . Given the extremely fragmentary character of the passage, either Coedes
or Griswold and Prasert may well be correct in their general interpretation of the original
meaning, but this is a case in which it would have been better to give only the literal translation
of the remaining sentence fragments and remain agnostic about the original. In particular I see
no way to derive "acting independently" from face II, line 23 17 3; and in face II, line 25, the
phrase bUU b'i11 bUU. 'llU. could just as well refer to Udaiy himself and there would be no need to
translate "forced [~it] those lords and rulers [to.submit] " 174.
The only other political acts which may be understood from the inscriptions are a campaign against Nan and Prae and a seven-year sojourn in Phitsanulok which Griswold and
Prasert plausibly place respectively in 1362 and between 1362 and 1370 175 .
Again Prince Chand is in disagreement over basic details. For him Udaiy's sojourn in
Phitsanulok was between the years 1347 and 1359 but was broken by visits to other localities.
His reasoning is again based on acceptance of a passage in a "chronicle", this time PN, and
assimilation of the passage to information in the inscriptions ; and the whole thing is related to
his interpretation of a detail of art history discussed in his chapter 41 76 .
According to PN the " Jinaraj trio", the Buddha images Jinaraj, Jinasih and Sasda at
Phitsanulok, were all cast at the same time with some difficulty arising in the casting of the
Jinaraj. Prince Chand accepts this story, believes the date to have been 1359, in the reign of
pdaiy, at which time No. IX also seems to be telling of an image which caused difficulty,
although the latter image would seem to have been in Sri Sajjanalai 17 7 . Most art historians
deny that the three statues were cast at the same time, and Griswold places all of them at later
dates 17 8 .
Whatever the dates of the images, the story of PN cannot be accepted !79, the passage of
No. IX must be taken as referring to Sri Sajjanalai, and, I would add, there is even some doubt
that it refers to casting an image at all. The phrase is uu.u.'il~ vn~ b'i1 1 m of which the last
three terms mean 'our lord', possibly a royal person rather' than an image, and the first,
according to mod<;:rn dictionaries, " to put into" , "to fill up with", to insert" 180 . Coedes,
however, felt the passage referred to the setting up of an image, although he had some doubts
about uu.u'il~ 1 8 1 ; and it is not the term generally used in passages clearly relating to casting.
This is the 'type of case, mentioned at the beginning of this review, when those proposing an
I 72 Coedes, Recueil, pp. 78, 88 ; EHS I I- I, pp. I06-08, nn. I 09, I I 4, 117, for ex.
173 EHS 11-1, pp. 92, 107, and 107, n. 114.
174 EHS I 1-1, pp. 92, 108, and 108, n. 117. I have enclosed G /P's emendations in brackets.
175 EHS 11-2, pp. 103-04, 109.
176 Guide, pp. 26, 31, 59; see PN, pp. 24-27.
177 EHS 12, p. 105.
178 Griswold, Towards, pp. 54-55, 58 : Griswold, "Notes and comments", pp. 162-63 .
I 79 ·see Griswold, "Thoughts on a centenary", which also cites Prince Damrong's opinion (n . 151 , above).
180 George Bradley McFarland, Thai-English Dictionary, p. 486 (modern spelling 1J~~'il ).
181 Coedes, Recueil, p. 136, line 15, "mettre en place(?)".
'
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unusual meaning for a term must give explicit evidence that the new meaning is justified. Still
another usage of un'il, not included in all the standard dictionaries, but which can easily be
attested in the reliqua'ries of modern Thai temples, is the 'deposit of ashes' (m-a'il i);ij) after
cremation; and it is worth noting that in Khmer, which is recognized as releva'nt for the
interpretation of Sukhothai inscriptions, the term is used particularly for the deposit of the
ashes of royalty. 181 a
u

As in the case of Lo'daiy, there seems to be much more information about pdaiy's religious activities, in particular his ordination in 1361 . The basic details of this event are found
in inscriptions 1 82 ; and other details, including identification of the monks involved, have
been derived from the same chronicle passages used by Griswold and Prasert for the religious
activities of Lo'daiy and concerning which Prince Chand is in disagreement.
Nearly all of Prince Chand's chapters 4 and 5 are devoted to this subject, and while I agree
that Griswold and Prasert's interpretation is much too arbitrary, and that Prince Chand is
probably correct about the time period to which the stories of Jina and Mid refer, his own
further interpretations are just as arbitrary as those of Griswold and Prasert. I shall not try to
sort out these arguments in detail , for it would take an enormous amount of space, and because
I believe the first step must be a thorough critical study of the chronicles concerned.
Prince Chand's chapter 4 is entitled "Biographies of three Sukhothai monks", but it is
less about three monks than about interpretations of certain inscriptions that differ from Griswold and Prasert without making the differences explicit. Four monks are mentioned with
equal emphasis, and I am not sure which are the three of the title. ·
Among the original interpretations are the question of the Jinaraj trio, already discussed,
the identity of some of the names of No. XLV, and the date of pdaiy's death, which will be
discussed below.
Chapter 5 is a whole new history of Buddhism in Siam, the purpose of which is to show
that Theravada Buddhism was introduced there by J,-Idaiy at the time of his ordination in 1361,
and that Buddhism in Siam before that time had been non-Theravada.
This argument leads Prince Chand through almost the whole religious history of central
and peninsular Siam, Burma, and Ceylon as well as into sources which cannot be discussed
here due to lack of space and insufficient competence of the reviewer in the fields of Ceylonese
and religious history. Nevertheless, a few definite remarks must be made. Much of Prince
Chand's argument is based on some of the last writings of Senarat Paranavitana in his Ceylon
and Malaysia, and it is now known that the new 'discoveries' revealed in that work were an
elaborate hoax. That is, certain inscriptions, in small script between the lines of other inscripISla The use of lJ'n"'il (Ull.'l-l.'il::, tJ'il::) for the deposit of relics in the early fifteenth century is attested
in Nos. Land LI, from Ch'ainat. See Sila caru'k lll, pp. 89,90.
182 EHS 11-1, pp. 119-176.
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tions, seen only by the eyes of S. Paranavitana, and which linked the history of Ceylon and the
peninsula in unsuspected ways, are now admitted to be nonexistent 18 3.
Thus all of Prince Chand's interpretation which depends on that part of Paranavitana's
work, and in particular, all statements about peninsular origins of certain branches of Ceylonese royalty, must be rejected 184 ; and critical judgement of Prince Chand's interpretation
must await a complete reworking of the entire body of evidence.
Prince Chand and Griswold and Prasert also have very divergent ideas about Udaiy's
death, and both interpretations are based on secondary sources, there being no clear statement
in any inscription.
In an article written in 1966 Prasert suggested .f,Idaiy had died in 1368 on the basis of
Jina, which says a certain Dhammaraja died before Paramaraja's campaign against Sukhothai in 1371, and statements in Chinese sources about the submission of Hsien to Lo-hu
by 1368 185 . We know now of course that the latter information is irrelevant for Sukhothai
history.
Two years later Prasert took up the same question again and decided that Pdaiy's death
had occurred at some time between 1368 and 1373. He provided no further reason for the
earlier limit, but based the later date on No. CVI, which seems to indicate that \..Idaiy was
still alive in the 1370s but had died before 1377 1 86 . Apparently Prasert at the time discounted
the value of Jina's testimony.
In Towards Griswold interpreted the Jina evidence to mean simply that .f,Idaiy had died
after Ramadhipati and he added that there was evidence for believing Udaiy had survived
until 1374. This latter evidence seems to be oral tradition about what was still visible on No.
CII in the days of King Vajiravudh, and of course this cannot be accepted 187.
Since a certain passage of Jina has been interpreted in two different ways by Griswold and
Prasert, it is useful to note precisely what that passage contains. First, it is part of one of the
inserted stories of miraculous Buddha images which Griswold and Prasert more than once
admit to be of dubious value 18 8. Moreover, the Sukhothai genealogy is manifestly jumbled,
being given there as Rocaraja (Bra!; Ruoil), Ramaraja (RK), Palaraja (Ban Mo'ail), Udakajjotthataraja (Narp. Tharp.), and Lideyyaraja (J;.,idaiy). RK and Ban Mo' ail are reversed and
Lo'daiy is not mentioned at all. It is thus difficult to attribute any exactitude to any of the
reigns as found in Jina. Finally, the campaign of Paramaraja (Vattitejo) to which Prasert
183 See W.H. McLeod, "Inter-linear inscriptions in Sri Lanka", South Asia III (August 1973), University
of Western Australia Press, pp. 105-06. This information has been part of the 'oral tradition' of Southeast
Asian specialists for some time. O.W. Wolters, The Fall of Srz vijaya in Malay History, chap. VI, n. 56 shows
he was aware of the dubious character of Paranavitana's work as early as 1970, although he made use of it to
illustrate other points in chap. I, n. 7 and chap. VI, n. 43 .
184 Guide, pp. 39-40.
185 Prasert, op. cit,. p. 37. This assumes that the statement in Jina refers to the LP entry of 733/ 1371
concerning an Ayutthayan campaign against the north.
186 Prasert, op. cit., p. 26. The reason for the choice of 1373 is still not clear; and see below, my treatment
of No. CVI.
187 Griswold, Towards, p. 39, n. 108; EHS 7, pp. 158-60.
188 See notes 119 and 161 above.
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alluded, does not correspond precisely to any detail of LP, and one may wonder whether it is
an event not recorded there, or pure invention made necessary by the story of the Sihilig
Buddha 189 .
Griswold and Prasert's final statement on l,_idaiy's death is that it occurred "between 1370,
when Paramaraja seized the throne of Ayudhya, and 1375, when Paramaraja took Soli Gve" 190.
This interpretation is based on LP plus Jina, but even here there are certain assumptions which
merit discussion. Neither Jina nor LP mention "SOli Gve". LP speaks of Phitsanulok, which
in fact might suggest that this entry of LP is an inaccurate late interpolation since it seems
certain that in 1375 the name ' Phitsanulok' had not yet replaced the older name 'Son Gve>~ 9 1;
and Jina gives the location as Jayanada (Chainat).
Griswold and Prasert Jose no opportunity to assert that Jayanada in this context really
means Son Gve/ Phitsanulok 192 , even though this forces them to assume serious errors in Jina
and Sihiilganidiina, which they otherwise try to use to support their interpretation. Thus, "in
both S and J, Ramadhipati seizes Soli Gve .
But it would be out of keeping with
everything we know about Ramadhipati's policy .
. for him to lay hold of the city." 193
In fact, Jina doesn't say Son Gve, but Jayanada, while Sihinganidiina says Dvisakhanagara,
"confluence city", which fits Chainat just as well as Phitsanulok, and a seizure ofChainat
could easily be presumed to fit Ramadhipati's policy even if a seizure of Phitsanulok could
not 194. The only apparently good evidence that Jayanada really meant Phitsanulok is found
in Yuan Phai, c-oncerning events nearly I 00 years later 195 , but there is very good nearly contemporary proof in No . XLVIIJ , dated 1408, that modern Chainat (Jayanada) was known by
a Jaya-type name, "Jayasthan"L9 6 .
I think it should be clear that all of the relevant evidence is very complex and that all of
the various dates put forward by Griswold and Prasert for Lidaiy's death are little more than
speculation.

