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Piltdown3 
Further Dis_cussion of The Ram Khamhaeng 

Inscription 

~dhael\'ickery* 

This paper was originally presented in October 1991, at a panel on the Ram 
Khamhaeng Inscription for the International Conference on Sino-Tibetan 
Languages and Linguistics in Chiang Mai. Some changes have been made to 
take account of comments by participants at that conference and of other 
p;ublished work which has subsequently come to my attention. 

The first part of this paper contains answers to the responses or criticisms 
which have been elicited by my "Piltdown Papers", 1 and 2.1 Some of these 
answers involve presentation of new material, and this forms the second part 
of the paper, to the extent that the two parts may be separated. The nature of the 
material involves some overlap. The third part is concerned with the origin of 
Thai writing systems. Some of it was presented orally together with "Piltdown" 
1 in Canberra, but it cannot be fully understood nor criticised until presented in 
written form. 

There are certain questions and criticism, which I shall not attempt to 
answer, and which I think are unanswerable, not because they are weighty, but 
because they are outside the realm of scientific discourse within which histo­
rians and linguists must work. 

Forexample,Ishallmakenoattempttocounterargumentsofthetype,"why 
couldn't a great genius, such as 'Ram Khamhaeng' devise from nothing a 
perfect writing system?" This question in unanswerable. We cannot say in a 
scientifically provable way that a great genius could not have done that, but all 
we know about the development of such cultural items suggests that if not 
impossible, it is extremely improbable. 

*School of Humanities, University Sains Malaysia, Penang, Malaysia. 
This article was submitted in Dec. '95. 
Though JSS has a policy of following the Chicago Style Manual, that manual of style has 

limitations when applied to philological work; therefore, this policy has l,>een 
disreguarded for the present article; only minor editorial changes from the author's 
manuscript have been made (ed.). 
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Writing in general must be assumed to have evolved because of perceived 
needs to record information, which presupposes a certain level of development 
in society, and it was preceded by other means of recording, pictures, mechani­
cal devices like the Inca quipu, etc. In the entire history of humanity there are 
perhaps only three or four known independent inventions of writing; all of the 
current scripts of Europe, the Near East I West Asia, and Asia, except those ofthe 
Sinitic type, are considered to have been derived from a single origin. 

Changes in script have occurred when an existing script was adapted to a 
new language, in which there were more or fewer, or different, phonemes, or 
when change within a single language made certain conventions obsolete 
(inaccuratewithrespecttothespokenlanguage-thisisthepositionofcontemporary 
Thai and English). When a script moves to a new language, new features may 
be added for vowels, consonants, or other phonological features which did not 
exist in the source language, or conversely, script features may disappear if the 
borrowing language does not have use for them. 

Both types of change can be demonstrated in the languages ofSoutheastAsia 
as scripts from India spread to languages of different types, and hypotheses about 
script origin and change must be based on such materialist considerations, not 
on what some king or great sage may have thought. 

I shall also ignore, unless they are important in other respects, such ques­
tions as "If RK was faked in Bangkok, why did it not include?", such as details 
from Nail Nabhamiis, or other features, or vocabulary items known to Bangkok 
literati.2 We cannot know why the writers of RK, at whatever date, did not write 
something, and we must devote our study to what they did write. 

All questions or suggestions based on assumptions of what someone might 
have thought in the past will be ignored, because we cannot know anything 
about such past thoughts, and attempts to speculate about them in historical 
reconstruction inevitably lead to results which cannot be distinguished from 
historical fiction. 3 It is nevertheless difficult to avoid some consideration of what 
the writers of RK, if it is a late composition, believed they were doing. 

I shall also, unless I consider them substantively important, not answer 
criticisms of attempts to revise the history of RK which are not related to what 
I have said about it, or which seem designed to distract readers from the real 
controversies, or which demonstrate mere denigration without attention to 
what I or someone else actually said or wrote.4 

Among the distractions I must mention some remarks in Anthony Diller's 
"Consonant Mergers-A Closer Look".s It is unfortunate thatDiller, whose 
work may be singled out among the upholders of RK authenticity as including 
the highest quality criticism of my own, and which has stimulated much 
rethinking and improvement iJ:1. my own work, chose to preface his study of 
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consonant mergers with a number of statements which are strictly red herring 
obfuscations, or straw men. Thus, no one among those of us trying to revise the 
status of RK has ever tried to argue that "those responsible for these 'traditional 
readings' of Inscription One were somehow influenced externally by White Tai 
or by a similar dialect", or that, in the 19th century, there was "interest ... in the 
intricacies of the comparative method as applied to the Tai languages", or that 
putative 19th-century writers of No. 1 were interested in "serious comparative 
or descriptive study of remote and 'uncouth' local dialects like White Tai, with 
a view to elucidating anything in the Central Thai language", or that "King 
Mongkut and his associates ... had any interest at all in details of the Proto­
Southwestern-Tai 'etymological' distribution of kho'khuat" (sn).6 

As I shall try to demonstrate more clearly than in my earlier "Piltdown 
Papers", the writers of No. 1, at whatever time it was written, and I believe the 
evidence points most probably to the late 18th or early 19th century, simply 
believed that what they were writing was correct in terms of other documents 
with which they were familiar. They believed they had done careful research, 
and they were trying to record what they believed to be true history in the form 
of an imitation of an ancient document. Of course they were influenced by what 
they believed to be correct or normal Thai practice, and they may have had a 
propaganda purpose in giving ancient authority to a new type of script with all 
characters on theJine. There is no question that they" 'rigged' the 'traditional 
readings' of Inscription One to conform to the comparative evidence repre­
sented by the White Tai correspondences" ,7 and I fully agree with Diller that 
they were not concerned with White Tai-RK-Bangkok comparison at all. 

Nevertheless, we may assume that, among the Bangkok literati of the third 
and fourth reigns, there were persons familiar with White Tai, Black Tai, Lao, 
the Lanna dialects, and Shan, for since the reign ofT aksin, at least, Bangkok had 
been deeply concerned with those regions, at times trying to conquer them, and 
at other times trying to influence and control local politics. It is even more 
certain that a knowledge of Khmer was rather common in those circles.8 

One more general comment. Both Dr. Piriya Krairiksh and I have questioned 
whether certain terms in RK represent genuine Sukhothai language and 
practice. Defenders of RK have shown that some of these terms are found in 
various old A yutthayanliterary sources. This proves nothing. Those A yutthayan 
works were familiar to early Bangkok literati, and could in that way have been 
used in composing RK. The important comparison is ofRK with otherSukhothai 
inscriptions, to discover usage differing from the main Sukhothai corpus. Also 
significant are details which are not Ayutthayan, but seem to be 18th or 19th­
century innovations. 
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I would first like to review some of the achievements of the movement 
against the authenticity of RK in the area of Thai history and historiography. 

In "Piltdown 2" I emphasized thatithad not been my purpose to try to prove 
that RK was written at a particular time by a particular person, only that it is not 
a genuine historical source for 13th-century Thailand. I even said that I would 
stop speaking of fakery, if other historians would reject RK as a source for early 
Thai history, although it seems that there will not be a general rejection of RK 
until it is demonstrated convincingly to be a later composition. 

Nevertheless, a significant group of historians has taken up my position on 
the value of RK as a historical source. Dr. Elizabeth Gosling's paper for the 1989 
AAS conference in Washington, published with some changes in The Ram 
Khamhaeng Controversy, falls into this channel of revisionism. In order to render 
RK architecturally comprehensible, and credibly authentic, Dr. Gosling has 
concluded that late 13th-century Sukhothai was "not ... a highly developed 
Buddhist 'Kingdom' ", but "at a cultural level anthropologists sometime[ s] 
label 'formative' or 'chiefdom' ", perhaps, although "obviously . . . not just 
another thirteenth-centurymii,ang ... but' a sort of super-mii,ang' as David Wyatt 
has described it" .9 

The following year Prof. Srisakra Vallibhotama agreed that Sukhothai 
"reached its zenith ... under the reign of King Mahadhammaraja Lithai .... It was 
during this period that Sukhothai developed a unique art and culture, which 
later [my emphasis-MY] dominated surrounding communities"; he considers 
that the authenticity of the RK stone is of lesser significance. "Even though it 
might not have been created in the reign of King Ramkhamhaeng, the inscription 
itself has high historical and linguistic value", just as Piriya Krairiksh has 
emphasized, and which justifies the ongoing investigation into its details.1o 

Prof. Chai-anan Samutrawanich [sic] added that "King Ramkhamhaeng the 
Great was perhaps a less important ruler than his successors"; and Prof. David 
K. Wyatt, for nearly thirty years the most faithful western defender and imitator 
of Thai traditional history, now urges that "Thai historians come out to propose 
that the Sukhothai kingdom was not the greatest kingdom in the area", and only 
"in the late period did [Sukhothai] become the centre of Buddhism, culture and 
trade".11 

The most recent dismissal of RK of which I am aware was Craig Reynolds' 
remark in his speech at the London Thai Studies Conference that the attention 
devoted to RK in the last few years was an elitist preoccupation. Reynolds was 
proposing that historians should focus on a new theme in Thai history, gender, 
implying that those of us interested in RK and early Sukhothai should perhaps 
work on a biography of Ram Khamhaeng' s mother, Nang Soang, or on Ram 
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Khamhaeng's seduction by the wife of Ngam Moang, Lord of Phayao. Perhaps 
the new 'employment' of the Ram Khamhaeng story, to adopt another of 
Reynolds' preoccupations, would be to relate his wide conquests, political and 
personal, and new alphabet, if the RK Inscription is taken as genuine, to the 
influence of a domineering mother, making him a kind of medieval Thai Max 
Weber.12 

Now Reynolds has discovered another angle from which to knock down 
Ram Khamhaeng research, which also keeps him safely out of the controversy 
itself and out of the way of criticism, whichever way the argument about Ram 
Khamhaeng's authenticity is eventually settled. Reynolds complains, "[t]he 
debate about the authenticity of the first Thai language inscription of A.D. 1292 
... has so far failed to provide what one would expect from historians, namely, 
an account of how rulership in the kingdom of Sukhothai came to be identified 
as paradigmatic of good government in the modem period" .13 What Reynolds 
proposes is, of course, an interesting and valuable subject for investigation, but 
it is quite unconnected with the question of authenticity of Ram Khamhaeng; 
the one may, and I would say should be, studied without reference to the other. 
Although more can be done, we already know when "the kingdom ofSukhothai 
came to be identified as paradigmatic"; much has been written how, and why is 
almost self-evident, although there is no doubt more to be dug out of the 
writings of the modern royal nationalists in Thailand.14 

None of these revisions of Thai historiography would have yet been possible 
were it not for the work of those who since 1986 have been criticising RK publicly~ 

I agree with Dr. Gosling's conclusions as an accurate picture of the Sukhothai 
of Ramaraj, to use the true recorded title of the late 13th-century king, but I do 
not agree that this is what RK says. Its intent is to portray ~am Khamhaeng' s 
Sukhothai as a great kingdom, with control over extensive territory, and as a 
center of highly developed Buddhism. Dr. Gosling's study is a welcome 
advance in Sukhothai history, but it does not, as she imagines, contribute to the 
support of either RK or'Ram Khamhaeng'. 

In spite of the value of Dr. Gosling's suggestions about the historical status 
of 13th-century Sukhothai, there is an uncomfortable circularity in her method. 
She assumes that RK, and its dates, are genuine, then uses a monument which 
has been hypothetically identified with one of the vague indications in RK, Wat 
Saphan Hin = RK's Arafui.ik, to demonstrate the historical accuracy of No.1. 
Some of her argumentation against other studies is also regrettable, as she sets 
up straw men or inaccurately describes what others have said. Thus, I have, 
never expressed disagreement "with Dr. Piriya that it was King Mongkut who 
wrote Inscription One", but stated only that the identification of the author was 
not among my purposes. Neither have I based my arguments on mere assertions 
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"that such and such a word is untypical or highly unusual .for the thirteenth 
century". I have compared words and contexts of RK with other Sukhothai 
inscriptions to show parallels with or divergences from recorded Sukhothai 
language, in particular of the 14th century, which I consider significant. IS Real 
slyness creeps into her argument that I once "labelled the Ram Kamhaeng 
period 'historic' ... defined as a period for which contemporary documentation 
is available" ,16 What I really called "the first historical, as opposed to 
protohistorical, period of Sukhothai history", was the reign of the king known 
from a contemporary source, at least contemporary in the sensei twas established 
by someone who could have been his contemporary, as Ramaraj, but who "has 
come to be known as Ram Gaq1haen". The source is Inscription No.2, by Sris 
raddharajaculamu:t:U, who as a child or youth could have observed the end of the 
reign of Ramaraj, whose date of death is unknownP "Ramaraj" occurs in other 
later Sukhothai records for the king of that time slot, and was known to the 
compiler of Jinakiilamiilf as the name of an early king of Sukhothai. £13918 There 
can hardly be doubt about his historicity, even though hardly any detail of his 
time has been preserved. 

In her own contribution, Gosling says that eight other monuments with the 
same architectural features as Wat Saphan Hin represent what is left of Ram 
Khamhaeng' s 'Seminal' period construction, following which there was little 
architectural development for a half century, ending apparently around 1345, 
from which date she begins her second period labeled "Early, From c. 1345". 
Except for a "ground level floor" in the first group and a "'12"- 24"' Base" in 
the second, the architecture of the ten structures of the 'Early' group is virtually 
identical to that of the 'Seminal' group, and includes parts of Si Chum (Wat Sri 
Chum), Sap han Hin, Ton Chan, Ton Makham, Thonglang, and Phra Pai Luang, 
which figured in the first group.19 For a non-specialist in architecture it seems 
hazardous to date those monuments to two different periods fifty years apart, 
particularly since none of them is securely dated by an inscription. 

In particular, recent work on Wat Sri Chum, although not its wihan but its 
mondop which Gosling does not discuss in this context, might be construed as 
casting doubt on the attribution of Wat Sri Chum to either of Gosling's first two 
periods; and if so, then "ground floor level" may no longer be accepted as a 
diagnostic of early construction. In previous writing, Gosling adamantly, even 
intemperately, defended her view that the Jataka illustrations of Wat Sri Chum 
and their inscriptions should be "dated to the mid-fourteenth century or 
earlier".20 Now, however, there seems to be a new, rather wide, linguistic and 
art historical consensus that the J a taka plates of W at Sri Chum were inscribed 
at the end of the 14th century, and were designed for the ceiling of the stairway 
of the mondop where they are now found, not produced in early or mid_-14th 
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century and placed at Wat Mahathat-Gosling's position.21 
One of the unfortunate aspects of the RK controversy which I noted in 

"Piltdown 2" is the tendency of some defenders of tradition to exercise their 
authority to stop the discussion. In the Discussion, Dr. Prasert implied that 
heavyweight opinion should be respected and Dr. Vinai Phongsriphien also 
resorted to this boxing metaphor in his criticism of Dr. Piriya Krairiksh.22 But 
when there are at least four points of disagreement between heavyweights 
Gedney and Coedes with respect to RK, other weights may legitimately 
intervene. 23 

I would like to begin by reviewing the discussion of one detail with respect 
to which the heavyweight defenders of RK would seem superficially to have 
won-the significance of trfpiira. 

Some of the heavyweights, including Prasert, Griswold, Maha Cham 
Thongkhamwan, and the compilers of the Royal Institute Dictionary, agreed for 
years that 'trfpiira', or 'trfpii1J' as in the Wat Chiang Man Inscription, meant a 
triple wall.24 This consensus held until I insisted in "Piltdown 1" that it reflected 
negatively on the authenticity ofRK because archaeology proved that two of the 
walls were built much later. Immediately there was a scramble to demonstrate, 
or just assert, that 'trfpiira' meant something else, not on any solid evidential 
ground, but as an epicycle to keep RK in stable orbit.2s 

The latest such effort was the statement that at Wat Chiang Man, it cannot 
mean 'triple wall' because the walls of Chiang Mai are obviously not triple.26 
The answer to this is that, as A.B. Griswold and Dr. Prasert carefully noted in 
their EHS 18, the inscription, written in 1581, does not refer to the visible walls 
of Chiang Mai built in the 18th century, but to walls allegedly built in 1296 
around an early city area with Wat Chiang Man at its center, and of which no 
traces exist. Thus for all we now know the walls to which reference is made 
might have been triple. Moreover, in EHS 18, Griswold and Prasert agreed that 
'trfpii1J' meant 'triple walls', the original walls, not the the one extant. 