' Chand's proposal is entirely different. He ignores the statements of Jina and SihiilPrince
ganidiina, and at one time asserted that l,_Idaiy died sometime between 1378 and 1388 and, more
precisely, that he must have died shortly before the writing of No. XCIV in 13841 97. In Guide
Prince Chand said Lidaiy's death was between 1378 and 1384,and then pinpointed itt~ 1379198.
189 Coedes, "Documents", pp. 99-100.
190 EHS 11-2, p. 109.
191 See LP, entry for cuia 737. The earliest date for the usage of 'Phitsanulok' has not yet been determined.
192 EHS 3, p. 63; EHS I 1-2, p. 108; G /P, " A Siamese historical poem", pp. 143-44; G/ P, "On kingship",
p. 64, n. 22.
193 EHS 11 -2, p.l08.
194 I would deny that we know anything about ' Ramadhipatl's policy'. This seems to derive from the
bi-polar policy discussed above.
195 Even then one could argue against the identification by pointing out that the Chiang Mai attack on
Jayanada in YP corresponds to a CMC passage which says they went as far as Pak Yom, generally accepted as
meaning Nakhon Sa wan, and which is only about 30 miles north of Chainat. See G/P, "A Siamese historical
poem", p. 143; and Notton, p. I 13. No. Xll, depending on how it is translated, is also relevant to this question.
See Coedes, Receuil, pp. 151-56; PCSA, p. 27; and my review of PCSA in JSS LX, 2 (July 1972), pp. 321-22.
I 96 Silii Caru'k III, p. 78.
197 Chand, "Review Jan . 1973", pp. 296-97.
198 Guide, pp. 33, 49, 67, 71, 76.
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His only evidence for this supposition appears to be No. CII, containing the date 1379
and indicating that a Mahiidharmaraja, presumably Lidaiy, was already dead. Prince Chand
had to settle on the latest date permitted by this inscription because of his conviction that the
Mahadharmaraja who, according to LP, surrendered to Ayutthaya in 1378 was 1,-Idaiy, whereas
for Griswold and Prasert that Mahadharmaraja was Mahiidharmaraja II199.
Thus the end of t-Idaiy's reign, for which there is no unequivocal evidence anywhere,
depends for both Prince Chand and Griswold and Prasert on their interpretations of the reign
of Mahiidharmaraja II and it, as I will demonstrate, depends on their respective views of the
evidence concerning Sai t-Idaiy. For Griswold and Prasert, Mahiidharmaraja II, of unknown
personal name, was the son and successor of Lidaiy, was the king who surrendered to
Ayutthaya in 1378, and was the father of Sai 1,-Idaiy, the next ruler of Sukhothai20°. Prince
Chand, however, while admitting that there was a prince who corresponds to Griswold and
Prasert's Mahiidharmaraja II, denies that he was ever king or that he was father of Sai Lidaiy2° I.
In view of such basic disagreement let us turn directly to the evidence.
Mahiidharmariija II
Mahadharmaraja II is indeed the most mysterious character among the indentifiable
figures of Sukhothai history. He is mentioned, in the view of Griswold and Prasert, in only one
inscription, and that posthumously 202 , no monument or statue may be ascribed to him2°3,
and except for his surrender to Ayutthaya in 1378, which is after all only a conjecture, nothing
is known of his political or religious activities. It would seem that his reign is nothing more than
a necessary inference to fill the space between 1,-Idaiy's death and the reign of Sai :{.,idaiy which
could not have begun, according to Griswold and Prasert, until circa 1400. Griswold and
Prasert give the reign of Mahadharmaraja II as 1368/ 1374 to around 1399, adding that the
only certainties are that he was alive in 1390 and dead by 1399 when No. XCIII was written20 4 .
It is presumed that he was king in 1393 when No. XLV was set up, since he has not been recognized among the 'ancestral spirits', but since Sai 1,-Idaiy is apparently the acting ruler,
assuming No. LXIV to be coeval with No. XLV, Griswold and Prasert are forced to speculate
about a temporary retirement of Mahadharmaraja II 205 .
Since all these conjectures about Mahiidharmaraja II are based on inscriptions featuring,
or in the reign of, Sai t-Idaiy, it is necessary to review that evidence before discussing in detail
the interpretations of Griswold and Prasert or Prince Chand regarding Mahiidharmaraja II.
The Sai

~idaiy

period

There are more inscriptions available for the Sai Lidaiy period than for any other segment
of Sukhothai history, but I am going to contend that Griswold and Prasert's historical method,
199
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204
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Guide, pp. 32, 33, 67 ; EHS I, pp. 210-11.
EHS I, pp. 210-ll, 214.
Guide, pp. 69, 72, 73, 76.
No. XCIII, EHS 2, pp. 37, 44.
Griswold, Towards, p. 49.
EHS 2, p. 37. The date "1390" is based on their interpretation of No. XCIII, face II.
EHS I, pp. 217-18; EHS 3, pp. 66-67.
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setting up a scenario on the basis of heterogenous chronicles and then fitting the inscriptions
into it, has distorted the meaning of the inscriptions, the details of Sai :1;-idaiy's reign, and the
reign of his predecessor. Even the name, 'Sai I;.,idaiy' which I shall continue to use because of
its familiarity, is foreign to the inscriptions, which call him Mahadharmaraja, J;.,Idaiy, Lideyya,
and, I will argue, by other titles as well. 'Sai Lidaiy' is the name found in the Chiang Mai
chronicle for a king of Sukhothai who apparently belongs to the appropriate time period
and Griswold and Prasert have decided to adopt it as his personal name.
Griswold and Prasert's background story for this period of Sukhothai history, based on
the chronicles, is the story of Sukhothai-Ayutthaya relations and the gradual expansion of the
latter to absorb the former. This expansion of Ayutthaya is of course the major development
of Thai history throughout several centuries, and, strangely, there has been little effort to
explain it. It has apparently been viewed as the natural, inevitable order of events, and it has
not been thought necessary to ask why Sukhothai failed to expand and form a modern Siam
controlled from the old inland capital 206 .
A sketchy, and probably true, outline of this story for the fourteenth-fifteenth centuries is
found in the laconic entries of LP. Griswold and Prasert have attempted to put some flesh on
the bare bones of this outline through combining LP with other chronicles such as Jina and
those of Chiang Mai (CMC) and Nan (NC), and also by bringing the content of the Sukhothai
inscriptions, particularly those for the period of Sai Lidaiy, into the picture of Ayutthayan
expansiOn.
Griswold and Prasert's story is found in EHS I, the main purpose of which was to present
Sukhothai's 'Declaration of Independence' in 1400 from a first Ayutthayan conquest (No.
XLVI), and an Ayutthayan reaction in I417 (No. XLIX). Their decision about the purpose of
the two inscriptions has forced them to load the evidence in favor of their interpretations of
several other inscriptions which were only presented in later EHS, but the conclusions from
which form part of the story of EHS I 2°7.
Since the main interest in the present review is the epigraphy, the chronicles cannot be
discussed in detail, but it is useful to demonstrate some of the more tendentious points of
Griswold's and Prasert's syntheis in EHS I before going on to the inscriptions themselves.
Griswold and Prasert make much of the submission of Mahadharmaraja II to Paramaraja
of Ayutthaya in 1378, an event mentioned without any additional detail in LP, and only there 208 .
They add gratuitiously that Paramaraja "made him swear allegiance and sent him back to rule
in Sukhothai as his vassal", and in later EHS they use Mahadharmaraja's presumed fidelity to
his oath to account for certain mysterious features of the inscriptions, such as Mahadharmaraja's apparent absence from the action of Nos. XLV and LXIV at a time when he was
presumably ruler of Sukhothai2° 9 .
206 A few hints and suggestions for the resolution of this problem may be found in O.W. Wolters, The
Fall of Srivijaya, pp. 66-67; Charnvit Kasetsiri, The Rise of Ayudhya; Vickery, "The 2fk.J25 Fragment", pp.
79-80; Vickery, "Cambodia after Angkor", pp. 222-23, 509-22.
207 EHS I, pp. 213-220.
208 EHS I, p. 210: LP, entry for cula 740. Moreover, it depends on an assumption, probably legitimate
in this case, that 'mahiiriija', usually meaning kings of Chiang Mai, has been substituted for 'mahii.iharmariija'.
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It looks as though Griswold and Prasert are imputing an idealized version of European
feudal culture to fourteenth-century Thailand; and besides the generally risky nature of assumptions which go so far beyond the evidence, it is now commonly accepted by historians that one
may not project the attitudes or political morality of one period onto the actors of another,
particularly when the culture of the latter is different or largely unknown . We really have no
evidence that Mahadharmaraja II swore an oath at all, and even if he did, the political culture
of later centuries in the Thai area, which is a more relevant standard for comparison than
European practices, permitted weaker countries to form multiple liens of vassalage and in
such a system it would have been possible for Mahadharmaraja II to swear an oath to Ayutthaya and at the same time enter into a treaty with Nan210_