It is surprising, therefore, that in 1990 Dr. Prasert wrote, "In Inscription No. 
76[WatChiangMan],dated158l,trfpiirawasbuiltonallfoursidesofChiangmai, 
which has only one wall", rejecting his and Griswold's clear reasoning that 
Inscription No. 76 cannot provide evidence on the matter. He further referred 
to the Karrzsrual srfpraj of the Ayutthaya period which "says also that Ayudhya 
is t_rfpura, while it has only one wall"; but the Karrzsrual srfpraj is one of the 
references given in the Royal Institute Dictionary as evidence that trfpiira meant 
three walls.27 

It is peculiar, as Griswold and Dr. Prasert noted, that Wat Chiang Man and 
its related constructions are not mentioned in Jinakiilamalf, the Chiang Mai Chronicle, 
or other literary sources, and one may ask if that part of the Wat Chiang Man 
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Inscription is not a 16th-century fiction, based on a local legend. If so 'trfpii.1J' 

would be a 16th-century word, and there is no way to ascertain what it meant 
unless it is found in other sources of that time within clear contexts. 

One of the' trfpii.ra' epicycles is at least plausible; that' trfpii.ra', although literally 
'triple wall', was a general term for a city wall of any type.28 The question is now 
moot, although I would still argue that the compilers of RK believed it to mean 
'triple wall' referring to the three walls of Sukhothai visible to them. 

At least, the discussion of 'trfpura' has demonstrated the value of light­
weight iconoclasm in stimulating greater rigor in heavyweight textual study of 
early Thai epigraphy. 

Another example of heavyweight consensus which has now been shaken is 
the pronoun phoa (LNEI). 

As I wrote in "Piltdown 2", heavyweights Bradley, Coedes, Griswold and 
Prasert had agreed that phoa "is the well-known sentimental first personal 
pronoun of the romances", and in their translation Griswold and Prasert 
construed it as singular, 'my', referring to the eldest brother who had died.29 

Then in 1981, one of Gedney's students, Robert Bickner, discovered that phoa 
was a first person dual pronoun, which I illustrated for Sukhothai with citations 
from Inscriptions No. 95 and No. 14. Gedney has accepted that phoa was dual, 
but inexplicably has argued that it is used as such in RK, although the context 
clearly refers to four persons-Ram Khamhaeng, a brother, and two sisters­
following the death of the eldest brother .3D 

In response to my "Piltdown 2", Dr. Prasert has proposed that phoa, which 
he also now recognizes as dual, refers only to Ram Khamhaeng and his brother, 
because "in the past, we differentiate sons from daughters in grouping", or 
perhaps "[i]f two daughters not yet born ... [w]ould we say that the eldest 
brother dies, leaving four siblings, including the two not yet born?" 

With respect to the first remark, no linguist of Thai has proposed that the 
ancient Thai pronouns were gender specific, and the context of RK does not 
permit that inference. Moreover, Inscriptions No. 95 and No. 14, in which phoa 
refers to a man and a woman, prove that it was not gender specific. The RK 
Inscription lists "three boys [and] two girls". This is immediately followed by 
"our [phoa] eldest brother died from us [phoa] when he was still young", which 
grammatically refers to all the preceding whether they were all born at the time 
of the eldestt.brother' s death or not. Dr. Prasert' s explanation is a conjecture 
based on a supposition contrary to what the inscription says, and, as such, is an 
unacceptable epicycle. I maintain that the writers of RK did not know the 
Sukhothai use of phoa, and that lightweight close reading has proven superior 
to heavyweight, perhaps overweight, tradition. 
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I shall continue with specific criticisms of my "Piltdown Papers", beginning 
with the most specific and continuing on to the more complex, or matters which 
have attracted the attention of different persons. 

Vocabulary Items 

In addition to 'trfpura' and 'phoa', Dr. Prasert has commented on my treatment 
in "Piltdown 2" of certain words in RK which I considered peculiar. 

In the expression~~"' ta\'lt, 'ph a fiin son' ('two girls'), I suggested that 'fiin' was 
anomalous and that the Sukhothai expression was ~na11aEJ\'I, 'luk sau son' as in 
Inscription No.2. Dr. Prasert' s answer is that 'luk hfiin' and 'ph a yin son' are found 
in the Inscriptions of Nay Dit Sai and No. 48.31 The latter rather confirms my 
argument. Not only is it from 1408 when conventions may have been different, 
but it is from Chainat, where a group of several 15th-century inscriptions seem 
to be records of A yutthayan, or at least not Sukhothai. Thai. The former inscription 
is of even later date, 1422, when there had been undoubted A yutthayan political 
and linguistic influence in Sukhothai, and it is not decisive for the matter in 
question. 32 

In the same context, Dr. Praserthas answered another point I made about the 
same phrase from RK, that the vowel sign for I ol [1] in 'son', is anomalous. It 
represents a vowel found only in borrowed words, usually from Indic or 
Khmer. Dr. Prasert says it "may be just a special characteristic of a dialect", but 
the linguists are explicit that the vowel represented by that character is not 
found in Thai dialects. 33 Some early examples of this borrowing process are 
found inSukhothai Inscription No.5, ofLithai. There the Khmer word 'favor', 
'grant', is written in Thai as ltha (mod. hh~ ), and Khmer ltma 'astrologer' is 
written t..,,-. Thai was forced to adapt a new vowel sign, . to represent Khmer 1 x 1 

in certain contexts, because the Khmer vowels had already split into two series, 
with two different phonemes represented by each vowel sign, and the vowel 
symbol L x 1 in Thai was used for Thai words in which the vowel was different. 34 

As an indication of later composition of RK, I pointed out its abusive use of 
the alveolar I retroflex dental symbols where they are neither helpful, nor found 
in other Thai writing and I showed that such use reflected a Khmer practice 
which began after 1747 in answer to a real phonological need as that language 
changed.35 

Dr. Prasert' s answer, also in the same context, is that Sukhothai writers "may 
suspect that these words are borrowed from either Khmer or Mon, and want to 
give some clues for the borrowing", like han 'brave', written with a final fi, as in 

Journal of The Siam Society Vol. 83, Parts 1&2 (1995) 



112 MICHAEL VICKERY 

Khmer rather than with n, in accordance with Thai pronunciation. Again the 
example is not pertinent. Hiifi is truly a Khmer loan word and, like many such, 
it preserves Khmer spelling. Even if the four words I cited from RK were loan 
words, and probably only one of them, teen, is, that particular spelling with 
initial alveolar was not in use in Khmer before the 18th century. There is no 
evidence that any Sukhothai writers wished to indicate loan words (in fact all 
nationalist treatments of RK have emphasized its pure Thai aspect), and all four 
words are found in other Sukhothai inscriptions spelled in the usual Thai 
manner, that is, without the peculiar use of alveolar I retroflex initials. 

With respect to 'expressions for the people', occurrences of brai fii hnii sai in 
a literary work of 1482 and in the "Yuan [Lanna dialect]-Thai-English Vocabulary" 
in no way demonstrates that it was part of the Sukhothai tradition. The first, at 
least, rather points to the rhetorical or poetic style, which Bradley thought 
permeated the text and the second might indicate that the expression denoted 
a genuine northern institution. If there is really a genuine tradition behind the 
category brai fii hnii sfli, it would have been helpful if Dr. Prasert and Griswold 
had given it some attention in their publication of RK, rather than simply 
treating the expression as' commoners' or' commoners with bright faces', since 
it, and brai fii hnii pak, which Dr. Prasert has apparently not found in the work of 
1482 or the "Yuan-Thai-English Vocabulary", constitute a major institutional 
puzzle.36 If it was a northern institution, one would expect to find it in the 
Mailriiysiistr, and in Griswold's and Prasert' s study of that text, but apparently 
it does not appear in those "old" descriptions of the Chiang Mai society. If brai 
fii hnii sai was a genuine northern expression, but brai fii hnii pak was not, it is 
another indication of late compilers of RK arbitrarily utilizing an exotic term, 
and moreover, supplying it with a counterpart.37 In the epigraphic corpus and 
Three Seals Code, there are literally dozens of examples of brai fii vii khii dai, but 
nowhere except in RK brai fii hnii sailhnii pak.3B 

Dr. Prasert' s comment on pua and niiil, that they are "equivalent to 'bau' and 
'sau', a young man and lady", where" 'Bau' ... means' servant'" supports, rather 
than contradicts, my concluding observation on those terms. I did not say that 
they "should not form a pair in RK", only that the treatment of the contexts in 
which they occur has so far been inadequate.39 

Another interesting feature is the misuse of the vowel I oaf (t"'e:J) where it is 
etymologically and historically incorrect. I commented on boan (Face 1, lines 
19-20), used as a third person pronoun, and iloan 'silver' (Face 1, line 21). The 
first is really 'friend', while the third person pronoun in question, in those 
languages where it occurs, is bi:in I pon, phon/ (vowel b' ). 'Silver' in all languages 
is /rJon/, never /rJoan/; and linguists are in agreement that the original Proto-
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Tai vowel I oa, iia I became I 6 I in some languages, but that the opposite never 
occurred. 

Dr. Prasert maintains that "friend" and the pronoun are in origin the same 
word, and he refers to Ahom as an example. This is not true, for both occur in 
some languages, as I indicated. Moreover, contrary to Dr. Prasert's illustration, 
the vowel I oal (his I iia/) does not occur in Ahom.40 As for I IJOanl, instead of 
I IJOnl, Dr. Prasert says this "is still used in Nan dialect", which is contrary both 
to the historical analysis of Li Fang Kuei and to the descriptive work of Marvin 
Brown. 

My argument is based on standard linguistic history. Li, in his chapters 14 
and 15, indicates that while in some Thai languages the diphthong in question 
(oa, iia,1a)becomestheshortvowel, the opposite, i.e., IIJonl >IJoanhasapparently 
never been attested, and in his chapter 10, section 4, the original form for' silver', 
perhaps a Chinese loan word, is given with the simple vowel. 

Likewise Marvin Brown, whose phonetic and phonemic recordings are 
considered by all linguists to be of unparalleled accuracy, lists no language or 
dialect, including Nan, in which the proto-Thai vowel /1,6 I became the 
diphthong /la, oal ,41 

Thus, Dr. Prasert's argument in this case is not against me, but against the 
authors of the best Thai descriptive and historical linguistic work to date, whom 
I am only following. 

Still another case of misused I oa I is soak' war', in the expression kha soak kha 
soa 'enemy soldiers' (RK, 1.31 ). This word is found with the simple vowel in both 
modern Thai and in Black Tai.42 

A way out of Dr. Prasert's dilemma was offered by Phasit Chitraphasa.43 He 
said that several terms containing these vowels have been misread by everyone 
who has studied RK, beginning with King Mongkut. He pointed out that some 
words, which in modern Thai contain the I oal vowel, are written in RK with 
only one vowel support (i.e., the independent vowel a symbol [ eJ ]), while others 
show two such vowel supports side-by-side [tiel]. Examples of the first are soan, 
the name of Ram Khamhaeng' s mother, and moan. Khun Phasit said that these 
terms should in fact be read as I SOIJ I and I mol) I, as in certain northern and 
northeastern languages, and that only those words with a double vowel 
support, such as phoaa, the dual first person pronoun, and moaa 'when', should 
be read with the vowel I oal .44 If he were correct, then my objections to bOan, 
titian, and soak would be invalid, for the writer of RK would have intended that 
they represent the etymologically correct pronunciations with I 6 I. It would, 
however, mean that Dr. Prasert's explanations are from another point of view 
invalid. 

Journal of The Siam Society Vol. 83, Parts 1&2 (1995) 



114 MICHAEL VICKERY 

Khun Phasit' s proposal does not hold up. First, the problem is not one of 
arbitrary variation in individual words within any single Thai language, but 
well attested historical vowel changes which affect entire sets of words in all 
Thai languages. In some languages, such as A yutthaya and modern Bangkok 
both vowels I o I and I oa/ have been maintained, as in I IJOn/ and I moaiJ I. In 
other languages the latter vowel has coalesced with the former. Nowhere has I 
0 I become I oa/. If in the RK language I oa/ had become I 0 I I so that I ffiOaiJ I 
> I moiJ I, then the vowelin all such words as /boan/, I IJOan/, I soak/ would 
also have been I o/ .4s 

As for the RK writing system, Bradley noted long ago that the writer of RK 
tended toward the convention of using a single vowel support when the word 
terminated in a consonant, but a double vowel support in open syllables.46 
Perhaps, to indulge inanad hoc hypothesis, this was to make the open and closed 
syllables symmetrical, or to add clarity needed because of other vowel symbols 
being placed in front of the initial consonants. 

There are also a few contexts in RK which substantiate the view that the 
vowel intended in all such words was I oa I . In Face 4,line 8, there is moa, 'when', 
whichisspelled moaainothercontexts. Oearlytheauthorintended thepronunciation 
I moa I however it was written. Another key example is one instance of the I o I 
vowelwhichisneverreplacedby I oo/ inanylanguage. Thisistheword /thOr]/ ,'up to', 
written Ltl\1, which is no longer the standard spelling.47 

Finally, comparison with other Sukhothai inscriptions and post-Sukhothai 
linguistic development in central Thailand indicates that Sukhothai, like 
Vientiane, A yutthaya, and Bangkok, was a language which preserved the 
distinction between I o I and I oa/ and the writers of RK, whether at Sukhothai, 
A yutthaya, or Bangkok, would never have intended their soan or moan to rep­
resent the pronunciations I SOIJ I and I mol) I . 

Thus my comment about these terms in "Piltdown 2" still holds, and they 
represent an artificiality which argues against authenticity. 

Moan Sukhodai ni 

In "Piltdown 2" I took up a point which Dr. Prasert had made with respect to RK 
use of the word nf' this', in the phrases lay sil daiy nf and moan sukhoday nf in RK, 
and indicated that I agreed with the logic of his opinion that in RK 'ni' in these 
contexts should not be construed as the pronoun 'this', but as a sort of definite 
article. Thus, RK could not be construed as saying Ram Khamhaeng invented 
this script in contrast to some earlier existing Thai script, just as there was no 
other Sukhothai to contrast with this Sukhothai. 48 
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I further pointed out that in the other Sukhothai inscriptions of the Lithai 
period, namely Nos. 2, 3, and 5, Sukhothai is mentioned at least 13 times, but 
never followed by nf, whereas, in Lithai's Khmer-language No.4 the phrase 
sukhodaya nel:z occurs 4 times; I suggested that this was evidence for late 
composition of RK based on No. 4. 

NowDr.Praserthasfound theexpressionsukhodainfinNo.106, whichihad 
not noticed, and says that this refutes my argument. In fact the phrase moan 
sukhodai nf also occurs in No. 102.49 

Before continuing, we should review the treatments of Nos. 1, 102, and 106, 
and the controversy over 'sukhodai nf'. In their EHS 9 on the Ram Khamhaeng 
Inscription, Griswold and Prasert made no comment on what Dr. Prasert has 
since explained as an anomalous use of 'nf'. Each occurrence of sukhodai nfwas 
translated 'this Sukhothai', and the phrase lay su dai nfwas translated "these Dai 
letters", although it was clear in their introduction that they considered there 
had been no other Thai letters, saying "By giving an account of the invention of 
Tai writing, it explains how it was possible for these inscriptions to come into 
being."50 

Only later, in answer to the conjecture, which started with Coedes, that Ram 
Khamhaeng meant only that he had invented these Thai letters, improving on 
some kind of earlier Thai letters, Dr. Prasert advanced the opinion that nfin that 
context was not 'this', but a definite article, supported by the multiple occur­
rences of sukhodai nf which could not mean 'this Sukhothai' as opposed to 
another Sukhothai, for there was no other Sukhothai. 

The argument is less strong than first appears for in RK there are other 
occurrences of nf, which seem clearly to mean 'this'. There are at least 7 
occurrences of moan nf(' this moan'), three occurrences of mai/piitan nf(' this I these 
sugar palm trees/ forest'), and the phrase khdar hin nf ('this stone slab').51 

In their studies of Nos. 102 and 106 as well, Griswold and Prasert translated 
"lord of this Moan Sukhodai" and "this [land] of Sukhodaya" without comment 
about the anomalous 'this'S2 and in each inscription there is at least one other 
context in which nfmust certainly be construed as 'this'.53 Just as in No.1, it is 
impossible to affirm that nf should be generally construed as a definite article 
rather than as "this", and its use with the name Sukhothai must be without 
literal significance. 

Inscription No. 102 is of special interest, though, because in addition to cau 
moan sukhodai nf, there is a broken context--moan sukhodai an--, which Griswold 
and Prasert rendered, reasonably, as "Moan Sukhodaya, which". This would 
indicate that, for the writer of No. 102, the word nf, in cau moan sukhodai nfwas 
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not just a filler, but had some definite significance. Perhaps a different transla­
tion should be tried, not "lord of this Moan Sukhodai", but "this lord of Moali. 
Sukhodai", because the passage contrasts the rebuilding of the monastery in his 
reign with the neglectinto which it had fallen under an earlier lord ofSukhothai. 

Taken all together, these inscriptions weaken Dr. Prasert' s conjecture about 
the special significance of nfin certain passages of RK. I would still agree with 
him, though, that the intention of the writers of RK was that 'Ram Khamhaeng' 
had invented Thai script, not just this Thai script. 

The real anomaly, which I pointed out in "Piltdown 2", persists. The Lithai 
period inscriptions, the first Sukhothai writings after the dates contained 
in No.1, do not use nffollowing "Sukhothai"; whereas, the Khmer-language 
No.4 uses the Khmer equivalent, nel:z, RK resembles Lithai's Khmer more than 
Lithai' s Thai. I still consider that it is one of several features of RK which are best 
explained as resulting from the influence of No. 4 on the writers of No. 1. 

The irrelevance of No. 106 is even more certain if the arguments of Anthony 
Diller about rapid changes in Sukhothai Thai are accepted. Inscriptions No. 102 
and No. 106 are later than Lithai' s reign and are not entirely pertinent. As Diller 
has emphasized, there was considerable change in Thai beginning after Lithai' s 
reign, and undoubtedly much influence from Ayutthaya which, itself, was 
under heavy Khmer influence. 54 Griswold and Prasert believed that Sukhothai 
had been conquered and occupied by Ayutthaya. 551£ the use of nlin Inscriptions 
No. 102 and No. 106 was not intended as 'this', as seems to be the casein No. 102, 
then they may show signs of that Khmer influence. Indeed Griswold and Prasert 
pointed out a Khmerism in No. 102, the word nai (1 u.) used as 'of' (Thai I khoiJ I 
"llEl\'1 ).56 Characteristic Khmerisms, although not noted as such by Griswold and 
Prasert, in No. 106, are bannlu, "an expanded form of blu", and bannlapp, "the 
expanded form of blap". 57 If Nos. 102 and 106 represent anew style of A yutthayan 
or Khmer-influenced language, then they are not relevant for ascertaining fine 
points in the writings of the Lithai period. 

Cowries 

In "Piltdown 1" I noted discrepancies between the descriptions of a kathin inN o. 
1 and a great festival which might have been a kathin in Lithai's Nos. 4 and 5. I 
found it strange that the number of cowries among the offerings was 2 
million in RK, but 10 million in Lithai' s records. More important was that RK 
spoke of 'heaps' of cowries using the Khmer term bnam ('mountain'), an anomaly 
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because "inscriptions ofSukhothai, and of northern Thailand, in the 14th-15th 
centuries contain many references to cowries, from which it is certain that 
cowries were not just ornamental, but were a currency used for purchase and 
sale, as well as serving as a store of wealth ... [t]hey are always mentioned in 
precise quantities ... never in 'heaps' or even 'large quantities' .... This passage of 
RK seems to indicate a person unfamiliar with Sukhothai economic life".ss 

Dr. Prasert objects, saying that no one knows whether 2 million cowries in 
Ram Khamhaeng's time was worth less than 10 million in Lithai's time or not; 
he brings in the analogy of modern inflation and the great increase in the price 
of noodle soup in the 20th century. There are, however, ample records showing 
that the value of cowries was held constant over centuries, until they went out 
of use in the 19th century, probably an example of administered prices as 
emphasized in the works of Karl Polanyi.59 ! 

More significant, however, is the anomalous use of Khmer bnam. It is not 
relevant that the "arrangement of money in the form of trees (burrz) or attached 
to tree branches has been practiced up to the present", or that "bnams of flowers" 
can be seen in the example of flowers that King Mongkut had placed around a 
certain chedi.60 With respect to the use of 'bnam' we need to know if King 
Mongkut's floral arrangements were called 'bnam', and even if they were, it 
proves nothing with respect to cowries. What matters is that in Sukhothai and 
Lanna inscriptions of the 14th and 15th centuries, in which there are numerous, 
references to cowries, they are never described as in 'heaps', but always listed 
in precise quantities. 

This matter was taken up again in the Discussion by M.R. Supavat who 
referred to the record in the Luang Prasiit Chronicle of a great offering by King 
Maha Cakrabartiraj at which there were "kon jon4 dau jan"," equal to 1,600 baht", 
which" at that time was equal to around 10 million cowries", and thus' 'kon jon' 
was 'bnam'.61 It is not certain precisely how M.R. Supavat understands kon jon. 
It would seem that he construes it in the modern Thai sense as 'pile'-'tray', 
because he writes that there was" a stand below as a supporting tray". In the context 
of the Luang Prasiit Chronicle, however, the the king offered a white elephant with 
silver kon jon [on] 4 feet (4 dau) of the elephant. Thus the kon jon are probably 
to be construed as something on the elephant's feet, for example in the Khmer 
sense, as anklets (kon) around the elephant's legs (jon' foot'). 62 But whatever the 
exact meaning of this passage, M.R. Suphawat' s argument is another irrelevancy. 
There is no doubt that there were piles or trays full of valuable offerings at royal 
ceremonies. What is at issue is the anomalous use of the word bnam in RK. 
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Copy of the passage from Luang Prasot 
(the phrase under discussion is underlined). 

fln1"1"1l e/liJe/ 3J::L~-3fln ('V'I.fl. l!!IO)oo) 1u liJiiJ<i Ln~L'V'I~-3l'Vl3JLU'V'11::"n"ll1-33J1n 
el'd.-3L UL~ flU m ,fWYi1n11'V'I1::11"1lfiieJT;J11£J1Ji LMn LL~::'Yh n11'V'I1::11"1lfii 

~WY111iiLMnLu1-3L'Vl3J eJif.-3L~eJU <t ,fU'V'I1::11"1l'Yl1Ui~~~n3J'Vl1'Yl1U LL~::Li 
"1Y1-3L~eln'V'I1::1"1"1l'Yl1Uii neJ-3L"ll-3L~U <t L'l11"1Y1-3,rU LUUL~U 10)\>oo 1J1'Yl. 

Siam 

This is not a detail which has any connection with the authenticity of RK, but 
since Dr. Prasert has included it in a critique of my papers, some readers may 
mistakenly think it is relevant, and I shall therefore run through it again .. 

In "Piltdown 2", in an explanation of why I did not like to use 'Siamese' for 
the modern standard Thai language, I cited the evidence indicating that until 
the 19th century, no Thai people used 'Siam' as the name for their own country 
or ethnicity .. This term was only used by outsiders to designate some part of the 
Menam Chao Phraya basin and its original meaning is unknown, but probably 
did not at first mean 'Thai'. Dr. Prasert has countered with Jinakalamiilf, which 
uses 'Syamadesa' for the Sukhothai area.63 This, however, rather proves my 
point. Jinakalamiilf, a Lanna work, only used the term 'Siam' for another area. If 
its authors thought 'Siam' meant 'Thai' we would expect to find it used for their 
own country, or to find it in the Sukhothai inscriptions. I repeat, however, that 
this is of no relevance for RK authenticity.64 

In "Pilltdown 2" I gave some attention to the location of the polity which the 
Chinese called Hsien, and the pre-1350 references which had usually been 
interpreted by modem scholars as meaning Sukhothai. My argument was that 
Hsien, for the Chinese, had always meant an area in or near the Menam Chao 
Phraya Delta, not Sukhothai. Moreover, there was at least one Yuan Dynasty 
record in 1299 which recorded envoys from both Hsien and Su-Ku-tai at the 
same time; My attention has now been called to an even more explicit Yuan 
period record which states that hsien [ xian in the article in question] controlled, 
or was the link to, "upper water" or "go upriver" Su-gu-di, meaning that not 
only were Sukhothai and Hsien different places, but that Sukhothai was upriver 
from Hsien, implicitly placing the latter downstream.6s 
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Treatment of Ram Khamhaeng in Other Sources 

In "Piltdown 2" one of my arguments against the historical accuracy of the 
content of RK was that the true king of the 'Ram Khamhaeng' period, Ramaraj, is 
given little notice in other Sukhothai inscriptions, which "ignore the very name . 
'Ram Khamhaeng', his script, orthographical conventions, language usage, 
religious activities, and economic initiatives" ,66 In particular, Inscription No.2, 
authored by a man who was perhaps old enough to have remembered Ramaraj, 
passes him off with a brief remark on his dharmic qualities and nothing about his 
heroics and administration which are given such attention in RK. Those 
comments of mine have elicited a number of reactions. . 

FirstDr.PrasertsaidthereasonwhylnscriptionNo.2only referred to Ramaraj 
as a religious man and not as a fighter was because the author of No.2 had 
renounced the world and only referred to Sukhothai kings in dharmic terms. 67 

That is not at all accurate. The author of No. 2 describes battles of early 
Sukhothai kings, and his own participation in warfare in lengthy detail. This 
point was also raised by Michael Wright, to whom Dr. Prasert answered that the 
author of No.2 was of a different lineage, and he only recorded the heroics of 
his own lineage, while kings of the other Sukhothai lineage, such as Ramaraj, were 
described in dharmic terms.6B Even this epicycle is not quite correct, for among 
the war heroes of No. 2 is the father of Ramaraj, Indraditya. 

Another answer was offered by Dr. M.R. Suriyawut. He said that No.2 
referred to Ramaraj in dharmic terms, but not as a fighter, because its author had 
not known Ramaraj and did not want to refer to details of his life before he 
became king. 69 This argument does not hold up, because a large part of No. 2 is 
devoted to the early history of Sukhothai, including the lives of several ancestors 
before they became kings. The treatment of Ramaraj, if considered in comparison 
to RK, is a special case which seems anomalous. 

The latest reaction, again from Dr. Prasert, is that the author of Inscription 
No.2 was a monk "who should refer to Ram Khamhaeng as a Dharma supporter 
only", against which one must raise the same objection as above, that No.2 is 
full of battles and politics involving early Sukhothai kings. In addition, according to 
Dr. Prasert, the author of No.2 "may not want to talk about him [Ram Khamhaeng] 
as a warrior who conquered his grandfather's land" .70 Such a conquest is pure 
speculation, not justified by any inscription, and it is the type of explanation, 
speculation about past thoughts, in which historians should not indulge. 

In the same article Dr. Prasert argues that Ram Khamhaeng was not ignored 
in other records by citing several inscriptions or literary sources which refer to 
Ramaraj or Bra];t Ruali.. The Sukhothai inscriptions which refer to Ramaraj, like 

Journal of The Siam Society Vol. 83, Parts 1&2 (1995) 



120 MICHAEL VICKERY 

No.2, do not accord him any special importance, and they support my position 
rather than that of Dr. Prasert.71 As for Bral;l Ruan, I explain below why he is to 
be considered a mythical character, not to be identified with Ramaraj, or any 
other historical king. 

The Evidence of Cintiima1Ji I ~'Ufl1a.nit 

In several contexts Dr. Prasert and Dr. Thawat Punnotak have referred to one 
version of Cintiima1Jf as providing corroborative evidence for the fact of Ram 
Khamhaeng' s inventing Thai writing at the date stated in RK.72 The passage in 
question says that Bral;l Ruan in Sri Satchanalai devised a Thai writing system 
in the year 645, presumably the Chula Era, equivalent to the saka year 1205 
(A.D. 1283) found in RK. Dr. Thawat makes the point that if RK is a late 
composition, its writers would have known Cintiima1Jf and thus 'known' that 
Thai writing was invented by Bral;l Ruan. Why then would they have attributed 
it to 'Ram Khamhaeng'? For him, this is evidence for the authenticity of RK. 
More pertinently, his argument casts doubt on the authenticity of this passage 
of Cintiima1Jf, for if Thai writing was really invented by Ram Khamhaeng, why 
did Cintiima1Jf attribute it to Bral;l Ruan and how did Cintiima1Jf get the 
name 'wrong' but the date 'right'? 

In another context, Dr. Prasert indeed notes that the extant Cintiima1Jfmay 

have suffered tampering. In a discussion of tone marks, he noted that Cintiima1Jf 

describes the marks mai trf and mai catvii, which in his opinion did not come into 
use until the Thonburi or Bangkok periods.73 

The possibility of a doctored Cintiima1Jfwas taken up more forcefully in the, 
March 1989 Discussion. Dr. Piriya Krairiksh noted that the Cintiima1Jfin question 
was a 19th-century copy .74 Then Pity a Bunnag emphasized that of hundreds of 
copies of Cintiima1Jf, three in the National Library and one in London state that 
Bral;l Ruan invented Thai writing, and that only the one in London contains the 
date. It is called the King Boromakot Version, but was not in fact written in that 
king' s reign. Khun Pity a went on to demonstrate why the London version must 
have been written in the Bangkok period, and suggested that the insertion of the 
date attributed to Bral;l Ruan was a deliberate effort to back up RK Inscription?s 
This, I think, goes beyond what a historian may speculate, but there is indeed 
objective evidence that the date in question was inserted into that version of 
Cintiima7J.fby a late compiler. As written, the date is not 645, equivalent to RK 
1205 (A.D. 1283), but 655. The 655, however, is labelled 'goat year', the animal 
synchronism of 645, whereas 655 was a dragon year. The name of the legendary 
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authoriswrittenRon("Hh'l),notRuan(71~),andheisassociatedwithSriSajjanalay, 

not Sukhothai. More.precisely, he is called 'V'l7qj17fNb~1 who had, apparently in 
that year,' obtained' {1~) moan Sri Sajjanalay. 76 This does not reflect the story told 
in RK, but seems to belong to one of the other stories of the Ruail cycle. 

This leads to the subject of Bra]). Ruail whom I have treated as a mythical pan­
Thai h~ro, who probably never existed. At least there was never a living Bra]). 
Ruail within the area of present-day Thailand. Among feats attributed to him by 
tradition is the invention of writing. According to the 'V'l~fl1111117b'Wile:J ('Northern 
Chronicle'), which all historians recognize as an unreliable composition, 77 in B. E. 
1000 equivalent to Chula Era 119 [sic], Bra]). Ruail had the Thai Chiang, Mon, 
Burmese, Thai, and Khom scripts made.78 

Dr.PraserthastakenissuewithmycharacterizationofBra]:l.Ruailasamythical 
hero, but his arguments merely restate standard assumptions. Prince Damrong 
"equates Bra]). Ruail with King Ram Khamhaeng", although as I noted Prince 
Damrong postulated a whole dynasty of 'Bra]). Ruail'; and Yuan Phai refers to 
Rama and Liidai "which correspond to Bra]). Ruail and Phra Lii of Sukhothai", 
although the latter two are not mentioned in that sequence except in dubious 
sources such as the "Northern Chronicle". Dr. Prasert's third example is 
InscriptionNo.13dated 1510, and whichreferstopubrafiiiruan. Dr. Prasertthinks 
this is "the name of one important person", but it more likely refers to an 
imagined ancestor believed tq have constructed irrigation works, the true origin 
of which was no longer known. 