Along the same line of reasoning one may also take issue with Griswold and Prasert's
remarks that in 1390 the title 'Samtec Mahadharmarajadhiraja' of the Sukhothai king was
"reserved for a sovereign monarch with vassals of his own" , whereas in 1426, when Sukhothai
seems clearly to have been under Ayutthayan suzerainty, "evidently riijiidhiriija by that time
no longer denoted a sovereign monarch and was hardly more than part of a proper name"211.
This violates the criterion of consistency which I evoked earlier, for it is unlikely that the
political significance, if any, of rajadhiraja changed so drastically in 36 years, and it would be
better to conclude that the term is not diagnostic at all with respect to vassal/suzerain status.
Again, later Thai usage shows that Bangkok vassals were given titles that sounded fully royal
and the Cambodian Ang Eng, 1779-1796, perhaps one of the weakest vassals of all time, was
granted one of the longest and most impressive royal titles on record 212 .
For the events following Mahadharmaraja II's surrender, Griswold and Prasert have
combined LP, Jina and CMC in ingenious ways. The story of difficulties in Kamphaeng Phet,
followed by the machinations of a certain Mahabrahma of Chiang Rai and warfare among
Ayutthaya, Sukhothai, and Chiang Mai occurs both in Jina and CMC, but in Jina it all comes
before 1371 while in CMC it is inserted after 1385. Usually Griswold and Prasert accept the
chronology of Jina as superior, but for some reason, perhaps LP's entry of 748/ 1386 which
'must be' equivalent to one of the episodes of the CMC story, they have opted for CMC's
chronology in this section. This is another example of inconsistency in the use of evidence and
requires at the very least a full justificatory argument 213 .
Furthermore, the activities of Mahabrahma, both in Jina and CMC, are part of the
inserted story of the Sihing Buddha, are centered around efforts to acquire it for the northern
kingdom, and may therefore be fiction, at whatever date they are placed 214 . Griswold and
Prasert are not even faithful to the sources they choose. In summarizing the complex relations
among Ayutthaya, Sukhothai and Chiang Mai , they say "Mahadharmaraja II felt bound by
his vassal's oath not to take any action against Paramaraja", ignoring CMC's explicit statement
209 EHS I, pp. 216-18; EHS 3, pp. 66-67.
210 Pace G /P, EHS I, pp. 217-18. On southeast Asian vassalage in later times, see Steinberg et. a/., In
Search of South-East Asia, pp. 64, 66-67, 120-21.
211 EHS I, pp . 216, 241.
212 "Records of appointments", p. 7.
213 Coedes, "Documents", pp. 100-101 ; Notton , pp. 86-89; EHS I, pp. 212-13.
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that the king of Sukhothai attempted to conquer Ayutthaya 215 . At the present stage of investigation it would be best to frankly recognize that the chronicles are at times contradictory
and may not yet be used in syntheis.
Griswold and Prasert's story goes on with events in Sukhothai in 1390, neglecting to warn
the reader that ' 1390' is based on a controversial interpretation of No. XCIII, not presented
until EHS 2216 ; and all through this background story we find remarks about the personalities
and opinions of individuals which derive from the bi-polar theory discussed earlier.
This is as far as I intend to go in the analysis of Griswold and Prasert's use of the chronicles, the main purpose being to show that their synthesis is not firmly enough grounded to
justify any attempt to interpret the inscriptions into it if the meaning of the latter in that respect
is not absolutely clear.
Returning to the inscriptions the first fact to note about the life of Sai 1,-Idaiy is that
according to No. IX he was grandson of 1,-Idaiy. Or, more precisely, at a date between 1388
and 1406 No. IX refers to Mahadharmaraja 'the grandson' and at the dates 1359 and 1361
Mahadharmaraja 'the grandfather'. There is no reference to the intervening generation
presumably represented by Mahadharmaraja 11 21 7 . The importance of this unequivocal
information of No. IX is that there must have been a generation between 1,-Idaiy and Sai
J,.Idaiy, and any interpretation of other inscriptions which would tend to make Sai 1,-Idaiy son
of 1,-Idaiy is to be rejected. It does not prove though that the individual of the intervening
generation ever ruled.
The earliest inscription which seems to refer to Sai 1,-Idaiy is No. CII (EHS 7), dated
explicitly 1379/ 80. At that time, according to Griswold and Prasert, Mahadharmaraja II was
king; but in Prince Chand's view it was :I,.Idaiy. The protagonist of the inscription is a certain
pii niifz giif!1, "Aunt Princess Ga111," who was responsible for the construction of a temple and
erection of the inscription. Since nearly all Sukhothai inscriptions are concerned wifu
royal family affairs, it is safe to assume along with Griswold and Prasert that she was the
aunt of a Sukhothai ruler, 21 8 or, but this has not been suggested by Griswold and Prasert,
aunt of some other royal prince figuring in the inscription .
At two points in the inscription Aunt Gam is mentioned together with the ruler's uncle
(/ufz khun), which would be further evidence that she is aunt of that khun, whom Griswold and
Prasert identify with Mahadharmaraja II, the presumed king of Sukhothai. Of course 'khun'

has had different degrees of meaning, all the way from full king down to low-level chief, and
if there were another more plausible candidate, 'khun' in this context would not necessarily be
Mahadharmaraja H.
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See notes 119 and 161 above .
EHS I , p. 212; Notton, p. 89.
EHS I, pp. 213-15 ; EHS 2, pp. 50-51 , n. 55 ; and see below on No. XCIII.
EHS 12, pp. 96, 104, 106, 109.
EHS 7, p . 162.
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Immediately after the paragraph announcing the object ofthe inscription there is mention
that the monastery had been falling into ruin, then a lacuna, and then the phrase, pun ('merit')
bi ay ('eldest brother') dan ('sir') bra(1 sri raj auras ('the royal son') cau mo'aiz sukhodai ni
('lord of this mo'aiz Sukhothai'). Because of the lacuna it is not clear what pun refers to.
Griswold and Prasert say it could be either 'merit to' or 'meritorious work of' the royal son.
They opt for the former, implying that he is dead. They also inexplicably consider 'Bra~ sri'
to be his personal name, rather than merely an appropriate title preceding mention of any
royal personage219. Thus the 'royal son' for Griswold and Prasert becomes a son of Mahiidharmaraja I, or even Lo'daiy.
In my opinion the first important consideration is that use of raj auras, 'royal son',
implies that the father, presumably the reigning king, is still alive. Since every male is also
a son, the only reason to emphasize this quality in a title is in opposition or reference to the
father, and I believe it is very unusual to find mention in chronicles or inscriptions of a prince
specifically designated 'son' as part of his title except when his father was still alive or very
recently dead. 'Royal son' in such a context may be taken as equivalent to 'crown prince'.
The royal son here would then be son of the reigning king, for Griswold and Prasert Mahadharmaraja II. Another point of interest is that the royal son is described as 'lord of this
mo'aiz Sukhothai', which, without unnecessary interpretation, would seem to mean 'living
lord of this mo'aiz Sukhothai at the present time'. He would thus have been governing for
his father who. was either absent or present but retired from an active role in government.
Of course the phrase bi iiy remains to be explained, but because of the lacuna only
speculation is possible. Any restoration proposed must indicate the precise number of
characters which would fit into the lacuna and the precise Thai words to be inserted. The
bi ay could be an entirely different person, and because of another lacuna at the beginning
of line 24, we could also assume that the original intention was 'the royal son, Princess
Aunt Giif!l and the ruler's uncle assigned', etc.
Finally, 'the ruler' (Khun) would most plausibly be, not Mahadharmaraja II, nor 1,-Idaiy,
but the 'royal son', 'lord of this mo'aiz Sukhothai' of the preceding line, and Aunt Giif!l would
be his own aunt, not the aunt of his father2 20 . As son of Mahadharmaraja II, we might
speculate further that the 'royal son', who is also khun, is in fact the future Sai .pdaiy,
something I shall try to demonstrate below.
We should also note, for purposes of interpreting another inscription later on, that the
'overseer' of the construction was a certain 'nay' named iiy ind 221 .
With respect to Griswold and Prasert's treatment of this inscription a few more remarks
are required. (a) The supposed original opening date, due to the circumstances of the stone's
discovery, may not be accepted as more than a hypothesis 1 and may not be used in further
219 EHS 7, p. 163. They accept 'sri' as simply part of a title in 'braiiii sri niiv nam than'(, 'srisraddhii',
sri indradity' (EHS 10, pp. 108, 112 : and EHS 8, p. 203)'.
220 EHS 7, p. 166, lines 22-24, and p. 168.
221 EHS 7, p. 166, line 24, and p. 168; and see below, n. 261.
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reconstruction , such as the date 1375 for the beginning of restoration work on the temple222.
(b) It is not good reasoning to suggest that Mahadharmaraja II was called khun rather than
something more elaborate just because he was at the time a vassal of Ayutthaya. I have
shown that the khun was probabl y not Mahadharmaraja II, and earlier I adduced some
evidence that royal titles are not significant for the indication of vassal or suzerain status ;
and Griswold and Prasert themselves in another context showed that another supposedly
vassal ruler had elaborate titles usually associated with an independant monarch223 . (c)
All the hypotheses about relationships among the royal family on their pages 162-64 are
untenable in so far as they are based on No. CII.
Prince Chand's most serious criticism of EHS 7 concerned the translation of the phrase,
pun bi ay, etc 224 . Prince Chand considers that at that date ~idaiy was king, but that Sai ~idaiy
was not his son, and he thus had to attempt a translation which would fit that picture. According to Prince Chand, bi ay dan bral:z sri raj auras means, "the royal son of the eldest brother",
and he insists that bi ay and dan bral:z sri raj auras are two separate persons. I have already
indicated that this is possible, if not certain, and Prince Chand, like myself, believes the royal
son to be Sai },.idaiy ; but with all due respect I venture to suggest that as a translation "royal
son of the eldest brother" violates Thai syntax. It transpires, however, that Prince Chand did
not mean it as a direct translation , but as an interpretation, after hypothetical restoration of
the lacuna 225 . Then it becomes, " .. . . . the eldest brother (bi ay) [died], his royal son
(dan brah sri raj auras) (became) king . . . .. " However, Prince Chand's, like Griswold
and Prasert's, ad hoc restorations may not be taken as anything but more or less plausible
hypotheses, and they are all of the type best avoided by historians. I am also skeptical of
Prince Chand's identification of bi ay as "Poh Loe Thai", which depends on his reading of
No. XLV, but I shall discuss this elsewhere.
A second point separating Prince Chand from Griswold and Prasert is the phrase,

(~) ,.,

1~ Lt'l'lVj1'Jl', which would seem to mean , just as Prince Chand says, "the queen came to the

throne," although Griswold and Prasert have reinterpreted it as "[whatever kings] succeed
to the throne" , an interpretation which I agree with Prince Chand to be entirely inadmissible.
Since the phrase is in a passage full of lacunae, I would prefer to dismiss it as incomprehensible
and noninterpretable. Prince Chand's interpretation is that 1,-idaiy's queen had become regent
for Sai ~idaiy, but this does not come forth from the remainder of the phrase, "hL'lllt!J .. . . .",
which Griswold and Prasert translate, plausibly, as "may they [or he, she] uphold ... . ." ,
the type of injunction with which many inscriptions conclude. I thus feel that both Griswold
and Prasert's and Prince Chand's interpretations of this phrase are dubious, but I intend to
show later that Prince Chand is probably correct about unusual circumstances during the
reign of Sai I,.idaiy, although not necessarily a regency under ~idaiy' s queen.
The preliminary conclusions to draw from this inscription are that Sai ),.idaiy in 1379/80
was already acknowledged as either king, or governor of the city of Sukhothai during the
222
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EHS 7,
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Chand,

pp. 158-59.
pp. 161 -62; EHS I, p. 241.
"Review Jan. 1973", pp. 292-94; EHS 7, p . 166, line 23 , and p . 168.
"Review Jan. 1973" , p . 294 ; Guide, p . 32.
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lifetime of his father or shortly after the latter's death. One might wonder if Sai J_.Idaiy were
not too young for such a position, since according to the interpretations of Prince Chand and
myself he would have been only 12 years old 226 , while for Griswold and Prasert he was perhaps
even younger 227 . Age 12for a crown prince, or viceroy, should be acceptable for Griswold and
Prasert since they postulate elsewhere that Riimesvara was sent as viceroy to Phitsanulok at
the age of7 in 1438; and in nearly contemporary Europe the future Henry VIII of England was
appointed Lord Lieutenant of Ireland at the age of 3, and his brother Arthur was made a royal
commissioner dealing with the government of Wales at the age of 6.22 8 .
EHS 8 concerns No. CVI, the next piece of evidence, which was erected by a person
whom Griswold and Prasert call "Foster-Father Sai Tam", with "foster-father" their translation of 'WU, literally 'breast-father', which seems absurd, but is justified on the grounds
that he was husband of 'breast-mother' (bblJU) Det, who could well have been a wet-nurse
or foster-mother. An alternative interpretation, favored by Prince Chand, is that 'Wu,
'banal!l'/'phanom', 'mountain', was simply a proper name229.
It is my contention that Griswold and Prasert have missed important features of the
structure of this inscription and that properly understood it helps build up a picture of the
reign of Sai Lidaiy in which several inscriptions fall into place.

As Griswold and Prasert have recognized in their footnotes 33 and 40, the text of the
inscription is poorly organized and full of digressions. It opens with a B. E. date equivalent to
1384, which Griswold and Prasert take to be the date of its execution; and at that time the
author had some reason to think of his future existences after death. There follow (a) a flashback to events of 1361, (b) mention (lines 20-28) of the death of a Mahiidharmariija, apparently
pdaiy, which Griswold and Prasert believe occurred in 1368-74, and the death of his queen,
(c) a note (lines 28-32) that a certain braiia had taken the author out of monkhood to serve the
state, (d) in lines 32-42 description of religious works performed by the author in a snake year
which Griswold and Prasert consider must be 1377, earlier than 1384, although they note the
unusually long time between the beginning of the work and its dedication, (e) in face II, lines
12-18 another mention of the braiiii, (f) in face If, lines 19-31 , more religious works, (g) in face
II, lines 31-37, a digression , and (h) a continuing description of religious works up to the end
of the inscription.
Griswold and Prasert recognize that the section of face II, lines 12-19, is a digression which
should belong with the first mention of the braiia. They also recognize that lines II/ 11-12 and
11/19 are nearly identical and should be connected. Thus the story of the author's religious
works, in a Snake Year, continues to the end of face II and is later than the episode of the
braiia. If that is so, then the Snake Year is probably the latest date in the text and would be
1389. That 1384 is not the real final date of the inscription would also seem confirmed by the
226 See below, discussion of No. XCIII of Wat Asokaram.
227 I have found no precise statement by G/P on the birth of Sai Lidaiy, but they at least believe he was
old enough to father a son in 1390-91, the year when, acco rding to No. XII, Mahadharmaraja IV was born.
228 Griswold, "Y udhi~!hira", pp. 215, 221; GJP, "A Siamese historical poem", p. 130; EHS I, p. 242;
The Oxford History of England, VII, The Earlier Tudors, 1485-1558, pp. 651, 204.
•
229 EHS 8, p. 189; Chand, "Review Jan . 1973", p. 298.
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final section, clearly the conclusion of its story (face III, lines 12-35) 230 , for there BanaJTl Sai
Tarn is abbot of the monastery dedicated in a Snake Year, whereas in 1384 he was still a layman
contemplating reentry into the monkhood.
I would therefore like to suggest the following absolute chronological slots for the different
sections of the inscription: face I/ 10-20, 1361 ; I/20-28, 1370s; I/28-32 and II/ 12-19, between
the death of ~idaiy and 1384 ; I/ 3-1 0, 1384 ; I/32-42, Snake Year 1389; II/ remainder and all of
face III, after 1389, perhaps even several years later.
The most interesting remark about contemporary events contained in the inscription is
the statement that Banarn Sai Tarn was taken out of the monkhood by a certain Brana Debahuraja, "to help build the kingdom" . For Griswold and Prasert the title braiiii "certainly
means a king", and according to their reign sequence it must have been Mahadharmaraja II,
even though the title is not attested elsewhere 231. Proof one way or another is impossible, but
I am going to argue that there were internal difficulties in Sukhothai at that time, possibly a
regency during the early years of Sai ~idaiy, and that Brafia Debahuraja might have been an
otherwise unknown member of the nobility active in state affairs in the reign of a very young
and weak king.
Prince Chand is convinced that there indeed was a regency government, that Brafia Debahuraja was a member, and that he succeeded Udaiy's Maha Devi as chief regent around 1381 232 .
As I have pointed out above, his belief that Maha Devi was regent is based on the last line of
No. CII, and is untenable, and thus there can be no conclusion about a change of regent in
1381, even though I agree with Prince Chand about the possibility of a regency government.
A further intriguing detail is that in another connection Banarn Sai Tarn consecrated
merit to a certain Cau Brahm Jai, a name also mentioned in Jina. This has led Griswold and
Prasert into complex speculations. I find it impossible on the evidence available to account for
Cau Brahm Jai , and prefer to remain entirely agnostic on the matter 233.
In his remarks about this period Prince Chand is also in error about a date in No. IX at
which time Sai Udaiy appears to be full king. He says it was 1388, but the correct date in that
inscription was· 768/ I 406, at which time Mahadharmarajadhiraj (Sai Udaiy), Sri Rajamata
(his mother) and an unidentified pii bra~1iiii settled a monastic dispute2 3.4 .
The next relevant inscription is No. XCIV, described by Griswold and Prasert in EHS
11-2, pp. 124-25, and also noted by Prince Chand 23 5. It is a very short gold plate text, dated
746/ 1384, in which a Sangharaja, who had been teacher (grii) of a certain Mahadharmaraja
has made a stupa for the relics, bra~ dhiitu, of that same Mahadharmaraja, which implies,
230
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p. 207; Prasert, op . cit., pp. 63-64; Coedes, "Documents", p. 100.
" Review, Jan. 1973", p. 296; EHS 12, pp. 109-113.
"Review Jan . 1973", p. 297; Guidi!, p, 33 .

REVIEW ARTICLE: SUKHOTHAI HISTORIOG RAPHY

229

Prince Chand thinks, that the Mahadharmaraja in question was either Vdaiy (Griswold and
Prasert's choice) or Mahadharmaraja II, recently dead. I intend to refer to this again below.
Prince Chand also cites No. XCV, which mentions both a Mahadharmaraja, "the grandfather" ( phu pu), and a Bra~ Mahadhramaraja 235 a. He considers it important in proving his
contention that Sai I":Idaiy succeeded I":Idaiy, but since the inscription is undated I would say
it cannot be integrated into the story.
There seems to be full agreement among Griswold and Prasert and Chand on the basic
meaning of the next evidence, Nos. XLV and LXIV 23 6 . The two inscriptions together are
considered to be separate records of a treaty between Sukhothai and Nan in 1393. This is
based on several assumptions which deserve to be made explicit, although my insistence on
this does not necessarily mean that I find the assumptions impermissible.
The first assumption is that No. LXIV, although undated, is of the same time period as
No . XLV and refers to the same events. So far there is no serious objection to this assumption.
The second assumption is that the :pdaiy named in LXIV, but not in XLV, as representative
of the Sukhothai side, must have been Sai ~Idaiy, since ~Idaiy was dead; and this depends on
the subassumption that the name "~Idaiy " can only refer to one of those two persons. I intend
to offer arguments against this last belief. Finally it has been assumed that Mahadharmaraja
II was the reigning king and that he must have been at the time a monk, or retired, or for some
other reason had delegated authority to Sai ~Idaiy. I hope to show that Mahadharmaraja II
was probably already dead and that no other hypotheses are necessary to account for his
apparent absence from the action .
In fact, since so much of these inscriptions has been destroyed, their purpose is no longer
determinable 2 37, and the most important point for discussion at this stage is the identity of the
Sukhothai ruler. The problem is centered on the title 'Lidaiy', and the discussion relates both
to No . XLV and to certain other inscriptions which ~re discussed below. '.J;.Jdaiy' (1n1rw)
occurs unequivocally as the name of two kings, Lidaiy I and Sai Lidaiy, while 'Lo'daiy'
(L~1'Ylv, L'fleJ1m) is found as the name of ~Idaiy's f~ther and, written L~1'Ylv, as the name of a
person in the 'ancestor' list of No. XLV whose identity has occasioned some disagreement 238.
Whatever the latter's identity, the two names appear to have alternated throughout four
generations of Sukhothai royalty. I will not try to speculate on the origin or meaning of the
two terms, but since the use of vowel signs in the early Sukhothai inscriptions indicates that
there was frequently confusion in the use of vowel symbols 239 , the two titles may have been
synonymous, but written differently from generation to generation in order to distinguish the
bearers.
235a. Chand, "Review Jan . 1973", p. 299 ; Guide, p. 68.
236 EHS 3; Guide, pp. 5-6, 68.
237 EHS I, p. 217; EHS 3, p. 67.
238 EHS 3, p. 82, n. 20; Chand, "Review Jan. 1973", pp. 286-87; Guide, pp. 33, 58, 68 .
239 Sila ciiru'k V, where the vowel system in the inscriptions oi the Jataka panels, Vat Sri Jum , is incomplete in modern terms. Note in particular the evidence of plates 27 and 34 that the independent vowels '!' and
'( (111 tll) may not have been in use at all. See also EHS 9, p. 193 : EHS Il - l, pp. 79-80, 113, 145-6, and
passim in later EHS.
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Furthermore the syllable L~ in those days, in Thai, Khmer and Pali was often written
giving Ledaiy, Ledaya, or Ledeyya; and ~Idaiy in Pali is Lidaya or Lideyya. There is even
one context in which Griswold and Prasert consider Lo'daiy to have been rendered in Pa.li
by "Lideyya" 24 0, which could easily lead to confusion if contexts were not absolutely clear.
For some reason it has always been assumed that Mahadharmaraja II could not have had
one of these names and that the Ba Lo 'daiy of No. XLV must have been some non-reigning
member of the dynasty, even though his name is of a type that was in other cases given only
to reigning kings.
L~ ,

The main point to remember is that the names ~idaiy and Lo 'daiy could be confused,
particularly when written in Pali ; and this will permit us a bit later to see that one of these
terms, probably 'Lo 'daiy', was the name of Mahadharmaraja II, and that he was the ba lo'daiy
of No. XLV. This last point was almost admitted by Griswold and Prasert in one of their
later EHS, and perhaps they were only held back by the assumptions which they had upheld in
their earlier studies 2 4I.
The records of Sukhothai history continue in No. XXXVIII, and here I am going to
suggest that both Griswold and Prasert's interpretation, and Prince Chand's critique, have
totally confused the context. The date is 1397 242 and the opening statement reads: "this capital
[Sukhothai] is under the authority of samtec pabitr mahii riijaputra . . . raja sri paramacakrabarrtiriija who has succeeded to the throne . . . in accordance with the royal wish.
This sacred kingdom [LL~U vn: li113J 1l"ll'~3Jl
Here, I suggt:st, Griswold and Prasert
have forced the evidence. As their own note II admits, LL~'U., etc., should really mean, in a
Sukhothai context, 'the dharmariija realm', that is, the kingdom of Sukhothai.

u] ..."