The proof that Ruail was not a specific Sukhothai king, but a pan-Thai hero 
is his appearance at the head of the Nan ancestor list in Inscription No. 45 and 
in the form Khun Lung in the Ahom chronicles where he had a son called Leu. 
In Jinakiilamiilf, Bra]). Ruail (Rocaraja) is the father of Ramaraj at a date which 
would correspond to King Indraditaya of the Sukhothai lineage. In the 
"Northern Chronicle" Brah Ruail Arunakumar had the Thai, Mon, Burmese 
and Khmer scripts created in 1000 B.E. (A.D. 457), or Chula Era 119 (A.D. 757). 
The Lao hero Tao Hung seems also to be a version of Ruail.79 

One more detail arising from the discussion of Cintiimavns its cula era date 
for the invention of writing, contrasted with the saka era date of RK. Dr. Thaw at 
says this is proof that RK was not written in the 19th century, for 19th-century 
fakers would have used their cula era instead of the genuine Sukhothai saka era. 
Dr. Prasert also stated in another context that if RK had been written in the 
Fourth Reign its authors would have used cula era. so This is a non-problem. Any 
early 19th-century intellectual would have understood the saka era and would 
have known that it was common in earlier times. On the assumption that RK 
was faked in the Bangkok period, its writers would have known at least 
Inscription No.4 which uses the saka era, and they would have been familiar 
with the Three Seals Laws which also contain examples of saka era. 
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The Dispersal of Thai Populations and Script 

This is a matter on which there can be no absolutely precise knowledge for the 
time before the first appearance of Thai written records. In recent years, there 
has been general agreement among linguists that the Thai began moving 
westward and southwestward from northern Vietnam about 2000 years ago 
and the content of the Sukhothai inscriptions legitimizes a hypothesis that they 
may have reached the central Menam Chao Phraya Basin by the 12th century. 
The time of their occupation of the lower Menam Chao Phraya area and the 
peninsula is controversial, for there is written evidence that the language in use 
in those areas until the 15th or 16th centuries was Khmer and, until the 9th or 
lOth centuries, Mon, as well. 

In my earlier "Piltdown papers" I emphasized the Khmer presence in those 
areas and also said that there had been at least three independent developments 
of Thai script in Indochina before the Sukhothai period, based on Khmer or 
Cham or both. I shall take this up again in more detail below. 

Dr. Prasert has set forth his own views on these matters, in part in answer 
to my statements, and in part as a general exposition, the purpose of which was 
to demonstrate that the Ram Khamhaeng script must be the invention of Thai 
writing, with the exception of Ahom and Tham, which Dr. Prasert recognizes 
as independent, in his opinion somewhat later, developments.s1 

Dr. Prasert assumes that by the 13th century, Thai occupied a wide area from 
Assam to Vietnam, southern China and Malaya and, of course, all of what is now 
Thailand and Laos; he says that the absence of any discovery of Thai writings 
in those areas before the 13th century indicates that there was no Thai writing. 

A difficulty with this argument, aside from the probability that there was 
earlier writing on perishable material which has not survived, is that in the 
lower Chao Phraya area and on the peninsula there are several examples of 
stone inscriptions, but all of them are in Mon, Khmer or Indic, which suggests 
that there was no significant Thai population. 

In answer to the section of my "Piltdown 2" citing Anthony Diller's work on 
southern Thai linguistics, in which I argued that there had not been a Thai 
population on the peninsula in Sukhothai times, Dr. Prasert in another context 
answered that Diller's conclusion that Thai had been on the peninsula for 500 
years really meant, according to Diller, "at least 500 years, and it may be 700 
years", that is, perhaps, since late 13th century.s2 This does no damage to the 
points I was making that: any Thai language on the peninsula 500 to 700 years 
ago would not have had the features of modern southern Thai; the supposed 
influence of the monk from N akorn Sri Thammarat on Ram Khamhaeng' stone 
marks wouldTnot have been as Dr. Prasert conjectured; and the purist reading 
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of RK, according to which Ram Khamhaeng conquered the peninsula, implies 
that Thai only settled there at that time, and would have spoken the Sukhothai 
language. 

Dr. Prasert says that when Thai populations were not the ruling group they 
had to use their rulers' scripts rather than devise their own, and thus, there was 
no development of Thai script until they became the dominant group. Then they 
adapted the scripts of their rulers to make their own, a Chinese-type script in 
southern China, a Mon-based script in Lanna, and Ram Khamhaeng' s writing 
adapted from Khmer. If there had been an earlier old Thai script, RamKhamhaeng 
would have adapted his script from it.B3 My position is that Sukhothai writers 
did continue the use of an older Thai script. 

Dr. Prasert's list omitted one type of writing which is significant for the 
controversial lower Chao Phraya area-the use of pure Khmer script to write 
Thai, a practice seen in Ayutthaya as late as the 16th century. Thus, had there 
been a significant Thai population in that area in earlier times we would expect 
to find Thai inscriptions in Khmer script, along with the Khmer and Mon 
inscriptions which have been discovered. On the peninsula, there was also a 
Khmer alphabet based on an Indonesian script, and 17th-century documents 
show both Khmer and Thai written in peculiar scripts quite different both from 
standard Khmer and from Sukhothai Thai.84 

Dr. Prasert says that Inscription No. 62 (Wat Bra]). Yiin in Lamphun) shows 
that the Sukhothai script spread to Lanna. In fact, there is no information about 
this in No. 62 and Dr. Prasert is simply stating an article of faith based on the 
traditional interpretation of RK. He also considers that the Sukhothai script 
spread to the White, Black and Red Tai and other groups in Tongking, whose 
scripts would thus have developed from the writing of RK.ss 

I shall attempt below to show that this is not true, that the Tongking scripts 
are independent, and that there is even some evidence that the fak khiim (Nn'll13-l} 
writing of Lanna may have been devised earlier than the Sukhothai script, and 
thus, might have been the origin of the latter. But at least if Sukhothai script 
spread, it was the script of Lithai, not that of Ram Khamhaeng. 

Dr. Prasert acknowledges that the Ahom script is a separate, but slightly 
later development than Sukhothai, as is the Tham script of Lanna, which he 
asserts was devised by King Mang Rai from the local Mon script. 86 

The last is purely conjecture, for there is absolutely no evidence to justify it. 
The Lamp hun Mon script, rather square, with most letters differing hardly at all 
from Old Khmer, is unlikely as the origin for the round Tham script of Lanna, 
which probably derives from a Mon model, much later than the Lamphun 
inscriptions or the reign of Mang Rai.B7 
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Tone Marking 

One of the features of RK which is most suspect is its complete tone mark 
system, virtually identical to modem standard Thai, in comparison to the rest 
of the Sukhothai corpus in which tone marks are incomplete and seemingly 
erratic.88 They seem to show writers searching for signs to mark distinctions 
which they felt necessary and which would eventually lead to a complete 
system. It is contrary to what we believe we know about development of 
cultural systems, in particular the invention of scripts, to suppose that a great 
genius invented the perfect system in the beginning; if he did, why did his 
descendants, within two generations, lose control of it? 

In "Piltdown 1 ", I illustrated the use of tone marks in the Sukhothai corpus, 
indicating that mai ek was most often a vowel marker, not a tone indicator, and 
that mai tho, even though often used where mai tho is used today, was erratic in 
all inscriptions, and sometimes used, apparently for an ad hoc contrast, where it 
would not be used today. Rarely did mai tho, within any inscription, make useful 
contrasts between or among words which except for tone are perfect homonyms 
with identical spellings. I also pointed out that the earliest A yutthayan Thai 
inscriptions show precisely the same characteristics. We must assume that the 
writers of those inscriptions felt a necessity for the sign we call mai tho, but it was 
certainly not in order to make the same distinctions as in modem Thai. I 
suggested that the signs mai ek and mai tho must have originated as something 
other than tone marks and this is seen in the wide use of mai ek as a vowel 
indicator. 

Marvin Brown had already given attention to a different type of discrep­
ancy, not between RK and the rest of the Sukhothai corpus, but between a 
supposed rational system of 'Ram Khamhaeng', the inventor, in which each 
tone mark always indicated the same tone, and the irrational marking of later 
Ayutthaya and modem standard Thai in which each tone mark does not always 
indicate the same tone. The explanation of Brown, who accepted the tradition­
alist interpretation of Ram Khamhaeng,was that in his language the splits and 
mergers of tones which characterize modern Thai dialects had not yet occurred, 
so that all words in the A, B, or C Columns of the linguists' diagram still bore the 
same tone. Thus mai ek on B words or mai tho on C words always meant the same 
tone.B9 

Then, according to Brown, teachers from Sukhothai went to Ayutthaya, 
where the tones were different and imposed Sukhothai writing in which the 
tone marking system did not fit the tonal distinctions of A yutthaya. 
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Dr. Prasert, who did give heed to the discrepancy between RK and the 
Sukhothai corpus, hypothesized that the monk whom Ram Khamhaeng invited 
from Nakhon Sri Thammarat imposed on Ram Khamhaeng a tone marking 
system suitable for the dialect of the south, but inaccurate for Sukhothai and it 
decayed after the end of Ram Khamhaeng's reign. Thus, Dr. Prasert's view is, 
in a crucial point, diametrically opposed to that of Brown, but it helps to account 
for the otherwise embarrassing discrepancy between Inscription RK and the 
Sukhothai corpus, a problem to which Brown gave too little attention.90 

Dr. Prasert' s explanation also opens up another problem. If the tone marking 
system was inapt for Sukhothai, both in the time of Ram Khamhaeng and of his 
successors, inapt for the Ayutthayan dialect, and for Bangkok, why did this 
system eventually prevail to become the system of modem standard Thai? 

In "Piltdown 2", I cited the work of Anthony Diller, a linguist specialist on 
southern Thai, to show that the tonal structure of southern Thai had not been 
what either Brown or Dr. Prasert had supposed, but in the beginning was of the 
same type as A yutthayan Thai. More importantly, I believe, I insisted that 
diacritics were used by writers who felt the necessity to indicate certain speech 
distinctions in writing, and that, with respect to Thai tones, the important 
distinctions (in terms of the linguists' diagram) are horizontal, between Columns 
A, B, and C, without respect to the vertical, where in writing most distinctions 
are indicated by initial consonants. It is necessary to mark, for example, the 
differences among /khau/ (b"l.11) 'mountain', /khau/ (b"lh) 'knee', and /khau/ 
(bci11) 'enter' (respectively: A-no mark; B-mai ek; C-mai tho), without concern 
whether /khau/ 'enter' bears the same tone as /khau/ (b~h) 'origin', also C-mai 
tho, but with a different initial consonant, and indeed different tone. 

Thus, there may never have been a Thai writing system in which each tone 
mark always indicated the same tone, nor is there any need to hypothesize such. 
A concern with horizontal distinctions only, which is in fact the modem 
standard system, is applicable to any Thai dialect. 

Dr. Prasert has confused tones and tone marks. He has assumed that each 
tone mark must have indicated a particular tone height and contour, whereas 
such marks probably, in the beginning just as now, only indicated distinctions 
among terms which might otherwise have been confused in reading.91 

The three-term tone marking is particularly apt for the branch of Thai 
including A yutthaya and Bangkok, in which A, B, and C Columns are for the 
most part distinct. In the southern dialects, as hypothesized by Brown, there 
was, and is now, a great deal of merging between A and B Columns, which 
means that a two-term system might have been adequate, if the purpose was to 
indicate tones. Thus indeed a tone marking system based on the southern 
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contrasts of today or as hypothesized by Brown in the past, would have been 
inapt for 13th-century Sukhothai, but it would not have produced the system we 
see in RK.92 On the other hand, even with convergence of tones in the A and B 
Columns, a language could still use a mark to distinguish between, for example, 
homonyms 'mountain' and 'knee', but it would not be a tone mark. This 
supposition is in part confirmed by the idiosyncratic tone marking system 
which David Wyatt found in one text of theN akhon Sri Thammarat chronicles. 
The use of mai muan ( 1 ) only for words which in standard Thai carry the "high 
or falling tone", and mai malai ( L) for words with "the mid, low, and rising tone", 
marks a significant difference in southern Thai where the original A and B tones 
have largely coalesced, but are distinct from C ('high' and 'falling') tones. 
Another isolated example of southern Thai idiosyncracy is 'mountain' with kho 
kuat and mai tho (bsil1), contrasting with 'enter' withkho kuat and no tone marker 
(b6JJ1), the same distinction as made in standard Thai, but with opposite use of 
tone markers. This shows that the 'tone' marks were not to indicate tones in 
themselves, but to mark contrasts between two sets. There does not seem to 
have been a marker to distinguish total southern Thai homophones of the 
'mountain' I 'knee' type; and on page 42B of manuscript' A' kha ("111 is written 
identically, for both 'I' and 'leg', although in southern as in standard Thai 
(cii'1/"ll1 respectively) they bear different tones. Neither, except for mai muan/mai 
malai, is there the regularity which Wyatt claimed for tone marking in version 
'A'. 'My father' (pho khii, vJEJcii'1 in standard Thai) is written four different ways 

II II V' 1 1 

on a single page (Y-1EI"ll1 Y-le:J"ll1 Y-le:J6JJ1 Y-le:J"ll1).93 
Another treatment of the problem was by Dr. Pranee Kullavanijaya.94 On one 

point she seems to agree with me that the reason why tone mark distinctions in 
RK are the same as in modern standard Thai is because the problem is the 
same-to mark differences among the A, B, and C Columns. She does not see 
any problem with respect to the complete system appearing in RK, but she 
neglects what is the most important consideration, the difference between RK 
and its immediate successors. Why, if RK is genuine, was its writing system so 
quickly ignored? 

Dr. Pranee also called attention to another feature which she believed 
indicated the antiquity of RK, its use of the hn, hm, hr, hl-type consonants which 
are neither compound consonants nor tone markers, as the initial his in modem 
Thai. In origin, they served to indicate voiceless nasals and liquids, as opposed 
to their voiced pairs written n, m, r, l. 

Again, Dr. Pranee should have looked at the entire Sukhothai corpus in 
which, at least in the Lithai-period inscriptions, one observes the same use of h 
before nasals and liquids. Inscription No.1, then, in this respect merely shows 
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a feature which is present in written Thai from the Sukhothai period to the 
present and which does not indicate any special antiquity for RK. Modem fakers 
would have had no trouble with this detail. 

Anthony Diller has now come forward with a new proposal, that from the 
Sukhothai period until the 19th century there were two competing systems of 
superscript marking, one in which mai ek, for example, marked a tone, and 
another in which it marked vowels. He also hypothesizes "rather rapid diachronic 
sound change, especially relating to tone", as (1) Khmer speakers became 
assimilated to Thai, and (2) because of" substantial Tai dialect mixing, especially 
in the Chao Phraya valley during the 14th and 15th centuries".95 

In that paper, Diller assimilated A yutthayan Thai and an unknown number 
of other dialects with Sukhothai to make an argument about the status of the 
tone marking system in RK. He was no doubt right about both the influence of 
Khmer speakers and dialect mixing in the Chao Phraya Valley, particularly 
beginning in the 15th century. He may, however, be mistaken about this being 
important in the time of Lithai, whose inscriptions are the crucial evidence in the 
discussion of tone marking in Sukhothai.96 

In his paper, page 15, Diller, assuming RK is genuine, attempted to show that 
in the inscriptions after RK there was a gradual decline in the correct use of the 
tone mark, mai ek, and gradually increasing use of a mai ek type mark, which 
Diller has baptized 'N\.1.'1'1 eh'l (jon than)' to indicate vowels, in particular the vowel 
I::> I. 97 To illustrate this he has set up a bar graph showing the use of the two types 
of symbol in the following seven inscriptions in the order-Inscription No.1 
['A.D. 1292']; No. 93 [1399]; No. 9 (2) [1369]; No. 5 [1361]; Dit Sai Inscription 
[1422]; No. 62 [1370; and No. 49 [1417]. Inscription No. 1 is shown with 100% 
correct use of tone marker mai ek; No. 93, just over 50%; No.9 (2), about 30%; 
No.5, 20%; Dit Sai and No. 62, hardly any; and No. 49, 1-2% correct use. As for 
the mai ek marker as a vowel sign, Diller's Jon thOn ', the bar graph shows vir­
tually no use in his first five items, then a take off to around 30% in Inscription 
No. 62, and 60% in No. 49, and still more frequent use in written records of the 
17th century. 

This bar graph, however, violates the first principle of such illustrations, that 
the items should be in a regular chronological series. That is Diller's items 1-7 
should be in the order 1 [Inscription 1-1292]; 4 [5-1361]; 3 [9 (2)-1369]; 6 
[62-1370]; 2 [93-1399]; 7 [49-1417]; 5 [Dit Sai-1422]. 