In addition to this, Griswold and Prasert neglected to translate rl~LL'Yl"U. preceding LL~'\.1.,
etc., and although it may appear presumptious to question Griswold and Prasert's translation,
the point is extremely important. In the standard dictionaries rl~LL'Yl'U. is glossed, "to reward,
recompense, replace, a substitute" 243 which suggests the idea of succeeding to a realm also 244 .
Modern dictionary definitions would not alone be sufficient basis for asserting this, but in a
Thai version of the fifteenth -century Mulasiisanii we find the expression, LL'Yl"U.t'l~1li!~@l meaning
'succeed to the realm" 245 . Thus I feel that lines 2-4 from "this capital" to "Tabatiilsa" should
be read as a single sentence, and the translation should be revised to " . . . in accordance
with the royal wish succeeding to this dharrmariija realm [Sukhotbai] like the Tabatinsa''.
The meaning then is that the riijaputra ('royal son', 'crown prince') succeeded to the throne
of Sukhothai, not Ayutthaya.
240 EHS Il-l, p. 72, n. 6.
241 See above, text between notes 161 and 162.
242 See EHS 4, n. 8 for discussion; and it must be emphasized that the systematic calculation of the
several elements of the date proves conclusively that 759/ 1397 is the correct year and that the day must be
mu'il hmau. The reader may check this for himself by working through the formulae of Roger Billard, "Les
cycles chronographiques chinois dans les inscriptions.tha"is" , BEF£0 Ll, 2 ( 1968), 403-31.
243 McFar land, Thai-English Dictionary, p . 394 ; RID, pp. 441, 475 .
Ll'll~ ..• "
•
244 G / P's "succeeded to the throne" is the transl ation of
245 Tamnan Mulasasana, ed. by Sommai Premchit, Translation Series IX, Dept. of Sociology and Anthropology, Chiang Mai University, Jan. 1976, p. 23.
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This riijaputra went to Kamphaeng Phet with his retinue, which included his maternal
uncle ( miitulii, luiz), who had reared him, and this mention of luiz repeats the familiar structure
of No. CII in which a luiz figured prominently along with a riijauras, synonym of riijaputra.
It is thus most probable that the riijaputra was Sai l:Idaiy who was announcing his assumption of full control over the government of Sukhothai.
Also included in the king's 'retinue were four officials entitled brafiii + baizli (vm) + the
name of a place, and who seem to have been connected with rivers. Such titles have not
been found in any other source. The geographical location of all four is in strictly Sukhothai
territory, and the last-named, from Nagar Daiy, is called bi brafiii dan baiziz nagar daiy 246 , "the
elder brother/of the ruler/who baiziz ... " , indicating that baiziz is to be separated from
brafiii and is probably a verb acting on the following noun. Thus brafiii + baiziz could be
'the brafiii who baniz' a certain location. In the absence of other comparable examples no
further interpretation is possible, but it is clear that we are faced with a peculiar Sukhothai
institution which has not appeared from other sources. Griswold and Prasert found the
passage baffling since they had already assumed the inscription to be Ayutthayan 247 , but
without such an assumption there is no mystery about the context as a whole, even if the
details are incompletely understood. The ruler of Nagar Daiy, as 'elder brother' of the new
ruler of Sukhothai, not Ayutthaya, presents no structural problem, particularly if, accepting
Griswold and Prasert's reasoning, the term need not be taken literally ; and it may only indicate
respect for an older person.
Griswold and Prasert's assumption that the inscription had to be Ayutthayan is based
first on the text of the law, which bears some resemblance to the "Law on Abduction" ('r'l-:J::
lmmnt'l~nm) dated B.E. 1899/ 1355 of the 1805 Ayutthayan law collection 248 , and perhaps
also on the title srf paramacakrabarrtiriija, a title frequently used by Ayutthayan kings.
The first consideration is certainly not sufficient, since laws concerning fugitives would
have been equally necessary in the societies of both Sukhothai and Ayutthaya, and could have
developed independently, although regardless of the degree of interdependence of the two
polities, reciprocal influences in all aspects of their higher cultures may reasonably be supposed.
The law text itself would only be evidence of Ayutthayan action if it were virtually identical
to the Ayutthayan code and if it could be demonstrated that the influence could not have gone
the other way. Griswold and Prasert themselves note that the two law texts are quite different,
but they attribute this to later interpolations in the Ayutthayan code, which is a reasonable
hypothesis but one which must be tested by thorough textual study of the laws before any
general historical conclusions may be drawn. Griswold and Prasert might wish to argue that
Sukhothai society was not such as to promote the promulgation of such a law, an idea which
seems to appear in one of their latest articles 24 9. Otherwise there is little point in discussing
246 In Thai script .W 'r'l-:iqjl 'Yll'U. 'r'l..:J..:J wrn hw. The term "mu" here could either refe~ to b1 brafia.
with the relative sense, "who", or could refer to the king, giving the sense, "the elder brother of the king".
247 EHS 4, p. 129, n. 15.
248 Laws Ill , pp. 1-20.
249 GJP, "On kingship"; their analysis of Sukhothai society is drawn almost entirely from No. I, which
because of its anomalous character cannot be taken as authoritative on such matters. The other Sukhpthai
inscriptions and the material remains of Sukhothai culture indicate that Sukhothai society may not have been
much different from Ayutthaya or Angkor.
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the text of the law here except for one passage which is virtually identical to a passage of the
Ayutthayan law 250 .
The inscription lists, after Sukhothai, the towns of Jalyan, Ka111ben Bejra, Dun Yan, Pak
Yam, and Son Gwae, all squarely within the Sukhothai realm, and prescribes what to do if a
slave in one of those places runs away to another person's house. The Ayutthayan law text
also lists Jalian, Sukhothai, Dun Yan, Pan [Pak ?] Yam, Son Kaev [Gwae], and Ka111beil Bejr,
plus two other Sukhothai towns, Sahluoil and Javtanrav, and prescribes what to do if slaves
run away to them. lp the inscription such locations fit logically into the picture of runaway
slaves, but they seem quite out of place in the Ayutthayan law text. Since Sukhothai was still
independent in 1355, its territory might have been a goal of runaway slaves from Ayutthaya,
at least the strongest and most enterprising of them, but surely most runaways would seek
refuge in areas less distant; and a meaningful Ayutthayan law would deal with areas within the
Ayutthayan king's jurisdiction, not the far-offSukhothaitowns over which he had no authority.
If we laid aside all preconceptions, we might offer the interpretation that the Sukhothai law,
preserved in the inscription, is the older text; and that later, when Sukhothai had been incorporated into the Ayutthayan system, part of its legislation was directly incorporated into the
Ayuttha"yan code, attributed to earlier Ayutthayan kings, and slight changes made to fit Ayutthayan circumstances.
Evidence in favor of careless modification in the original text is the Buddhist Era date of
the Ayutthayan law. At that time the common era of Ayutthaya was saka 251 and the Buddhist
Era date of the law probably indicates tampering with the text at a later date when it was
believed that use of the Buddhist Era had preceded the saka and cula eras.
For myself a much stronger indication of Ayutthayan identity for the rajaputra of No.
XXXVIII would be his title cakrabarrtiriija, since I believe patterns in titles are important,
whereas Griswold and Prasert do not 252 , and cakrabarrtiriija seems to have been used much
more consistently at Ayutthaya than elsewhere. However, it was also apparently used at Chiang
Mai 2 53 , and patterns of titles did change over time through borrowing of auspicious elements
from other polities. Sukhothai in the reign of Sai 1:-Idaiy was apparently often weak and subject
to influences both from north and south, and its elite could well have been experimenting with
borrowed titles and institutions. Thus the title <:akrabarrtiriija is not sufficient to prove that
the riijaputra could only have been from Ayutthaya, and it may have been taken purposely by
Sai Lidaiy at a time when he was apparently trying to increase, or consolidate, his power within
the ;ealm. Moreover the epithet 'royal son' is scarcely credible for the Ayutthayan Ramaraja,
who had become full king two years earlier 254 , but it and other details fit a Sukhothai pattern
250 EHS 4, p. 132; Laws Ill, pp.l-2.
251 Nearly all of the extant contemporary Ayutthayan records dating from before the Burmese invasion
of 1569 use saka. Most of them are listed or cited in Vickery, "The Khmer inscriptions of Tenasserim", JSS
LXI, I (Jan. 1973), 51-70.
252 See Vickery, "Cambodia after Angkor", chap. VII; G /P, "Devices and expedients", In _Memoriam
Phya Anuman Rajadhon, The Siam Society, 1970, p. 151; and G/ P, "A Pali inscription from Vat s·riratnamahadhatu, Subarnapuri", Art and Archaeology in Thailand, The Fine Arts Dept., Bangkok, 1974, p. 4.
253 Coedes, "Documents", pp. 108, 109, 110, 129. where one of Tiloka's titles was "SiridhliJllmacakkavattibilakaril:j'adhiraja".
254 EHS 4, p. 128, n. 9.
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which begins with No. CII. The emphasis on 'royal son' probably indicates that for some
reason Sai ~ldaiy had not been allowed to assume full authority at the death of his father and
that, as Prince Chand emphasizes, some sort of regency council had prevailed.
Inscription No. XXXVIII, then , continues the dynastic picture beginning with No . CIJ, is
solely concerned with Sukhothai matters, and all inferences from it about Ayutthaya-Sukhothai
relations are misplaced.
Prince Chand's main argument over No . XXXVIII concerns the date , which he thinks
should be about 100 years later 255 , but he also notes pertinently that Griswold and Prasert's
interpretation is essential to their theory of Ayutthayan interference in the affairs of Sukhothai,
a theory which fully merits the skepticism Prince Chand appears to feel. He accepts, however,
along with Griswold and Prasert, that the rajaputra is Ayutthayan, but that he was either
Trailokanath or the latter's son , Ramadhipatl II. He says the information on the king' s relatives fits only these two princes, something I fail to understand unless it is based on the idea
of Trailokanath's mother being a daughter of Sai Udaiy, a theory I have already shown
untenable 256 .
.
Prince Chand also says the language of the introductory part is of the fifteenth century and
that anyone who can read Thai should be able to see it, although he neglected to point out the
diagnostic details . He apparently offered these arguments in an earlier article, for Prasert
answered them in two of his own studies 257 . Prasert wrote that he was unable to judge the
date of the language, which would indicate that Prince Chand's reasoning on this point is
unclear even to Thai experts.
The next relevant inscription is No. XLVI dated 1404. The individuals given prominence
are Sai ~ldaiy, called Sam tee mahadharrmarajiidhipati sri suryavans, and his mother; and it
appears that they had recently increased the territorial extent of the Sukhothai kingdom.
Griswold and Prasert have called this a declaration of independence, but such an inference
seems exaggerated, particularly if the supposed oath of Mahadharmaraja Il is only an imaginative reconstruction and if No . XXXVJIJ, as I propose, has no connection with Ayutthayan
interference in Sukhothai. It is possible, however, that at the beginning of the fifteenth century
weakness in Ayutthaya gave Sai Udaiy the chance to enlarge his kingdom 258 .
We should again note No . IX, which two years later in 1406 gives the same political prominence to the queen mother that is found in No. XLVI.
According to Griswold and Prasert and Prince Chand the next inscription of interest, No.
XLIX, depicts the visit of an Ayutthayan king to Sukhothai in 1417, although Prince Chand
thinks it was a mere social visit while Griswold and Prasert claim it represents the reassertion
of Ayutthayan suzerainty over Sukhothai 259 . Among the persons figuring in the inscription
255 Chand, " Review Jan. 1973" , pp. 287-89 ; Guide, p. 92.
256 See above, "Two confusing inscriptions".
257 Prasert, op. cit., 49, 52-54. He referred to an article by Prince Chand in
(1968), which I have not read .
258 See EHS I.
259 EHS I; Chand, "Review Jan. 1973" , pp . 273-74; Guide, pp. 74-75.
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we find the king of Sukhothai, Sai J,.idaiy, who is first entitled bo ayii hua cau da okyii
dharrmariija then more simply cau bra :yii and bo ayfi hua cau, all of which Griswold and Prasert
take to mean he was a vassal ruler. In 1412 he gave permission to build a temple. Then in 1417,
when the temple had been built, there was a visit by bra!! param ra}Gdhipati sri maha cak [ra]
baltiriij together with his queen mother, and his maternal aunt. According to Griswold and
Prasert and Prince Chand this was the royal family of Ayutthaya, but is such an interpretation
necessary? Among the royal titles we find rajiidhipati 26 0, which was among the titles of Sai
1,-Idaiy in No. XLVI, and the element cakrabarrtiraj which, I have argued, was adopted by Sai
~Idaiy in No. XXXVIII. Moreover, Sai 1.-Idaiy's mother was given prominence in Nos. XLV[
and IX, and here again the queen mother accompanies the ruler. The third royal person is a
maternal aunt, and in No. CHan aunt seemed to be a guardian of the much younger Sai l:Idaiy.
Furthermore, a maternal uncle of the king (the okya dharmariija), who was a monk, is also
given an important role in the inscription, and in both Nos. CII and XXXVII[ we have noted
such an uncle, not yet a monk, as one of the major figures close to Sai "I:Idaiy. Thus all of these
inscriptions seem to show a similar royal family structure which is strictly that of the family of
Sukhothai.
One more character of No. XLIX who deserves a note is Nay Inda Sarasakti, the man in
charge of the construction of the temple, and whom Griswold and Prasert, but not Prince
Chand, call the "Ayudhyan Chief Resident" in Sukhothai. We should recall, however, that in
No. CII there was a certain "nay named Ay Ind" who also took charge of temple construction
over 30 years earlier, and it is quite likely that it is the same individual with a higher rank
denoted by the title sarasakti who figures in No. XLIX. Rather than "Ayudhyan Chief
Resident" he was probably something like chief municipal engineer of Sukhothai 26 '.
Skeptics might still argue that the different royal titles show that two different rulers are
involved in the story. I do not think this is a necessary conclusion. Inscription No. XLIX is
admitted to contain several peculiarities of language2 6 1a, and as a matter of method, until
they are explained in general no single one of them may be picked out and arbitrarily given a
special meaning. We should also remember, as I noted earlier, that the weight of later evidence
is that vassal rulers continued to hold full royal titles. Finally, the inscription was explicitly
erected by the Mahathera, uncle of the Sukhothai king, and Nay Sarasakti, who had served the
royal family for half a lifetime. It would be quite natural for these men to refer to Sai ~Idaiy
by short titles equivalent to 'the king' in the sections devoted to the preparations for construction and to then use his full titles when recording his official visit.
260 'Riijadhipati' was also an Ayutthayan title: see Vickery, review of van Vliet p. 227, where I did not
argue against G/P's interpretation of No. XLIX. Since it is clear that "rajadhipati" in XLVI refers to Sai
Lidaiy, it is proof that certain titles at that time were shared by Sukhothai and Ayutthayan royalty.
261 See above n. 221. In a review of Yoneo Ishii eta/., A Glossarial Index of the Sukhothai Inscriptions,
JSS LXII, I (Jan. 1974). pp. 258-59, I argued against his being 'Ayutthayan Chief Resident' on other grounds,
which I now realize may not be so solid as I once thought, due to the higher rank of such titles as 'nay' and 'khun'
in earlier times(see Vickery, "The 2/k . 125 Fragment" ,p.54). I still deny that he was Ayutthayan Chief Resident,
but think the comparison of Nos. CII and XLIX provides a better argument, and my earlier remarks about
'sarasakti' would still hold .
261a EHS I, pp. 232,238, n. 62; Chand, " Review Jan. 1973", p. 272; Vickery, review of A Glossarial
Index of the Sukhothai Inscriptions, pp. 258-59 . Note that in No. XCIIJ, EHS 2, p. 46, n. 32, G/P accept "bo
ayu hua" as the title of an independent king.
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I would thus conclude that No. XLIX bears no evidence for Sukhothai-Ayutthaya relations.
An inscription which will be more difficult to fit into the revisionist picture is No. XCII I
of Wat Asokaram concerning which there are serious differences of opinion between Prince
Chand and Griswold and Prasert. It includes the date I 399 at which time all the authorities
agree that Sai f;idaiy was king of Sukhothai.
The principal personage is the founder of the monastery, entitled sam tee bra~ rajadebi sri
etc. Griswold and Prasert have decided that she was wife and half-sister of Mahadharmaraja II, Sai Lidaiy's mother, and thus identical to the rajamata of No. XLVI, while
Prince Chand says sh~ was J,-ldaiy's second queen and mother of Mahadharmaraja II 262.
cu[a/ak~a!Ja,