Then we would see, abstracting from Inscription No. 1, RK, an increase in 
correct mai ek from a rather low 20% in Lithai's Inscription No.5, to 30% in 
Inscription No. 9, followed by a drop to almost nothing in No. 62, and then a 
dramatic increase to over 50% in Inscription No. 93. In fact, No. 62, from a 
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different area and polity, Lamphun, should be excluded from the comparison, 
which would then show gradual increase in correct modem tonal usage from 
a low in the time of Lithai to the end of the 14th century. Thereafter, whether in 
the Sukhothai or A yutthaya areas, tonal marking was erratic. 

Diller has also been careless in his illustration of mai ek as a vowel sign. His 
bar graph indicates virtually no use of it in his first four examples, then a slight 
takeoff in the Dit Sai Inscription, followed by a g;reat increase in items 6 and 7, 
Inscriptions No. 62 and No. 49. The problem here is that both the two latter 
predate Dit Sai. Moreover, the Dit Sai Inscription·.contains no mai ek-type signs 
at all, including five words which should have a mai ek tone mark in modem 
usage, and the other inscriptions in Diller's graph which predate Dit Sai all have 
some examples of a mai ek vowel sign. In this respect the graph is simply 
erroneous. 

It is also peculiar that Diller neglected the Lithai corpus, except for Inscrip­
tion No.5. It is these inscriptions, the responsibility of 'Ram Khainhaeng's' 
grandson, who would have learned Thai literacy from teachers who had known 
his grandfather, which are the telling evidence against the authenticity of the 
'Ram Khamhaeng system'. 

Diller has badly failed to make his case for two competing systems of 
marking, one which declined from Ram Khamhaeng' s script until sometime in 
recent centuries, and another which began to develop in the 14th century and 
gamed in usage thereafter. All Sukhothai inscriptions, except RK, exhibit a 
confusing mixture of mai ek as tone and vowel marker, and at the same time, 
some of the same words without any mark. This is also true for mai tho, which, 
as I indicated in "Piltdown 1", is a better test. There was no fon thoft system, nor 
any system at all. There were apparently competing ideas about how certain 
diacritical signs -should be used, but in all the texts which show enough 
examples to be useful, the use is erratic and tentative. 

The status of RK in this respect turns on comparison with the inscriptions of 
the Lithai period, Nos. 2, 3, 5, 8, in particular, written in the 1350s-1370s, at the 
behest of princes only one and two generations from 'Ram Khamhaeng', who 
learned their language from parents living at the time their father, uncle, or 
cousin had No. 1 composed, assuming it is genuine. I cannot accept that Diller's 
considerations of language change and dialect mixing are valid for the relevant 
period, and we may not hypothesize that Ramaraj, sr'isaddha (with his 
contemporary King Lothai}, and King Lithai each spoke, and tried to write, a 
different dialect. 

It requires an act of faith to maintain that the epigraphic record may be 
interpreted as showing a decline in a full tone marking system devised for RK. 
I maintain that the tone marking system of RK is an anomaly, and that no 
explanation so far proposed, except the hypothesis of late composition, 
accounts for it. 
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Ram Khamhaeng and The South 

There are three issues here relating to the authenticity of RK: 
1. The language ofNakhon Sri Thammarat, and the influence of its language 

on the Sukhothai script. 
2. The dominant religion in Nakhon Sri Thammarat in the 13th century and 

its ~nfluence on Sukhotha\. 
3. The political relationship between the two areas, that is, did 'Ram 

Khamhaeng' conquer the peninsula as stated in Inscription No. 1? 
The first is a relatively new issue, resulting from a hypothesis by Dr. Prasert 

to explain the 'dissolution' of the complete tone marking system of RK in the 
later Sukhothai inscriptions. In "Piltdown 2", I cited the extant written evidence 
from the peninsula to show that it was probably not yet Thai in the 13th century, 
and Anthony Diller's work on southern Thai in which he surmised that Thais 
had only been living there for somewhat over 500 years, not as long ago as the 
reign of 'Ram Khamhaeng'. Above I indicated evidence that even if the early 
southern dialects showed those tonal features now considered typical, they 
would not have produced the tone marking system seen in RK and in modern 
Thai. 

Now Dr. Prasert says Diller really meant Thai had been on the peninsula as 
long ago as 700 years, which would still mean only the beginning of Thai 
settlement at the end of the 13th century. The characteristic features of the 
southern dialects would still not have developed atthe time of 'Ram Khamhaeng', 
and the influence of southern tones on the Sukhothai script would not have 
occurred as postulated by Dr. Prasert. Moreover, if the conquest of the penin­
sula by 'Ram Khamhaeng' is accepted, just at the time when Thai may have been 
first settling there, then we might suppose that most of those new settlers were 
Thai from the central plain in Ram Khamhaeng' s army, and their dialect would 
have been that of Sukhothai, or close to it. From this angle as well, it is unlikely 
that a monk from the south would have skewed the RK tone marks via the 
influence of his own Thai dialect. 

In his latest contribution, Dr. Prasert seems to deny that 'Ram Khamhaeng' 
conquered the peninsula, as he and Griswold had already implicitly denied it 
in their EHS 9. In his Kunming paper, he said, "the expression may be translated 
as capable of conquering". The expression' capable of conquering', iic priip, (face 
4, line 16 ), which Griswold and Prasert then rendered "he was able to subdue", 
precedes "a throng of enemies", but with respect to named localities including 
Nakhon Sri Thammarat the text says simply priip 'conquered' (line 17), which 
Griswold and Prasert rendered "whose submission he received" (p. 218), 
because they realized then, as Dr. Prasert does now, the implausibility of 
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conquest of the peninsula by Sukhothai. It is clear, however, that the author(s) 
of RK intended to say that Ram Khamhaeng conquered, and the phrase tic priip 
preceding the statement that he conquered certain territories should probably 
be construed as, 'he was able, and in fact he did'.98 

In answer to my allusion to evidence that the dominant language of the 
N akhon Sri Thammarat region may still have been Khmer, and that Khmer was 
important as late as the 17th century, Dr. Prasert drew an analogy with the Pope 
using Latin which does not mean that his listeners are Latin.99 For the analogy 
to be pertinent, the documents from Ayutthaya should have been in Pali, which, 
not Khmer, was the language of religion. It was not Khmer language which was 
used for religious purposes in 17th-century Ayutthaya, but Khmer script, used 
to write religious texts both in Pali and in Thai.1°0 Moreover, the Khmer texts in 
question, found in the region of Pattalung and Nakhon Sri Thammarat, are not 
strictly religious, being grants of land and slaves, and they are not in the 
standard Khmer of Cambodia and A yutthaya, either in language or in script, 
but in a script and dialect peculiar to the peninsula, proving, I would say, that 
it was still a spoken dialect in the region.IOI 

Is it likely that a Mahathera from Nakhon Sri Thammarat would have been 
invited by a late 13th-century Sukhothai king to bring, or strengthen, orthodox 
Singhalese Buddhism? A careful reading of Griswold and Prasert' s EHS reveals 
that they did not explicitly attribute the introduction, or a re-introduction, of 
Sinhalese Buddhism into Sukhothai by the Mahathera, but their treatments of 
Inscriptions No.1 and No.2, and thoseofLithai,inEHS9,10,1l,implythatthey 
considered the Mahathera of RK to be a representative of Sinhalese orthodoxy, 
and that when Lithaiinvitedhis famous monk, who was explicitly of the Sinhalese 
persuasion, it was to renew the faith of his grandfather.1o2 This also seems to be 
the tenor of Dr. Prasert' s latest comment, that "Ram Khamhaeng invited a monk 
to bring to Sukhothai a new Buddhist sect."I03 

In "Piltdown 2", I cited several works of art history which indicate that the 
archaeological and art historical evidence of the south does not indicate Sinhalese 
orthodoxy .104 

Then, at the conference in Washington, D.C., for which my "Piltdown2" was 
prepared, Hiram W. Woodward, Jr. presented a paper which assumed that the 
authenticity ofRK was so certain that it needed no defence. los MuchofWoodward' s 
discussion concerned religious art and architecture and its meanings. He 
considered that "[i]n both Siam and Cambodia the dominant Buddhist sect for 
the greater part of the thirteenth century was a sect that can be called Lopburi 
Hinayana. Its roots lay primarily in Burma. The sect started to challenge the 
dominant Mahayana of Cambodia toward the end of the twelfth century; it 
emerged victorious, and it persisted until the middle decades of the fourteenth 
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century when it was finally supplanted as a result of new ties with Sri Lanka."I06 
That is, Sinhalese orthodoxy only began to dominate in Siam in the time of 

Lithai. 
Furthermore, "the dominant type of Buddha image in Ram Khamhaeng' s 

time", with a lineage of Buddha images lying behind it, was the 18-cubit type 
mentioned in RK at the Araft:fiik monastery now identified with Wat Saphan 
Hin. "The concept of the eighteen-cubit Buddha should be considered part of 
the bundle of Lopburi Hinayana beliefs", and the posture of Ram Khamhaeng' s 
eighteen-cubit image derives from earlier images which Woodward associated 
with Thai speakers to the east of Sukhothai in Laos where there is an early 
example apparently dated A.D. 1006. Examples become rather numerous 
around the final decades of the 13th century, and "[t]he interest in this posture 
I take as a feature distinguishing Ram Khamhaeng' s Buddhism from earlier 
Lopburi Hinayana traditions."107 

Thus, 'Ram Khamhaeng' was a religious innovator, but not in importing 
Sinhalese orthodoxy, rather in adding a northeastern Thai tradition to Lopburi 
Hinayana. In that paper, Woodward totally ignored the problem of the Mahathera 
from Nakhon Sri Thammarat and everything he wrote about late 13th-century 
Sukhothai Buddhism would tend to undermine that part of RK. 

Even when Woodward, in earlier work, explicitly stated his belief in a literal 
reading ofRK, he seemed uncomfortable with 'RamKhamhaeng' s' Mahathera.IOB 

At that stage Woodward was not yet using the concept 'Lopburi Hinayana'. 
In the 11th and 12th centuries, he identified "three distinct iconographical 
complexes, Pimai' s Vajrayana, Angkor' s Mahayana, and a Hinayana in central 
Siam", which descended from Dvaravati. "During the 13th century a fourth 
iconographical system came to dominate Siam ... became more or less joined to 
the local Hinayana." Its "features are ones also found in Burma, and ... the new 
iconographical complex will be called 'Mon"'. The Mon iconography "was 
eventually replaced by Sinhalese orthodoxy, first proclaimed in Sukhothai 
perhaps [my emphasis-MV] by the patriarch" of Ram Khamhaeng, "and then 
strengthened by direct ties during the reign of King Lo Thai (?1298-1346 I 47)" .J09 
The 'perhaps' is because Woodward saw no iconographical evidence for 
Sinhalese BuddhisminSukhothai, and apparentlynotinNakhonSri Thammarat, 
in the 13th century, but he had faith in RK. The tentative reference to Ram 
Khamhaeng is repeated a few pages later, and again with the emphasis "it is 
only with the inscription of ... Lo Thai ... that there is solid evidence of religious 
intercourse with Ceylon"; in the evidence to which Woodward alluded, Inscription 
No. 2, the Sinhalese influence was not via Nakhon, but directly from Ceylon 
through lower Burma. no 
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Of course Woodward noted that Nakhon Sri Thammarat seems to have had 
contact with Ceylon in the 13th century, citing Coedes' Les etats hindouises 
d'Indochine et d'Indonesie for the details. Those details, and most of the sources 
in which they are found, are anything but satisfactory. Between about 1230 and 
1270, a peninsular king, Chandrabhanu, was in some kind of relationship, often 
bellicose, with Ceylon, and the Ceylonese sources claim he was interested in 
Buddhist relics. Thus, his reign may have been the very beginning of Sinhalese 
Buddhist influence in Nakhon, not yet a place from which Mahatheras would 
set out as missionaries. Coedes also considered that Nakhon, at that time, was 
not Thai, and that it was only after Candrabhanu' s death that it was conquered 
by the Thai, that is, by 'Ram Khamhaeng' .111 

This is an appropriate place to discuss a suggestion by Dr. Prasert that the 
Jinakalamiilfprovides evidence in support of the implication of RK that Sinhala 
Buddhism came to Sukhothai from Nakhon Sri Thammarat in the time of 'Ram 
Khamhaeng'. Dr. Prasert referred to a section of Jinakalamiilf dated A.D. 1518 I 
9, which has been construed as saying that a king named Ramaraj brought the 
religion to Siam from Sri Lanka, and Dr. Prasert, preceded by other scholars, has 
interpreted it as a reference to Ram Khamhaeng.112 In his own words, "in 2026 
B.E. [sic 2062=A.D. 1518/1519] the monks of Chiang Mai gave thanks for the 
Buddhist religion which the king named Ramaraj (Pho Khun Ram Khamhaeng) 
had brought from Lanka."113George Coedes considered that the Pali of the 
passage in question was so corrupt that it was untranslatable. "These stanzas", 
he wrote, "have been sabotaged by copyists who undoubtedly did not under­
stand them .... They are not translated in the Siamese version [Coedes was 
writing in 1925], and the best Pali scholars of Cambodia and Siam whol!!-l-4ave 
consulted have had to admit their inability to reestablish the correct text. ~mce 
the rest of Jinakalamiilfis apparently in fairly good Pali, the state of these stanzas 
suggests that they are an interpolation, not a part of the original. 

In his English translation of J inakiilamiilf, N .A. J ayavikrama also called 
attention to the problem of these stanzas, noted Coedes' remark, and warned 
that "the translation given here is merely tentative" ,115 The relevant section of 
that translation is "A pre-eminent sage was honoured ... and unto him who had 
accrued merit not found in others they gave the name whose first part is Rama; 
and both of them (were determined) to illuminate the Word of the Noble Sage 
which had been brought from the Island of Lanka." 

This is quite different from Dr. Prasert' s proposal. There is no question here 
of a certain Rama having brought the religion. from Lanka. Moreover, following 
the difficult Pali stanzas, and still in connection with the religious celebration 
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recorded in that section of Jinakiilamiilf, it is stated that in the yeaf 2062 
(A.D. 1519) "[f]rom the time of its introduction to the city of Nabbisi [Chiang 
Mai], the Sihala dispensation had been in existence there for eighty-eight years", 
that is since A.D. 1431,116 

In spite of this, Jayavikrama seemed to accept that the Rama mentioned in 
the difficult context was Ram Khamhaeng.117 

In this, he was influenced by certain Thai scholars. Dr. Saeng Manavidura 
in "Some Observations on the Jinakalamiilfpakara1Ja" preceding Jayavikrama's 
translation, wrote "[f]rom his [Ratanapa:fiii.a, author of ]inakalamiilij work, we 
can gather that there were three sects (Nikaya) of the Order of Sati.gha in Thailand": 
(·1) Naggaravasiga:Q.a, "the native sect ... since the time of the Ven. So:Q.a Thera 
and the Ven. Uttara Thera", repeating a Southeast Asian myth that Buddhism 
was first introduced by missionaries from King Asoka; (2) Pupphavasiga:Q.a, "the 
Rama:fiii.a Sect established by the Ven. Phra Sumana Thera", who "first of all 
stayed at Sukhothai and was late! ~nvited to Chiengmai by King Kuena", events 
that seem well established and dated to the 1360s-1370s, the reign of King 
Lithai;lls (3) "[t]he Sinhalese sect headed by Ven. Phra Maha Dhammagambhira 
Thera and Ven. Phra Medhaitkara who both went to Ceylon and were ordained 
there." This is dated in Jinakalamiilfin A.D. 1430.119 

Note that for Dr~ Saeng, these were the only introductions of Theravada 
Buddhism into either Sukhothai or Chiang Mai. 

Dr. Saeng continued, saying the people of Chiang Mai received the Ceylonese 
system from Sukhothai, and he is referring to the last-mentioned mission, for he 
repeats that in Jinakalamiilf this "Buddhism belonging to the Sinhalese Sect had 
been established at Chiengmai for eighty-eight years ... [t]he year when this 
statement was made was 2062 B.E .... [ s ]o it means that the Buddhism of the 
Sinhalese Sect was introduced into Chiengmai in 1974 B.E. (1430/31 A.D.)." 