In the inscription this lady is calledjaya, "wife", or as Griswold and Prasert say, "consort",
of Samtec Mahadharmarajadhiraja. In their note 10 Griswold and Prasert also say "consort"
really means "widow", since they have decided that she must have been consort of Mahadharmaraja II, already dead in 1399, but there is no precedent for such an interpretation of
jiiya. The term jaya plus arrgariijamahesi, 'chief queen', of her titles, can only mean she was
chief queen and consort of the reigning Mahadharmaraja, that is Sai f;!daiy 263 .
This identification is supported by two other phrases which Griswold and Prasert have
treated in a somewhat arbitrary manner. Within the space of a few lines there is mention of a
mae ayu hua building temples and a bo ayu hua becoming a monk. Griswold and Prasert
translated these titles, normally, as "queen" and "king" and identified them respectively as Sri
Cu!alak~al)a and Sai f;Idaiy. However, if bo ayii hua thus means the reigning king, which is
easy to accept, then mae ayu hua should logically be his consort, not his mother, and if mae
ayu hua is, as Griswold and Prasert say, Sri Cu~alak~al)a, then by a second chain of reasoning
she was consort of Sai Vdaiy264.
I would also suggest that Griswold and Prasert have distorted the meaning of samtec bo
ok 265 . As they admit, this title would normally refer to the lady's own father, but this will not
do in view of their decision about her own identity; and the distortion is carried through to
their identification of the deceased Samtec Brah Rajamata and the translation of the list of
people receiving merit from Sri Culalaksal)a's good works 266 . On their reading of this passage
depend also their remarks, page 37, about the sibling relationship between Sri Cu]alak~al)a
and Mahadharmaraja II.
Here Prince Chand's translation, if not his interpretation, is definitely superior. The
merit was dedicated to sam tee pu braiia CVdaiy), bo ok (her own father), mae ok (her own
mother), sam tee mahadharmarajadhiraja, and brah sri dharma raja mat a. Griswold and Prasert
262 EHS 2, pp. 37, 48, n . 41; Chand, "Review Jan. 1973", p. 274; Guide, pp. 69-71.
263 EHS 2, p. 44. The reader should not be misled by 'madapravara', which G / P left untranslated.
have no suggestion for it either, but mada is not the word for 'mother', which is marc/.
264 EHS 2, p. 46.
265 EHS 2, p. 47, n . 35 .
266 EHS 2, p. 48.
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consider the last two to be Mahadharmaraja II, the donor's husband, and the latter's mother,
both dead; while Prince Chand says they were Sai ~:Idaiy and his mother, both alive.
In most cases transfer of merit only concerns those who are already dead, and thus
Prince Chand's suggestion would be unlikely. He argues that a clear case of transferring merit
to someone still alive is found in No . XLIX, but there Nay Ind only states that he would transfer to the king (perhaps only after the latter's death) the merit accruing from a temple which
he intended to build. The situation is thus quite different and in fact in No . XLIX, which is
complete and which records the completion of the temple, there is no statement about really
transferring merit, perhaps because the king was still alive2 67.
I think we must accept that the Mahadharmaraja in question cannot be the living Sai
Lidaiy, but must be an earlier Mahadharmaraja, and the Brah Sri Dharmarajamata must be
Sai ~Idaiy's mother268.
This revision, which seems fairly straightforward from face I, becomes much more complicated by the evidence, and lacunae, of face II. The latter is in Pali and there is considerable
controversy over its interpretation.
The first difficulty is in Griswold and Prasert's rendering of lines 5-12, which is an interpretive paraphrase rather than a translation, the latter being partially provided in their note
53 269 . Taking the important elements in literal order we have, "in 730/1368. . . Dharmarajadhiraja of Lidayaraja's . . . queen Sri Dhammarajamata . . . was born" (lines 5-9). Now
Griswold and Prasert and Prince Chand have assumed that "Lidaya" can only be one individual,
the king reigning between circa 1347 and 1374, and they also implicitly assume, with a logic
that quite escapes me, that since the name of Mahadharmaraja II has not been preserved it
could not have been "~Idaiy" . As I have shown above Pali 'Lidaya'/ 'Lideyya' could
represent either 'Lo'daiy' or '~Idaiy', and there is no reason why Mahadharmaraja II could
not have had one of these names. If the ~idaiy of this inscription was Mahadharmaraja II
then the Dharmaraja who was born in 1368 would have been Sai 1,-Idaiy, and his mother is seen
to have had the same basic titles as in the unequivocal No. XLVI.
The date fits very well into the known period of Sai 1,-Idaiy's life and so do some of the
other passages of the inscription. It continues, "when he was sixteen years old", and then there
is a one-line lacuna so we do not know what happened in 745-46/ 1383-84, but two other inscriptions allude to the importance of that year and thus mention of the date fits an already
established pattern without hazarding guesses as to its precise meaning 270 .
Then in line 13 we find, " when he was thirty-eight, in the year seven hundred ... ",
followed by a lacuna where the rest of the date should be. I would accept the metrically correct
interpolation of a!{asa!{hi, 'sixty-eight', making a date 768/ 1406. Griswold and Prasert cannot
accept that because of their belief that the inscription was written in 1399, and their insistence
267 Chand, "Review Jan. 1973", p. 276; EHS I, p. 233, lines 5-6, p. 236.
·
268 Prince Chand, however, does not accept Mahadharmaraja II as father of Mahadharmaraja III, which
is discussed further below.
269 EHS 2, p. 50.
270 Pace GfP, EHS 2, p. 50, n. 54. The other two inscriptions are Nos. CVI and XCIV.
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that the Mahadharmaraja concerned was not Sai Lidaiy, but Mahadharmaraja II, already dead
by that date 271• Prince Chand calls attention to ~nother reason why 1368 would be unacceptable for the birth of Mahadharmaraja II in Griswold and Prasert's genealogical scheme. It
would make him only 23 years old in 1391 at the birth of his grandson Mahadharmaraja IV,
son of Sai ~idaiy, and such a genealogy is impossibJe272.
Prince Chand's own argument is that "1399 was the foundation date of the wat, but not
necessarily the date of the inscription" , and he implies that the latter date could have been as
late as 1406, on both of which points I am in full agreement . He also insists, rightly, that
reconstruction of the lacuna in lines 13-14 of the Pali face must obey the metre, and that the
date must therefore be 768/ 1406 27 3. Since Prince Chand, however, like Griswold and Prasert
believes the Mahadharmaraja concerned to be the second, and since he realizes that a genealogy
Lidaiy - Mahadharmaraja II - Sai Lidaiy - Mahadharmaraja IV is not possible with this assumption and with the dates of No .. XCIII, he postulates an entirely different family structure
in which Lidaiy - Ba Lo' daiy (No. XLV) - Sai ~Idaiy would represent the main line of the
family with Sai Lidaiy taking the throne in 1379, the year of ~Idaiy's death, and in which
Mahadharamaraja II would be a half-brother of Ba Lo'daiy and a contemporary of Sai LIdaiy274 .
.
This solution, which is a speculative reconstruction, forces Prince Chand into further
epicyclic reasoning to tie up loose ends, such as the question why Ba Lo'daiy never reigned and
is not mentioned anywhere but in No . XLV, and the problem of Mahadharmaraja II being
given such a title at birth, even though in Prince Chand's own explanation he did not reign at
all. For an answer to the first problem he produces a story in which Ba Lo'daiy, and also Na111
Moan, another figure of No . XLV, are killed off in the war of 1378 275 , but this is precisely the
type of story which, having no supporting evidence at all, is best avoided by the historian. For
the second problem Prince Chand postulates a rivalry between the women whom he has identified as the two queens of pdaiy, Rajamata of No. XLVI, mother of Sai ~Idaiy, and Sri Cul~
laksaQa of No . XCIII, mother of the contemporary Mahadharmaraja II; and he says that the
title "mahadharmaraja" for the prince whom we known as the second of that name, and who
never really became king, is a false claim by his mother which is found only in No . XCIII. As
evidence for such rivalry, he points to different styles in the temples they built and supposedly
different territories claimed by Nos. XLVI and XCIII 276 . But differences in architectural
style in no way imply political rivalry, and with respect to the claims of territory, the passage of
No. XLVI is fragmentary, that of No. XCIII is poorly understood and probably adjusted to
the exigencies of Pali metre, and the two statements, both made a bout 1406 according to Prince
Chand's and my readings, could easily be understood as referring to the same general area277.
271 EHS 2, p. 50, n. 55.
272 Chand, "Review Jan. 1973", p. 278; Guide, p. 69 . The date of birth of Mahadharmaraja IV may be
inferred from No. XII.
273 Chand, "Review Jan. 1973", pp. 278-80; Guide, pp. 68-70.
274 Guide, pp. 71 -73.
275 Guide, pp. 33, 73.
276 Guide, pp. 70-71, 73 .
277 See EHS I, p. 225, lines 7-9, p. 227 ; and EHS 2, p. 51. Note also that in Angkorean inscriptions such
mundane details are often incomplete in the Sanskrit portion due to metrical requirements and are more
accurately rendered in the Khmer passages.
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Of course Prince Chand's main point here was to argue against Griswold and Prasert's contention that the queens of Nos. XL VI and CXIII were the same person. To that extent I agree
with him, but otherwise I feel that his reconstruction is based on very tenuous speculations
and must be rejected.
One other suggestion of Prince Chand, that the Prince Asoka of No. XCII II went to Lanka
to obtain the relics, must also be rejected 278 . He has evidently been misled by the Thai translation of the inscription in Silii Caru'k IV, which in fact makes it appear that Asoka went to
Lanka, but the structure of the Pali text and Griswold and Prasert's translation show th at
this is impossible279.
· Griswold and Prasert's reconstruction is based on an assumption about the identity of
"Lidaya" shared by Prince Chand; a belief that all the dates of the inscription must be earlier
than 1399, which both Prince Chand and I reject 2B0 ; and a conviction that Mahadharmaraja
II was dead in 1399, which I, but not Prince Chand, would also accept.
Let us first take the question of the date. As Prince Chand pointed out, 761 I 1399 is only
mentioned as the date at which the temple was built, and in face I other things are mentioned
as having occurred later. Thus, (a) four months later an image of the Buddha (lacuna, "was
erected"), and four months after Phaggul).a/ Phalgm;~a is already into the next year, 762/ 1400,
(b) then sacred texts were assembled, and (c) then people and land were donated to the temple.
Following this the inscription relates that the same lady also built six other temples and a
monastic residence; and, pace Griswold and Prasert, there is no necessity to assume that they
were all built earlier than the Asokarama (their note 37 is based on all the assumptions about
identities of idividuals which I am attempting to disprove). It is clear that the inscription was
set up later than the date it includes, in the absence of any further date in face I the intervening
time could have been a matter of years, and there is no conflict with the metrically correct conjecture that the missing date of face II should be 768/ 1406. Indeed the boundaries mentioned
at that time, although in Palicized form and not entirely clear, fit the picture of Sai Lidaiy
expanding or taking stock of his realm as in No. XLVI, dated 1404. Once this feature of
the dating is recognized there is no longer any temporal objection to identifying Sai ~Idaiy as
the prince whose birth is recorded in 1368 and Cu~alak~al).a as his queen.
We must now return to the two passages transferring merit to other members of the donor's
family 281 . Prince Chand feels that Griswold and Prasert have "doctored" their version and I
consider his criticism to be just. However, I do not agree with Prince Chand that both passages
should contain the same details, and that the Pali text should be interpreted to conform to the
Thai2 82 . As a literal translation, and that is what we must first work with, Prince Chand's
rendering of the Thai passage, illustrated above, is far superior to that of Griswold and Prasert.
278 Chand, "Review Jan . 1973'", p. 280; Guide, pp. 70, 73 .
279 Silii ciin/k IV, p. 55, line 10 from the top; EHS 2, p. 42, lines 33-41 and p. 52, from 11/29-34
through 11/35-42. I should make clear here that I have no pretensions to be a Pali scholar, and only claim
sufficient basic Pali to identify passages in a translation with the corresponding passages of the original.
280 Chand, " Review Jan. 1973'", pp. 278, 280.
281 EHS 2, pp. 48 and 55 for G / P's translations.
282 Chand, "Review Jan. 1973'", p. 276 ; Guide, pp 69-70.
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However, since literal translation forces us to understand the donor, Sri Cu!alak~al)a, as queen
of Sai Lidaiy, and since standard practice forces us to assume that all the persons mentioned
were dead, we must take the last two individuals mentioned as a Mahadharmaraja preceding
Sai pdaiy, presumably his father, and his mother, who is given part of the same titles as found
in No. XLVI. Since No. XLIX, as I read it, shows this lady still alive in 1417, No. XCIII
could only have been written after that date.
As for the passage in the Pali face, which according to both Prince Chand's and my own
readings would have been later than 1399, and perhaps even much later, the donor, still the
same lady, refers to her parents, and then to her husband in a phrase, "siimiko me mahiidhammariijadhiriijaniimako", and finally to the "royal mother", using the same "Sri Dhammarajamata" as found in the Thai face and in No. XL VI. In this case Prince Chand's interpretation
that "siimiko" and "mahiidhammariija" are to be separated and made into two persons is just
not tenable 2 8 3 . The Pali phrase, literally "my husband named Mahadhammarajadhiraja",
is quite clear and we must prefer the rendition of Griswold and Prasert who also assume that the
individual named was dead.
Where my reading differs from Griswold and Prasert is in identifying the donor's husband
asSai ~Idaiy instead of Mahadharmaraja II; and since we know the date of Sai ~Idaiy's death,
1419, this leads to the conclusion that the Pali side, but not the Thai side in which Sai ~Idaiy is
clearly alive, was not written until after that date. With this conclusion there is no longer any
problem with Queen Cu~alak~al)a's son being called Mahadharmaraja 284 . He was Sai ~idaiy's
son, Mahadharmaraja IV, who would have been on the throne at the date the Pali inscription
was written.
Thus without any interpretive paraphrases instead of translation, without any epicycles,
and with only two assumptions (since 1399 records the beginning of the activities rather
than their end, the inscription could have been erected within any time period which could
reasonably fit into the lifetime of Sri Cu!alak~al)a; and since no other name has been recorded for Mahadharmaraja II, there is no objection to accepting him as the "Lidaya" of the
Pali face), we can achieve a reading of No. XCIII which fits it into the picture based on
earlier inscriptions and which is, I submit, much more acceptable from the point of view of
historical method.
As for the Prince Asoka of No. XCIII, speculation about him and the significance of
his name is not very helpful in the absence of all evidence. It is in any case not a unique
instance of the name. 'Asoka' had been used by royalty in central Siam since the thirteenth
century 285 , and just because so few individuals are named in Sukhothai inscriptions we may
not therefore assume that there were not many more princes in each generation.
283 Guide, p . 70.
284 That is, the problem of why he was apparently given such a title at birth. See Chand, "Review Jan.
1973", p. 280.
285 See Coedes, "Nouvelles donnees epigraphiques sur l'histoire de I'Indochine centrale",Jouma/ Asiatique
CCXLVI, 2 (1958), pp. 125-42; and Coedes, Recuei/, Nos. XIII and XIV .
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Some conclusions