Then, surprisingly, Dr. Saeng continued, " ... and the statement 'Ramadina 
mam Laitkadi pagatantam munivaravacanam ... [of the controversial Pali sec-
tion] shows that the Buddhism which was introduced by King Ram (i.e., Khun 
Ram Khamhaeng .... ) was further introduced into Chiengmai". This contradicts 
Dr. Saeng's previous exposition of the stages of Buddhism's implantation in 
Thailand. It is also incoherent. In no text is there justification for identifying the 
movement which reached Chiang Maiin the 1430s with 13th-century Sukhothai, 
for the monks who went to Ceylon in the 1420s for reordination were from 
Chiang Mai, not Sukhothai. Of course, before reordination, they may have 
represented what Dr. Saeng called the Rama:fiii.a Sect, introduced into Chiang 
Mai around 1370 from Sukhothai, but that is associated with Lithai, not Ram 
Khamhaeng.12D 
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Given Dr. Saeng' s well-knownscepticism about RamKhamhaeng,121 he may, 
after setting out his own opinion, based on a close reading of Jinakiilamalf, have 
deferred to conventional views in the rather tortuous rationalization about 
reintroduction of the Buddhism associated with Ram Khamhaeng. 

For Jinakiilamiilf is an embarrassment to the RK faithful. In its history of 
Buddhism in Thailand there is no mention in its treatment of the 13th or 14th 
centuries of the role of Ram Khamhaeng, or Ramaraj, in any phase of the 
introduction or development of the religion. 

There is, to be sure, the legend of the Sihala, or Sihing, Buddha image, 
interpolated after the account of Sumana bringing a type of Buddhism (Dr. 
Sa eng's Ramafiiia sect) to Chiang Mai in 1369. But it is recognized as legend, not 
history, and does not at all help the case for Ram Khamhaeng. According to this 
legend, in 1256 a king of Sukhothai named Rocaraja, Pali for Bra]). Ruail., went 
to Nakhon Sri Thammarat to get the Sihing statue which had miraculously 
survived a shipwreck on the way from Ceylon and floated for three days until 
reaching Nakhon.122 Thus, 'Bra]). Ruati' acquired a magic statue, but there is no 
question in that story that he introduced or developed the religion itself. This 
Bra]). Ruail., moreover, was not Ram Khamhaeng I Ramaraj. Ramaraj was his son, 
and in Jinakiilamiilf he is credited with no special religious activity except 
continuing to worship the Sihing image, nor is he given any political impor­
tance.123 That is, the treatment of the Sukhothai King Ramaraj in Jinakiilamiilf is 
precisely like that in Inscription No. 2, a one-line acknowledgement of his 
existence. 

It is no wonder that "Prince Dhaninivat observe[d] ... that Ratanapafiiia's 
knowledge of the political history of the dynasty of Sukhodaya-Sajjanalaya 
Kingdoms is rather meagre compared with his greater familiarity with the 
events connected with the Ayudhya Kingdom"; that Dhanit Yupho told 
Jayavikrama the list of Sukhothai kings in the Sihala Buddha story was 
erroneous, for of course the Bra]). Ruail. who got the image should have 
been 'RamKhamhaeng',asDhanitYuphoinformedJayavikrama.Jayavikrama's 
translation of the difficult passages, moreover, was influenced by notes and 
translations of Dhani Nivat and Dhanit Yupho, who may have been strong 
believers in Ram Khamhaeng.124 

We may all agree that the Sihala Buddha story is not accurate history, but 
then each of its details is suspect unless precisely supported by better evidence, 
and no detail may be lifted and inserted into another historical frame. Certainly 
the reception of an image from Ceylon via Nakhon Sri Thammarat may not be 
reworked as the introduction of Sihala Buddhism to Sukhothai via Nakhon in 
the form of a famous Mahathera, as the writer(s) of RK may have done. 
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]inakiilamiilfprobably contributed to the composition of that part of RK together 
with Inscription No. 4. 

What is most important is that there is nothing in the difficult passage which 
justifies association with Ram Khamhaeng. It is clearly placed in a context which 
dates the relevant arrival of Buddhism to the 1430s, brought by monks who 
went through the Mon country of Lower Burma, where, in the 1430s the king 
was named Ram, or Ramarajadhirat.l25 Even this may not be significant. The 
poor quality of the Pali suggests it may be a very late interpolation such as the 
'Gii tha namaskiir' ('Stanzas of Homage I Words of Praise') of Traibhumikathii, which 
the scholar-princes Damrong, Naris, and Vajirafian all recognized as a spurious 
inclusion, not part of the original text. In that case we cannot know whom the 
writer intended as 'Rama', nor on what grounds.126 

All Vowels on The Line 

With respect to this problem, Dr. Prasert has made a plea of the type "why could 
Ram Khamhaeng not have ... ?", which is unanswerable, but he has nevertheless 
evoked an interesting detail which deserves treatment. Dr. Prasert has asked, if 
RK put all consonants on the line, i.e., without using conjunct or compound I 
subscript consonant symbols(' foot' consonants in Khmer), as most Indic scripts 
do to represent consonant clusters, why could he not have decided to put all 
vowels on the line, too ?127 

The circumstance that the earliest known Thai writing, whatever the status 
of RK, in contrast to other Indic scripts, both in India and in Southeast Asia, 
ignored conjunct consonants to express clusters, requires explanation, but a 
materialist explanation, not one based on speculation about what a great sage 
might have thought. I believe there is a materialist explanation, which provides 
a clue to the origin of Thai writing in general, and I shall take it up below in the 
section on the history of Thai scripts. 

A new argument which has emerged is that some of the mid-14th-century 
Inscriptions, No.2 and No.3 of Lithai, No. 62 in Lamphun, and perhaps others, 
continued the practice of putting some vowels on the line, following the system 
of RK, thus proving that such a system had been devised earlier, and therefore 
RK is genuine. 

I believe the first person to make this argument was Dr. Thawat Punnotak 
who found one example of vowel i (a ), on the line in No. 2. and one case each 
of i (a) and ii (~)in No. 3,128 Then Dr. Prasert repeated this in a quantitatively 
less precise manner, saying that after the RK period writers returned to placing 
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vowels above and below according to habits they had learned from the Khmer. 
But they sometimes slipped up and put vowels i and ii on the same line as seen 
in Inscriptions No.2 and No.3; he added that this also occurred in Inscriptions 
No. 8 and No. 102 in Sukhothai, and No. 62 in Lamphun.129 

These examples are special cases which prove nothing. The vowels in 
question consist of the vowel support, or independent vowel (in Thai 'floating 
vowel'), which in most (perhaps all) Indic scripts is identical to the independent 
vowel a, with the marks for i, ii, etc., added above it. What we see in the 
examples cited by Drs. Thawat and Prasert is best explained as carelessness, or 
isolated experimentation in placing the signs for i and ii within the roughly 
circular a vowel rather than above it. These idiosyncracies show the type of 
experimentation which might have eventually led to anRK-type writing system, 
but at a date just over half a century after the alleged RK period, they cannot be 
accepted as relics of it. 

This seems also to have been the view of Griswold and Prasert when they 
reedited and published Inscriptions No. 2, No. 3, No. 8, No. 62, and No. 102. 
Nowhere did they call attention to the few cases of i or ii written on the line. In 
theirstudyoflnscriptionNo.2, theywrote,"[t]hescriptdevisedby RamaGa111hen 
... has changed considerably in No. 2 ... several of Rama Garp.hen' s innovations 
have been abandoned or modified. No longer are all the vowels written in the 
same line with the consonants; such vowels as i and i, u and ii have resumed 
their places above and below the consonants."13DQne orthographic detail to which 
they did give attention and which argues for late composition of RK is that the 
inscriptions of Lithai do not distinguish the vowels .s and "" , which are 
represented by "" and "' . RK has a full set of these vowel signs, like 
modern Thai. 

The kh khai (IIJJ)/kh khuat (6!1) Problem 

Phase 1: In "Piltdown 1 ",I used only published Thai transcriptions of the inscriptions 
anddidnotlookattheplates. TheresultwasthatRKandall14th-century Sukhothai 
inscriptions seemed erratic in their use of ("11) I (&JJ ), and I concluded that the 
two symbols were meaningless allographs. 

Anthony Diller then said in the discussion at the Canberra conference that RK 
agreed with White Tai (WT), but the other inscriptions did not, and he has written 
that there is complete consistency in the use of ("ll) I (&JJ) within RK, but not within the 
other inscriptions. Thus, the RK writing system preserved ancient distinctions 
which are still found in WT. This is where Diller gets the fifteen out of fifteen 
correspondences betweenRKand WTwhichhe says could not happen by ehance.131 
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It should be noted, however, that not every example of RK-WT identity is 
significant, but only those cases of RK identity with WT in the use of (sn) in 
agreement with Proto-Tai (PT) *x, that is, RK apparent use of (sn) corresponding 
to WT I xI where PT shows *x which should produce (on) in a PH language, such 
as Sukhothai, Ayutthaya, and modem Bangkok. The agreement of RK with WT 
in the use of (sn) against a proto-Thai *kh is a quite different problem, as I shall 
illustrate below; the cases of agreement among RK, WT and PT in the occur­
rences of respectively (on), lkhl, and *kh contribute nothing to the discussion, 
for it is the normal reflex of *kh whether in Sukhothai, Ayutthaya, or Bangkok. 

We should note that there has been general agreement among linguists 
about this status of RK and Sukhothai. Whether they are of the faction who see 
Old Sukhothai as a language of the Lao-Sukhothai-Southern Thai group, or of 
the faction who wish to take Sukhothai as ancestor of Ayutthaya and Bangkok 
Thai, they agree that Old Sukhothai was PH, or at least B about to become PH. 
Pace Diller, "Consonant Merger 1", p. 165, it is not just within the Chao Phraya 
Basin that* lxl and* lkhl merged, perhaps, as he wrote, under Mon-Khmer 
influence or as the result of Thai dialect mixing. Linguistic comparison and 
reconstruction, as outlined by Diller ["Consonant Merger 1", pp. 166-8. (11.)], 
must lead to the conclusion that the merger of* lkhl and* lxl was a general 
characteristic of the PH (orB becoming PH) branch ofSWT, predating Sukhothai, 
and predating the dispersal of those dialects I languages over the areas of Laos 
and Thailand.132 The vocabulary and linguistic features of the Sukhothai cor­
pus, and of RK, show that they are all quite normal representatives of the PH 
group of Southwestern Thai, and that they are not exotic offshoots of some other 
group, as is Saek.133 

I said in "Piltdown 2" that the PHIP distinction was significant because it 
appears throughout solid contiguous areas, meaning that the split between 
Proto-PH (or Proto-B>PH) and Proto-P (or Proto-B>P), whether or not both 
devoiced at the same time or at different times, was established before they 
spread out from a rather small original area. Otherwise, if the distinction was 
not established, which means, if devoicing, or some significant allophonic 
distinction, had not occurred, we would expect a leopard spot pattern of PH I 
P differences, such as occurs within Mon-Khmer (for example between Mon 
and Monic Nyah Kur, respectively P and PH). 

It seems to me also that we should accept that any feature shared by all PH 
languages against some or all P languages represents a feature which was 
already distinct at the time of the Proto-PHIProto-P split. Otherwise, just as 
with respect to PHIP itself, we would find leopard-spot variations of that 
feature within PH rather than areal and typological solidity. Only PT *kh may 
be reconstructed from the lkhl of extant PH languages. 
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Of course, the I kh-x I issue is not a question of PH I P devoicing. Both those 
velars are voiceless, but the PHIP grouping is significant because voiceless 
velars have different reflexes in P languages, but are identical throughout the 
PH group. 

To be specific, all PH languages share identical treatments of Proto-PH 
velars, whereas within the P languages there are at least four types with respect 
to realizations of Proto-Tai velars, including velar clusters (1) Chiang Mai (with 
Shan), (2)WhiteTai, (3) Lii, and (4)BlackTai.InallPHlanguages,Proto-Tai *kh, 
*x, *G, *r, *khl, *khr have coalesced in I kh I, which should indicate that this was 
already a characteristic of Proto-PH at the time of the split between Proto-PH 
and Proto-P.134 The divergent patterns among P languages indicate that they 
preserved more of the Proto-Tai distinctions at the time they diverged from 
Proto-PH and from one another, and as a result they show different realizations 
today. Contrary to Diller, "details of this derivational path [do] need ... concern 
us here" .135 

Phase 2: For my "Piltdown 2" I examined all available legible plates and made, 
I believe, two discoveries. First, the Lithai Inscriptions, especially No.3, No.5 
and No.8, show such consistency in use of (GJJ)I (6!1) that their writers must have 
been conscious of meaningful regularity. They are in this respect like RK. 

Inscription No.2, of the same period, is not, which poses a problem worthy 
of attention, but it cannot be treated exhaustively until No. 2 has been taken out 
of its closet for close study and detailed legible plates produced.136 There seems, 
however, to be sufficient evidence to conclude that No.2 was really defective in 
its use of (6!1 ), and this shows that the Sukhothai language did not make 
the ( GJJ) I ( 6!1) distinction.137 The high regularity, but not perfection, of Lithai' s 
inscriptions in this respect should be interpreted as strictly conventional, 
reflecting a writing system which had originated much earlier, or which had 
been borrowed from another language. 

The comparison of No. 2, written by the monk Srisraddha, a cousin of the 
Sukhothai kings, who might have been born in the reign of Ramaraj and who 
wrote in the time of Lithai, with Lithai's inscriptions, proves that the (GJJ)I (6!1) 
distinctions found in those inscriptions were no longer phonemic.138 Given the 
short time spari, we may assume that the same was true toward the end of the 
reign of Ramaraj when Sukhothai was speaking the language which Srisraddha 
and Lithai learned from their parents, and that even if RK was written then, its 
use of (GJJ)I (6!1) was a learned spelling convention, inherited from an earlier 
period of the script. 
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We may not hypothesize. as I said above, that Ramaraj, Srisraddha (together 
with King Lothai), and King Lithai, each spoke, between the 1290s and the 1350s, 
and attempted to write, in the latter two cases somewhat later, a different 
dialect. 

I also found from plates (Bradley and Silii ciirUk bhag 1) of RK that the 
distinction between the letters which are purportedly ("JJ)I (sn) in RK was very 
uncertain. I concluded that there were three relevant symbols, which I called kh1 

(the usual ["JJ]), kh2 (indentation on the vertical), and kh3 (the usual [en]), and that 
even the expert readers of the past had been influenced by what they thought 
the symbols should have meant. I also believed that my new interpretations of 
RK script diminished the number of cases of peculiar agreement between RK 
and WT to 7 or 8.139 

Dr. Prasert has commented that, "Vickery ... fails to take heed of Bradley's 
warning that the Schinitt transcript was ... inaccurate .... Based on Schmitt plates 
and other inaccurate data, Vickery makes a wrong conclusion."140 Dr. Prasert 
has seriously misread what I wrote. I used the Schmitt andMontigny transcriptions 
of RK to show how others had read RK in the past. For my own readings of RK, 
I relied on the plates accompanying Bradley's article and on those in the Thai­
language publication of Silii ciirUk bhiig 1, which Diller recommended to me 
shortly after the Canberra conference as the best available. 

Dr. Prasert continued, "one may conclude that only kh1 and kh2 appear in 
RK. Kh3 probably appears for the first time in Inscription No. 45 of 1392 to 
replace kh2." Dr. Prasert is perfectly correct that kh3 appears for the first time 
within the Sukhothai corpus, except for RK. in Inscription No. 45. Another in­
teresting feature of No. 45, to which I did not give much attention when writing 
myfirsttwo"Piltdownpapers",isthatitsuseof("JJ)I(en)correspondscompleteJy 
to WT, and to PT, including 'mountain', written in No. 45 with (en), assuming 
Diller's suggestion that I khaul 'mountain' is an extended meaning of I khaul 
'hom' .141 That is, the PT initial for 'hom' is *kh which regularly produces I xI in 
WT and lkhl in PH languages. Here, again assuming 'hom'> 'mountain', No. 
45 shows a reflex which is regular in WT, but 'wrong' for a PH language. 