I stated earlier that all conclusions about the end of ~Idaiy's reign and the reign of Mahadharmaraja II depend on the inscriptions of the Sai ~Idaiy period, and since the latter have
been discussed it is time to go back to the earlier problems.
Since there is no unequivocal statement about the death of pdaiy, and since there is
hardly any unequivocal evidence for Mahadharmaraja II at all, the reader might still find part
of Prince Chand's theory attractive: pdaiy died in 1379 and was succeeded by Sai Udaiy,
still a minor. The riij auras of the latter's title would refer to his relationship with Ba Lo'daiy
and there would have been no Mahadharmaraja II at all. No. IX precludes that scenario, for
it unequivocally calls ~Tdaiy "grandfather" and Sai ~Idaiy "grandson"; and there is as yet no
permissible way to reinterpret these terms. There was thus an intervening generation whose
representative must have been considered king in order for his son Sai ~Idaiy to be called
"bra~ sri riij auras"; and there is no objection if we continue to use the title "Mahadharmaraja
If."

The only thing we can say for certain about the time period of his reign is that it would
have begun at the death of ~Idaiy in 1368, or 1374, or 1379, and that it must have ended by
1397 when Sai ~Idaiy in No. XXXVIII, still entitled 'crown prince", appears to be asserting
his full authority. The total lack of information about Mahadharmaraja II and the uncertainty in No. CII about who was ruling in Sukhtothai between 1379 and 1389 lend credence to
Prince Chand's supposition that, for a large part of Sai Udaiy's reign, power was in the hands
of a regency 2 8 6 . However, since Sai ~Idaiy was still ·~rown prince' or 'heir apparent' long
after attaining his majority, and only asserted full authority in Sukhothai in 1397, perhaps
together with a regency or without it, there were serious conflicts among factions of Sukhothai
royalty or among the Sukhothai cities, and Mahadharmaraja II may have been a real 'roi
faineant'. This is a speculative reconstruction, based on very incomplete evidence, and I
shall carry it no further. All we can say for certain is that Sukhothai history between the 1360s
and the 1390s is very unclear, the kingdom appears to have suffered a decline, and nothing of
importance was accomplished by Mahadharmaraja II. This supposed decline of Sukhothai
may well have beeri related to the constant Ayutthayan pressures recorded in LP and other
chronicles, but I think it should be clear now that the inscriptions are concerned with strictly
internal Sukhothai affairs and their factual content may not be integrated into any scenario of
Ayutthayan expansion.
As a positive contribution it is perhaps possible to establish more closely the date of
Mahadharmaraja JI's death. This will be based on three inscriptions, Nos. CVI, XCIV, and
XCIII, all of which give a special importance to the year 1383-84.
In No. CVJ a certain gentleman whose wife may reasonably be assumed to have been
foster-mother to a prince is seen giving thought to basic existential problems early in the year
1384. Although not explicit, this year must have had some special significance, since, as 1 have
shown, it was not the date of the inscription.
286 Guide, pp. 71, 76; and Chand, "Review Jan. 1973", p. 295.
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Inscription No. XCIV, the short gold plate reproduced in EHS 11-2, pp. 124-25, says a
Sangharaja, who had been teacher of a certain Mahadharmaraja , had just built a stupa for the
relics of that Mahadharmaraja, whom Prince Chand considers could have been either Lidaiy
or Mahadharmaraja II. If~Idaiy died between 1368 and 1374 (Griswold and Prasert), or even
in 1379 (Chand), 1384 seems rather late to consecrate his relics. But if Mahadharmaraja II had
just died this circumstance would fit the picture of the inscription much better.
Finally, No. XCIII notes some important occurrence for the life of Sai Lidaiy in 1383-84,
although the details have disappeared from the stone. None of these statements are at all
specific, and although it gets dangerously close to the type of speculative reconstruction against
which I have been warning, I would like to offer the hypothesis that the important event of
1384, or slightly earlier, was the death of Mahadharmaraja H .
With respect to No. XCIV, however, Prince Chand's preference, as well as Griswold and
Prasert's is that it refers to 1:-Idaiy. Couldn ' t we then suppose that Udaiy himself had lived
until1383-84, and that Mahadharmaraja I l 's reign was from 1384 until sometime in the 1390s?
Then the "bra!! sri raj auras" of No. CH would be Mahadharmaraja II, he might still have
been alive, but retired, as Griswold and Prasert say, in 1393, date of No. XLV, and he would
only have died shortly before 1397 at which time his maharajaputra'', Sai Vdaiy, asserted his
authority in Sukhothai.
This would be an acceptable reconstruction if we wished to ignore, as Prince Chand does,
the statement of Jina that a certain Dhamma raja had died during events which seem to be dated
by LP in the 1360s or 1370s. I have discussed this portion of Jina above, and pointed out some
of its weaknesses, but it is so close to other, better, sources, that its statements may not be
ignored. I therefore agree with Griswold and Prasert that on the basis of Jinawe must date the
death of Lidaiy somewhere between 1368 and 1374, and in such case the "bra~ sri raj auras" of
1379 can only be Sai 1:-Idaiy.
One more positive contribution centers on the personal name of Mahadharmaraja II. No.
XCIII shows that it was something which could be Palici zed as "Lidaya ",and Pali lidaya could
represent both the Thai ~Idaiy and Lo 'daiy. Gri swold and Prasert have already accepted that
the mysterious ba lo'daiy of No. XLV was of the same generation as Mahadharmaraja H,
perhaps an "elder half-brother" 28 7. The only reason for not identifying him directly as Mahadharmaraja II was Griswold and Prasert's view of No. XCIII, which I have attempted to
show untenable, and I believe we must accept that the Lidaya of No. XCIII, hitherto known
only as Mahad.harmaraja II, was also the ba lo'daiy of No . XLV, with the term 'ba' indicating
that he was of the father generation to the reigning king Sai ~Idaiy.

Later Sukhothai
Prince Chand's chapters 8 and 9 continue beyond the reign of Sai ~idaiy into a period
which Griswold and Prasert have treated, but not exhaustively, in their study of" Yuan Pai"

•

287 See note 241 above.
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(YP) 288 and in Griswold's "Yudhis~hira". Since Prince Chand generally approves of those
two studies, and since there are few inscriptions, there is much less controversy, which is not
to say that the history of this late Sukhothai period has been explained in a more satisfactory
manner than the early reigns . Details about which there is general agreement are the death of
Sai Lidaiy in 1419 as recorded in LP and the ensuing reign of his son, Mahadharmaraja IV,
who finds mention in No. XII, dated 1426, and whose reign may have come to an end in 1438
when LP seems to be noting direct Ayutthayan interference in Sukhothai affairs 2 8 9 . Beyond
this the scarcity and nature of the sources permit conflicting conjectures which cannot yet be
resolved.
Part of Prince Chand's chapter 8 concerns art and architectural matters which I deliberately ignore in the present review, but most of it is Prince .Chand's own narrative of the "Union
of Ayudia and Sukhothai", a history of the relations among Sukhothai, Ayutthaya and Chiang
Mai in the last three quarters of the fifteenth century. It is based on the chronicles and its
acceptability will depend on a full analysis of those texts .
Only a few critical remarks need to be made here. In the "Genealogical Table VII",
page 78, Prince Chand again shows Trailokanath born of a Sukhothai princess, something I
discussed above ; and he indicates that "Phya Ram " , mentioned in the LP entry of 781 / 1419,
was appointed as "Phya Chalieng", a detail for which there is no evidence. He also states
unequivocally that Yudhisthira was son of this Phya Ram, and he seems to believe that the
inclusion of 'Ramarajissara' (in Pali) among Yudhisthira's titles shows that his father's name
was Rama 290 . However, the frequent occurrence of 'Rama' in the names or titles of numerous
kings in several polities eliminates the possibility of attributing any specific significance to it.
Griswold originally settled for "scion of the old ruling family " , and Griswold and Prasert have
more recently suggested he was " son of the deceased king", Mahadharmaraja IV 291 ; and we
must conclude that his parentage may not be determined with any certainty. Prince Chand
also repeats his ideas about No. XL , which I have discussed above 29 2 .
Although Prince Chand accepts Griswold's ''Yudhi~thira" for much of the fifteenth-century
story, he gives somewhat more emphasis to a difficulty which Griswold tended to gloss over and
which illustrates the pitfalls of reconstructing history from the chronicles without first undertaking their full critical analysis.
The problem is a battle between the northern and southern forces recorded in CMC in
819/ 1457 and in LP in 825/ 1463293. It is obvious that one or the other date is wrong, which
both Griswold and Prince Chand admit, but Griswold considered it of "little importance",
while Prince Chand realizes that it spoils the whole reconstructed story 294 . Besides this, if a
comparative table of events in LP and CMC is set up it will be seen that the LP entry of 825
288
289
290
291
292
293
294

G / P, "A Siamese historical poem' '.
LP, entries for cula 781. 800; EHS I , p. 241; Vickery, "The 2/k. 125 Fragment " , pp. 75-76.
Guide, pp. 78-79.
Griswold, "Yudhi~\hira ' ', p . 221 ; G / P, "A Siamese historical poem", p. 132.
Guide, pp. 79, 81 ; and see above, "Two confusing inscriptions".
Griswold, "Yudhis.t.hira" , pp. 223-24 ; Guide, pp. 83-84.
See also GjP, "A Siamese historical poem ", p . 135.

REVIEW ARTICLE : SUKHOTHAI HISTORIOGRAPHY

243

may also be related to the CMC entries of 821 and 813, which latter are also related to LP
entries of 822/ 23 and 813 respectively. If LP is taken as the most accurate framework, as has
been done by most historians, then CMC for this period is a confusing jumble and its details
may not be inserted directly into the LP structure.
A small error occurs in Prince Chand's reference to the Wat Chulamani /cufama~i inscription. It is not just the "last two paragraphs", but the entire inscription which dates from 168081 (not 1679) even though it purports to record information from the fifteenth century29s.
In Prince Chand's chapter 9, he first reviews the history of Ayutthaya as recorded in LP
and notes appropriately that some of its entries are obscure 296 . He again insists that No.
XXXVIII belongs to this period 297 , but otherwise his remarks on the inscriptions of the late
fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, which are too few to provide a coherent historical
picture, are not controversial, and his only excursion into unsupported conjecture is in the
final paragraph, on events of the first quarter of the sixteenth century, which he admits is only
a hypothesis.
As a final comment I can only emphasize that the history of Sukhothai, in a form acceptable to modern historians, remains to be written. The difficulty is not in the literal understanding of the sources, for surely Prince Chand and Dr. Prasert could come to terms on satisfactory
readings of even the most difficult Thai texts. The barrier to an acceptable history of Sukhothai
has so far been in certain rather traditional attitudes about what is important in history, and
to what extent the historian may give rein to his imagination in recreating the events of the
past. It may be that the sources are altogether insufficient to write history at the biographical
and political level, at which attention is devoted to the actions and interactions of individuals
or to the attitudes and policies of the ruling families of Sukhothai, Chiang Mai and Ayutthaya.
It is undoubtedly the concentration on this aspect of history which has led to the very speculative, conjectural reconstructions which characterize the works reviewed here. I would suggest
that it may be necessary to move to a more abstract, and possibly more interesting, level and
to devote our attentions to the implications of material remains for social and economic life ;
and some of the important problems would be (a) whether new economic forces affecting all of
Southeast Asia caused the growth of Ayutthaya and its expansion against Sukhothai 298 ; (b)
whether control of pottery manufacture and trade routes played an important role in the
fifteenth-century wars between Sukhothai, Ayutthaya, and Chiang Mai; and (c) to what extent
Ayutthaya changed as it gradually absorbed the more Thai areas in north-central Siam in the
fifteenth-sixteenth centuries. The inscriptions and chronicles will have an important role to
play in the study of all such questions, but they must be treated in a much more rigorous
manner than has been done to date, and many of the problems to which Mr. Griswold, Dr.
Prasert and Prince Chand gave greatest attention may not be soluble due to lack of sufficient
evidence in extant sources.
295 Guide, p. 86; PP I (Guru Sabha ed.), pp. 160-61 ; PCSA , pp. 32-33 ; Vickery, review of PCSA, JSS
LX, 2 (July 1972), 323-24.
296 Guide, pp. 91-92.
297 See above, n. 242.
•
298 See Wolters, The Fall of Srivijaya in Malay History, chaps. 3, 4, 5, 12; Vickery, "Cambodia after
Angkor", pp. 509-22 ; Vickery, "The 2/k.J25 Fragment " , pp. 79-80.
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