Could this mean that Inscription No. 45 is White Tai? No, because in White 
and Black Tai 'mountain' is lpul and lpoul, PT *buu.142 If lkhauh"JJ1 'Mt.' is 
an extension of 'hom', it is only within the PH branch of Sukhothai, A yutthaya, 
etc.; the bhU of A yutthaya is a hyper-Sanskritized misconstrual of old Tai I bu I 
>P lpul, PH lphul. Perhaps lkhaul 'Mt.' with (sn) in Sukhothai, what­
ever its etymology, was to distinguish it from 'hom' in writing; this is more 
evidence that in Suhothai the distinction between ("JJ) and (sn) was not phonemic. 
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Inscription No. 45 is thus further support for my suggestion that the 
Sukhothai corpus maintains the written distinction after it was lost in the 
spoken language, and that some of the correspondences with WT do not 
represent Sukhothai pronunciation, but were only spelling conventions. One 
example of a rather rare term in No. 45 is xok, 'edge, border', also written with 
(sn) in Lithai's No.8, and showing the same initial phoneme in WT.J43 

Phase 3: In his two papers on consonant mergers, Diller has made two important 
contributions. He has introduced a new element to which I had previously paid 
no attention, Gedney's hypothesis of two more velar consonants in PT, and he 
has offered new readings from apparently better plates of RK. A conclusion of 
his first paper was "[t]he crucial point here is that the consistent system of con­
trasts in White Tai involving ... (kh) ... and (x-) ... incorporates exactly the same 
system of contrasts that one finds on Inscription One."144 shall show below that 
this is not entirely true, and even to the extent it is true it is not so crucial to the 
RK problem as Diller thought 

With respect to Diller's new readings (CM-2), I accept that his characteriza­
tion of I khap I 'sing' is better than what I proposed, and that the intention was 
probably to write it with (sn). I also acknowledge an error in my description of 
the two occurrences of lkhwaal 'right side'. What I should have written 
("Piltdown2", p.27)was,"theword lkhwaal 'right',inface3,line20,iswritten 
with a clear (11) according to the conventions of face 1" (not "according to the 
conventions of faces 2 and 3" ). I would maintain, however, that even in Diller's 
better illustrations, the two occurrences of khv are written differently. By Diller's 
criteria the one on face 1, line 5 is written with (11), and that on face 3, line 20 
shows (sn). They thus support my main point, that the word for 'right' is written 
both ways and is evidence for lack of phonemic distinction. On this point see 
further below. 

I consider that the first occurrence of khau 'enter' in Diller's illustrations 
must either be taken as unclear or as showing both traits, a horizontal and 
vertical indentation, and both traits may be read from the same word on face 2, 
line 22. His first illustration of khiin 'ascend' is illegible, and no distinctive trait 
may be read from the second occurrence of 'hang'. Indeed because of the way 
the two consonants kh and v are compressed, it could be argued that the 
distinctive vertical indentation on the first occurrence of 'hang' is uncertain. The 
spelling of this word must, therefore, be judged either uncertain, or showing 
both spellings, with (11) and with (sn). 

Another case of clear double spelling both by Diller's criteria and mine in 
"Piltdown 2" is lkhal, which I called 'slave' and Diller glosses as 'upland 
group'.l45 Finally the word for 'sell', which most readers of RK, including 

Journal of The Siam Society Vol. 83, Parts 1&2 (1995) 



'· 

PILTDOWN 3 141 

myself, have treated as a (sn) word, is clearly written with ("11) by Diller's con­
ventions, and in rereading my own description of it in "Piltdown 2", p. 26, I find 
that I should have interpreted it that way then, unless the very flat top horizontal 
is taken to represent a quasi-indentation. This is an example of what I criticized 
in others, allowing myself to be influenced by earlier readings. 

In spite of these discrepancies, Diller maintained his conclusion of CM-1 
cited above and insisted again on the fifteen out of fifteen cases of correspond­
ence with White Tai. 

I must emphasize that Diller did not try to describe, as I did, all of the 
relevant terms on face 1, but chose a selection which best illustrated the point he 
wished to make. And after writing CM-2, Diller wrote to me personally, saying, 
"maybethere are really four possibilities" (followed by drawings of respectively 
kh1, kh31 kh2, and a kh with indentations on both vertical and top horizontal). 
Then, "In the present note, I have opted for the right upper jag on the vertical 
as definitive in making the White Tai correlation, with no attention to a notch 
on the top [upper horizontal], -but you may be right-certainly the top thing 
is important by the end ofthe 14th century."146 Thus, after further thought, Diller 
seems to have come around to agreement with my general argument that the 
( "1l) I ( sn) written distinctions are not always clear in RK, even if the plates he used 
were better than those available to me and infirm some of my particular 
readings. 

There is one more observation by Diller in his CM-2 which merits attention, 
both with respect to ("11) I (sn), and to the question of what early Bangkok authors 
might have conceived or written. Diller says that on King Mongkut' s "hand­
transcribed extract oflnscription One presented to Sir John Bowring ... in just the 
first seven lines, he [King Mongkut] has misread the kho' khai versus kho' khuat 
distinction at least twice", i.e., I khi I I ride' and I khau I I rice' written with kh khuat 
(sn) instead of the correct kh khai ("11).147 

In this, Diller is mistaken about two details. The transcription in question 
was not the work of King Mongkut-at least no one has ever attributed it to him. 
It has been described as "First page of lithographed copy of the transcript 
prepared by the Commission", that is "a Commission of scholars under the 
direction of Prince ~~a", which in 1836 undertook the task of decipherment.148 
One of the most interesting details in this transcript is that all velar aspirates, all 
the initial consonants read as either kh khai or kh khuat, are written as kh khuat (sn) 
according to Diller's criterion. They all show a rounded top with no indentation 
and a very clear jag on the right vertical. From this transcript it is impossible to 
know what the writer(s) considered the consonant he I they wrote to represent, 
but since in 1836 all such consonants had merged as lkhl in Bangkok Thai, it 
is likely that they imagined it to be kh khai ("11). 
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THE KH SYMBOLS IN THE 'MONTIGNY' PLATES 
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As I said in" Piltdown 2", the kh2 symbol of the Montigny plates is precisely the 
(sn) symbol of the Lithai Inscriptions, not the (sn) symbol used in RK, and this 
proves that the early Bangkok writers were familiar with at least one Lithai 
Inscription in Thai. This and the different line arrangement suggests that the 
Montigny text represents a draft before the inscription was put on stone.149 In 
two salient details the Montigny text is not a copy of final RK, but a different 
version of an RK text. 

The identifiable contribution of .King Mongkut, in the copy which he sent to 
Bowring, consists of only 11 words in lines 1 and 2, all of which he read correctly 
except 'Surindradity' for 'Sri Indradity'. the name of Ram Khamhaeng's father. 
This single error in an important name may not be ignored, however. If the 
inscription were not so full of anomalies, it might be considered sufficient 
evidence that King Mongkut and his contemporaries had no hand in it. As it is, 
I view it as evidence that the final stone inscription was preceded by more than 
one draft, with indecision about the name of the father of 'RamKhamhaeng'. 
In annoting one draft for Bowring, in which the name is clearly written as 
'Sri Indradity', Mongkut slipped up and wrote a name which may have been in 
another draft.lso 

I am quite in agreement with the Gedney hypothesis of two more velar 
consonants, and find it very relevant for the RK problem, but am surprised that 
Diller still thinks RK shows the magic fifteen out of fifteen improbable corre­
spondences with WT, for with Gedney's hypothesis, the number is reduced to 
only three or four. 

Gedney's hypothesis was not at all a result of the RK problem, but of 
strange correspondences between Northern Tai (NT) and SWT, in which 
the former showed evidence of original (PT) voiced initials and the latter 
unvoiced initials.1s1 

An empirical result, which directly affects the RK problem is that those PT 
consonants reconstructed by Lias *kh and *x, each produce reflexes in WT with 
both initial lxl and lkhl. Those with initial lkhl in WT all have cognates in 
NT showing original voiced initials, while those with initial WT lxl have NT 
cognates with voiceless initials. In PH languages they all result in lkhl. 

Gedney's solution was to postulate two new proto consonants *G, and *r, of 
which the modem reflexes, in both WT and PH languages, are I kh I. Thus the 
new set of PT initials which are relevant to our subject are: *kh, *x, *G, and *r. 
The new lists of *kh and *x words are the lists of Li (10.2 and 10.6) minus those 
words which in WTbegin with lkhl rather than I xl. Those words are respectively 
*G words, from the *kh list, and *r words, from the *x lists. I emphasize that 
further work on this aspect of RK must use these new lists, One may not at one 
moment refer to Gedney's new series, and at another moment re-utilize the *kh 
and *x as first established by Li. 
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I think that some people may not have perceived the full extent of the 
implications for the history of Southwestern Thai of the new series of proto-Thai 
consonants which Gedney proposed, especially the *G and *r. I repeat, the lists 
of *kh and *x words, such as found in Li, must be reworked, with some words 
removed from them and put into new lists of *G and *r words. 

In the Table below, Column 1 shows the fifteen words in RK, plus 'hom' for 
comparison with 'mountain', which are at issue, written with the initials which 
I read in that inscription. Column 2 shows the reconstructed PT initials as 
established by Li. Column 3 shows the initial consonants in White Tai; Columns 
4-8 show how the 14 words (minus I (x)khunl) are distributed among 5 PT 
initials as established by Gedney and utilized by Diller in his latest papers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Old List 
RK *PT (old) WT *PT (new) 

*G *T *kh *x *khl 
x/khun (a title) ? ? 
khapp 'drive' khut ch khlap 
xapp 'sing' kh X xap 
khut 'dig' X kh khut 
xo 'hook' X X xo 
xau 'enter' X X xau 
xiin 'ascend' X X xiin 
x/khween 'hang' xw xw xwen 
x 1 kha 'kill' kh X x/kha 
x/khau 'Mt.' ? x/khau 
[khau 'hom'] kh X 

khau 'rice' X kh khau 
khi 'ride' kh kh khi 
x/khw 'right' khw xw khva 
khay 'sell' kh X x/khay 
kh 'slave' khl s khla 

It can no longer be said that 'White Tai preserves the Proto-Tai distinction 
between *kh and *x'. White Tai does not preserve that distinction any more than 
does Bangkok. Both *kh and *x collapse into lxl in White Tai, just as they 
collapse into I khl in the Southwestern PH languages. Thus, with respect only 
to Proto-Tai (*kh and *x), Southwestern PH, and White Tai, lkhl and lxl as 
reflexes of *kh and *x in the two latter are allophones. 
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Thisexplainstheapparentanomalyin WhiteTaiscriptthatDillernoted, that 
the White Tai equivalent of {'il) is used for /x/ and the White Tai (sn) equivalent 
is used for I kh/, the opposite of what seems to have been the case in Sukhothai, 
A yutthaya, and Bangkok.152 That is, White Tai, just like the ancestor ofSukhothai 
and A yutthaya, took the original Indic kh symbol for the dominant velar, I xI 
in White Tai, /kh/ in the PH languages; then in each type of script a special 
marked variant of the orital kh symbol was devised for the other velar. This 
is one of the details poin 'ng to an independent origin for White/Black Tai 
script. The distinction th 

1
t White Tai preserves is between Proto-Tai *G/*r 

(White Tai /kh/) and Ptoto-Tai *kh/*x (White Tai /x/), all of which in 
Southwestern PH langua~es have coalesced into /kh/ ,153 

Now where does that l~ave us with the list of fifteen RK words in question? 
First, two terms, I (x)-khuh/ a title of nobility, and I (x)-khween/ 'hang' must 
be removed from the comparison for lack of relevant evidence. The term I (x)­
khun/ is apparently not found in WT, nor do we know what the NT cognate, if 
any, is. It exists in Ahom, but written with kh, which is the Ahom reflex of both 
*kh and *x. Thus, the source of the spelling with (sn) in Inscriptions No.1, No.3, 
andNo.45 (but not, apparently in Inscriptions No.2, No.5, No.l5, andNo.l07, 
where we find ['il]) cannot be explained. The source is not the Three Seals Law Code 
(see below) where khun is always written with ( 'il ). Diller's suggestion that in WT 
it is represented by the term for 'hair' or' fur' ('khhun') on Dieu and Donaldson's 
p.174is farfetched ('thehairynoble'-a Sampson syndrome?), as is the example 
of 'ai khhun h6' on their page 2.154 

The term for 'hang' must be removed because of its uncertain readings in 
RK. Not only are the two examples slightly different at the crucial point, but the 
second element, /vI is so closely attached to the /kh/ that the presence or . 
absence of a jag on the vertical cannot be seen. It may not be argued that the 
writer must have meant (sn ), for the lack of clarity in definition of these characters 
throughout RK means that nothing may be taken on faith. I also still maintain 
doubtaboutthespellingof /kh I 'kill';thetwoexamplesof /khau/ 'mountain' 
may reasonably be read as showing different initial consonants, which would 
mean that the writer of RK was unsure, and if it is genuine, indicates that the 
distinction was in writing only, not phonemic. The Lithai Inscriptions No.3, No. 
5, and No. 8 show examples of both terms with (sn). 

Then, as should have been emphasized earlier, any RK words which are 
written with I kh! representing a regular reflex of Proto-Thai phonemes (*kh, 
*khl, *khr) must be removed from the magic fifteen for their comparison with 
WT is irrelevant. Such are /khap/ 'drive', /khii/ 'ride', and /khaa/ 'slave/ 
enemy' in my version (Diller's 'upland group'). The first and last, moreover, are 
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not comparable with WT because in that language they have palatal initials, 
respectively I chap I and I chaal ,155 

Next, any *G or *r words which show lkhl in RK evidence a normal PH 
reflex, and here comparison with WT is irrelevant. The terms for 'rice', a *G 
word, with initial lkhl in both RK and WT no longer represent unexpected 
agreement against a proto phoneme, but are the expected reflexes in each case. 
Another example is the *r word for , 'dig', khut, which no longer goes back to 
a *x initial. 

Another surprising result of the new *G I *r hypothesis is seen in the terms 
for 'right' (khw or xwii), 'sell' (khiiy or xiiy), and 'sing' (xapp). In "Piltdown 2", I 
treated the two occurrences of'right' as spelled respectively with (sn) and ('ll), in 
accord with the readings of Coedes, the Chulalongkorn transcribers and those 
who prepared the transcriptions in Silpavatthanatham. I would agree now with 
Diller that they may both be (sn), if it is accepted that on Face 1 the -ernie feature 
is a notch in the top horizontal, not the vertical, which is not Diller's position. 
Otherwise, there seem to me to be two spellings of I khwaa I as I noted above. 
'Right' is treated by Gedney and Chamberlain as a *G word, in spite of the 
surprising reflex in WT, lxl instead of lkhl, and Li's reconstruction of PT 
*khw.l56 In any case, the expected reflex for PH languages is lkhl, and RK 
shows correspondence with WT, against the proto-phoneme. The case of' sell' 
is the same, and here there is no question of *G or *r. The proto-phoneme is old­
fashioned *kh, resulting in I xl in WT and normally I khl in PH languages. As 
we shall see, whether "sell" is written with ( 'll) or (sn) in RK, it makes no difference 
for the present discussion. · 

When Diller was using the RK-WT correspondences to prove RK authenticity, 
the important consideration was that the RK-WT agreement was also agreement 
with proto-phonemes, and evidence that RK maintained old phonemes 
which are now only known from WT, and lost in modern PH languages. 

Now we see in RK three terms, 'right', 'sell', and 'sing', in Diller's reading, 
which show RK-WT agreement, but which could never have been pronounced 
that way in Sukhothai, a PH language, or at least a B language about to become 
PH,157 The second of those terms, moreover ('sell' xiiylkhiiy) is spelled with [sn] 
in Inscription No. 3, perhaps, and in Inscription No. 15. They represent, if 
deliberate, and if RK is genuine, a mere spelling convention, and are evidence 
for what I shall argue below, that the Sukhothai alphabet was taken from a WT­
type language, and some of the WT conventions maintained for a time although 
they did not represent faithfully the Sukhothai language. To maintain the 
contrary, that the RK spelling represents Sukhothai pronunciation, means that 
*kh, one of the most stable phonemes throughout SWT, showing lkhl 
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everywhere except in WT, at one time split, unconditioned, in the branch 
of SWT represented by Sukhothai, into lkhl and I xl, which later recom­
bined to I kh I . So far as I know, this is something which linguists consider 
impossible. Another such example would be the xiit (sn1~ ) 'break' of Inscription 
No.3, although "break" seems also to be written khat (sn1~) in another context 
of Inscription No.3, which may indicate that, for the scribe in question, 
the two characters were allographs. 

With respect to the plausibility of Bangkok fakery, these three terms repre­
sent either scribal carelessness, literati game-playing, or direct copying of an­
other document, because their agreement with WT is not at the same time 
agreement with a proto-phoneme, which in all cases should have produced I 
kh I . With respect to' sell' the documentary evidence is certain, as I shall explain. 

Now what are the residual words which show RK-WT correspondence of 
sn and I xl, which is also in agreement with a proto-phoneme, and thus 
inappropriate for a PH language? They are 'hook', 'enter', and 'ascend', only 3 
out of 15, and once we know that two other RK words show a (sn) which could 
never have represented a phoneme in that language, it is possible to assume the 
same for 'hook', 'enter', and 'ascend'. Moreover, the evidence of Bradley's 
reading is that in the 19th century I xo I sne:J was not understood as 'hook', but as 
'request', which was very frequently written then with (sn), even though that is 
not historically correct. This is relevant for the argument that a faker could not 
have gotten it right. He could have, as I shall demonstrate. 

If RK is the work of early 19th-century fakers, they were writing 'hook' (xo, 

with [ sn]) according to conventions of their time, or at least what they could have 
considered as conventions of an earlier language they wished to imitate. 

In modem Thai, and as a normal development in SWT PH languages, at the 
latest, I believe everyone would agree, by 14th century in Sukhothai, the two 
words 'hook' and' request' (/ kho I) are perfect homonyms. The proto-initial in 
'request' was lkhrl, but that cluster, and the other PT velar-liquid clusters, 
seem not to have been preserved at Sukhothai.158 In the old Ayutthayan laws of 
the Three Seals Code, recodified by Rama I in 1805, there are altogether 294 
occurrences ofthoseterms,218 with (sn)and 76with ("11). Ofthese4are'hook' the 
remainder' request'; of the contexts meaning 'hook' 3 are written with (sn ). They 
are found respectively in the Palatine Law in a section on elephantry; in the Law 
on Witnesses describing a form of torture that involved tearing out eyes with a 
type of hook; on two occurrences, one with each consonant, in the Law on 
Treason in a section describing how execution by slow death should be 
conducted. There, a type of hook was used to force open the victim's mouth.IS9 

Journal of The Siam Society Vol. 83, Parts 1&2 (1995) 



148 MICHAEL VICKERY 

Thus, for early Bangkok writers, (en)was the predominant conventional 
way of writing 'hook' and' request'. The same is true for I khaay I 'sell', with 315 
instances of (en) and 161 of ('21) in the Three Seals Code; for those who might refuse 
to accept that "mountain" is written both ways in RK, the Three Seals Code shows 
5 examples with (en) and 8 with ('21), indicating that the former was an acceptable 
spelling in the early Bangkok period. We may for the present ignore the 
hypothesis that 'mountain' was a semantic extension of 'hom'. Whether that is 
correct or not, the spelling with (en) was simply an acceptable early Bangkok 
convention, which, within the Sukhothai corpus, is also found in Inscriptions 
No. 8 and No. 45. 

Now the remaining two words, 'enter' and 'ascend' are the only items 
requring a faker to guess correctly (their occurrences in the Three Seals Code show 
overwhelming preponderance of ['21]), and the odds have improved to plausi­
bility. Even if' sing' and' right' are included here, the number is increased to only 
four out of fifteen. It is probably not, however, necessary for us to rely on even 
improved odds. On the assumption that RK is genuine, they represent the 
adapted, but partially non-phonemic alphabet which Sukhothaihad taken from 
a WT -type language. On the assumption that RKis a fake, and with my corollary 
that the fakers had to have been acquainted with some Lithai-period inscrip­
tions, we have examples of both' enter' and' ascend' in Inscription No.5, and of 
'ascend' in No. 3 and No. 8. 

'Echoes' of RK in The Sukhothai Corpus, or vice versa 

In this section I compare contexts of RK which closely resemble in their content, 
or in their language, other Sukhothai inscriptions. Traditionally, these contexts 
have been explained as 'echoes' of RK in the work of his followers, who must 
have studied his work. The comment also includes discussion of controversial 
terminology which did not appear in the earlier Piltdown papers. 

Dr. Piriya Krairiksh has given much attention to these matters, and I have 
noted some of them in "Piltdown 1 and 2", but I wish to evoke them again in a 
different arrangement in an effort to better make the case that they are evidence 
for use of the Lithai inscriptions by the writer(s) of RK, and not echoes of the 
latter in the former .160 

If each instance of similarity between RK and another inscription were 
considered in isolation, it would not be objeqionable to assume that it was 
because the various inscriptions, all records of kings of the same polity and 
culture within a fairly narrow time span, less than one hundred years, treat 
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similar subjects from an identical point of view. But the cumulative effect of so 
many similar passages which yet differ in surprising ways is an impression that 
the similarities result from copying by persons who did not completely 
understand their sources, and that can only mean that RK is later than the 
others. If the copying were in the other direction, an assumption of 
incomprehension by Srisraddha or Lithai would be difficult to sustain. 

First, No.2 says in its discussion of Sukhothai royalty that King Sri Indradity 
had a son named Ramaraj, which identifies that name with Ram Khamhaeng, 
whose father in RK was also named Sri Indradity. "Ram Khamhaeng, son of Sri 
Indradity'' in RK also parallels part of the genealogy of the protagonist of No. 
2, whose father is named Khamhaeng Phra Ram ( FhLLVh7 w1: J/3.1 I giirrzheen bral:z 
riim ), son of Sri Indrapatindradity, an unhistorical expansion of 'indriidity'.161 In 
No.2 Ramaraj is said to have built a great relic monument (bral:z srfratnamahii 
dhiitu) in SriSajanalai, an action ascribed to Ram Khamhaeng in No. 1. Both Ram 
Khamhaeng and the hero of No.2 engage in heroic elephant duels with enemies, 
the details of which are rather similar. 

In each case an enemy attacked the protagonist's father in an elephant duel, 
and the son intervened heroically to save his father from embarrassment or 
defeat. In each case the son stabbed the enemy's elephant. In No.2 the term deen 
'stab' is used, and inN o. 1 bun (modem spelling bun), in the sentence "ka bun jiin 
xun siim jan", 'I stabbed the elephant of Khun Sam Jan'. 

Strangely, Griswold and Prasert preferred to emend bun to rap bun, making 
the sentence 'I fought the elephant. ... '; and their reason cannot have been the 
'incorrect' long vowel in bun in RK, for their emendation also requires a short 
vowel.162 

Another contextual similarity is the suspect list of vassals in Epilogue II of 
RK, which seems to be an effort to duplicate in more detail the area roughly 
claimed for the ancestor of No. 2' s hero. 

Even more indicative of copying are those passages in which nearly the 
same language is found. The left Column below is RK, and·the right Column 
contains passages from Inscriptions No.3, No.4, and No. 5 of Lithai. The 
contexts are numbered by face and line in RK (1.22=face 1.line 22), and by 
inscription number I face .line in the right hand Column. 

+ + 
1.19-20 boan cum\[?] vvva pai ga khi:' ma 

pai xay grai cakk grai' gi jan+ gi grai 

21 cakk grai' ga mi gi grai cakk grai' ga 

noan ga don gi 

3 I 2.32-brai fa kha dai . 

khi: roa pai ga khi ma pai (khay) 
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The passage from No. 3 has already been emphasized by scholars to show 
Lithai' s fidelity to the ideas of Ram Khamhaeng. The phrase is translated, "the 
people go by boat to trade or ride horses to sell" (more literally, "ride boat go 
trade ride horse go sell", which as Griswold and Prasert wrote is "a sort of echo 
of Rama Ga.xpheil's statement" in line 1 I 1.19-20, "they lead their cattle to trade 
or ride their horses to sell."l63 There is indeed a 'sort of echo', but which is the 
original, which the echo? The certain sense of No.3 is that both boats and horses 
were means of transport for traders, while in RK it seems rather that the cattle 
being led were the objects of trade, and the situation of the horses is uncertain. 
The supposed masterwork is much vaguer than the assumed copy. 

Even more questionable is the use in RK of grai, 'who, whoever'. In his 
comparison of White, Black and Red Tai, William Gedney showed that the 
equivalent terms in those languages were aberrant in comparison with 'khrayl', 
'who', because standard Thai I khr I (*gr) is cognate with I chI (c) in White, Black 
and Red Tai, a regularity seen in the near homonym in RK, grai, 'wish, desire'. 
Gedney explained the word for 'who' as "usually believed to be a contraction 
ofkhonl dayl or khonl rayl", and, moreover, the" difference in tone [among the 
languages in question] suggests recent invention", although it would be interesting 
to know what Gedney then had in mind for the subjective concept 'recent'. Fang 
Kuei Li gives the same explanation.164 This explanation, and the anachronism 
of RK, is not negated by the appearance of grai (lt11) in inscriptions Nos. 45 and 
15, where it has been glossed in "A Glossarial Index of the Sukhothai Inscrip­
tions" as "(pro. who, whom, whose)." In Inscription No. 45 grai appears twice 
in the context pha tai grai. Griswold and Prasert rendered the first instance as "if 
either of us" "is untrue" (/bo s'i/ ), which lacks precision in not accounting for 
grai apart from pha tai. They construed the second context, pha tai grai codanii, 
however, as "If anyone [pha tai] wishes [grai] to complain [ codanii]", revealing 
the true significance of grai in that late 14th-century Sukhothai text as' wish', not 
'who'. The first context would be more completely translated as "if either of us 
[phu tai] wishes [grai] to be untrue". InscriptionNo.15 indeed seems to show grai 
meaning 'who', but it may not be relevant for it is dated in the 16th century. Its 
relevant context, however, is interesting. It says, in reference to a young woman 
who had been consecriited in a vat by her master, grai grai lee ao fkeev nfpai xii xiiy 
{lfl7ltl7 LLa LEn ~LLrh ii. Ltl sD1'll1tJ), "whoever [grai ]/wishes [grai] to take I Keev 
and sell [her]", which is a real echo of the passage in RK, or is it? 

Another set of parallels which has received attention is RK lines 21-24 
(following the statement about free trade which concludes the section discussed 
above). 
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phrai' f~ hn~ sai 

22liik c~u liik xun phu+ tai letf~.m tay hay kva'?y~v roan ba' joa+ 
+ 

23 soa+ ya111 ( fi1) mann jan xo liik rniyya yyia 
:+ + 

khau+ phrai fii kha dai pa' 24 hrnak pa' phlii 
+ 

ba' joa+ mann vai+ kee' liik mann sTn 

3 I 2.43-5-brai fa kha dai 

liik cau liik xun phii tai-----

tai kha111 ao ?yav nav ao roan khau ba tay _ 

hai vai (kee liik bi tay hai vai kee) non 

I /5/1.18-19 ba tay vai kee liik bi tay vai kee non 

151 

This section ofRKhas been rendered, "when any commoner (brai fii+ hnii+ sai) 
or man of rank (Iak cau+ Iak khun) dies his estate [enumerated] ... is left in its 
entirety to his son."165 

This is to be compared with Nos. 3 and 5, translated in EHS 11-1, "when 
commoners or men of rank [die] ... he {the king} must not seize their estates; 
when a father dies, (the estate) must be left [to the sons; when an elder brother 
dies, it must be left] to the younger." The long bracketed passage is interpolated 
from No. 5.166 This is an extremely loose rendering, and not only should the first 
['die'] be in brackets, but ['he must not'] as well. Griswold and Prasert 'interpreted' 
this passage to conform to their ideas of what Sukhothai society must have been, 
as they understood it from RK. The words preceding 'estate' in No.3 really 
mean 'has oppressed', perhaps 'seized'. Of course the lacuna in the stone could 
have contained an expression permitting a translation such as "he has not 
seized", but it is not legitimate to assume that. 

The first question at hand, however, is not the translations of EHS, but 
parallels between the text of RK and other inscriptions. 

In the present case, the passages contain enough identical or near identical 
elements to permit an inference that one of the authors (of Inscription No. 1, No. 
3, or No. 5) must have studied the work of another, perhaps not entirely 
understanding what he read; with this in mind, it is noteworthy that Nos. 3 and 
5, aside from the lacuna in the former, have caused no translation difficulties, 
while the passage from RK has been nothing but a headache,167 

It is not even certain that the two versions imply the same institutions. The 
RK text, if translated completely and literally (ignoring some vocabulary 
difficulties), implies entailed primogeniture: when a man dies "his estate-his 
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elephants, wive(s) [miyya], child(ren) [Iuk], granary(ies) [yiya], rice [khau], retainers 
[brai fa+ kha+ dai] and grove(s) of areca and betel-is left in its entirety to his 
son."16B 

Coedes' less literal translation confuses the issue. He subsumed wife(ves) 
and child(ren) under "sa famille", and says all was left to "ses enfants". It is 
impossible, though, that the children of the defunct could be both heritage and 
inheritors, and it must be assumed that the author's intention was that all 
surviving dependents of the dead man were left to a single inheriting child, 
presumably the ranking son. An incoherency, once it is established that brai fa+ 
hna+ sai is a fantasy calqued on brai fa+ kha dai (see above) is that a class of people 
who were "retainers" (EHS 9) or "esclaves" (Coedes), could have enjoyed the 
same property rights as nobility. 

Inscription No.3 and No.5 reveal quite a different situation. They indicate 
that property passed through siblings of one generation before going on to the 
next, something much more in conformity to Southeast Asian institutions as 
they are understood from other sources. Of course institutions change, but one 
may wonder if they changed so completely during the seventy years separating 
'RamKhamhaeng' and a grandson who, assumingRK' sauthenticity,soassiduously 
studied his grandfather's records. 

It should be emphasized that succession through members of the same 
generation was an ancient institution in Southeast Asia, including A yutthaya, 
and the primogeniture of RK is a detail which is suspect.l69 

Moreover, there is another possible translation for No. 3, which is more in 
line with a subordinate position for brai fa kha dai. Their juxtaposition with, but 
preceding the designation of the upper classes, Iuk cau liik khun, suggests that the 
phrase might be construed as "brai fa kha dai of the liik cau liik khun"; and that it 
was perhaps those 'retainers' who are passed in inheritance from father to son 
and from elder to younger brother. 

In fairness though, it must be recorded thatlnscription No. 10, possibly from 
Phitsanulok and dated 1404, just 45 years after Lithai's writings, contains near 
its end a phrase, bo tay vai kee liik liik tay vai kee hlan hlan tay vai kee hleen, "father 
dies leave to child, child dies leave to grandchild, grandchild dies leave to great 
grandchild". The damaged condition of the stone does not permit a conclusion 
as to whether this is a statement of general legal principles, whether it refers to 
personal property or to a position, or even whether it is relating what happened 
in a particular case.170 

Besides the institutional problem, there are vocabulary difficulties in. the 
passages in Nos. 1 and 3. Below, I juxtapose the translations of Bradley, Coedes, 
and Griswold/ Prasert, in order to show that some of this passage in RK may in 
fact be incomprehensible.171 
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F~rst, RK, face I, line 22, lam+ tiiy hiiy kvii. Bradley translated it as "dies (lam+ 
tiiy) or disappears from" (hiiy kwii). 

Coedes ("Notes critiques", p. 2), thought that kvii should be considered 
equivalent to the Dioi /kva/, which is equivalent to I sia/ in Standard Thai. In 
Dioi te [tiiy] kva lew='heis dead'; and the phrase ofRKshould simply mean 'tombe 
malade et meurt'. 

In EHS 9 Griswold and Prasert (p. 206, n. 27) accepted Coedes' version, 
adding that in Shan kvii' is 'go' and RK lam+ tiiy hiiy kvii=mod. Thai lom hiiy tiiy 
ciik. Indeed, kvafka is 'go' in Shan and in Ahom, where it is also a post-verbal 
particle indicating past tense, as Coedes reported for Dioi.172 

For the entire passage there has been considerable difference of opinion. In 
the juxtaposition below B=Bradley, C=Coedes, and E=EHS (Griswold and 
Prasert). 

RK: phu+ tai lee lam+ tiiy hiiy kvii ?yiiv+ roan 
B: if any one soever dies or disappears from house and home 
C: si [anyone] tombemaladeetmeurt, llamaison ... (Coedes considered that 

?yiiv roan belonged with the following phrase as part of the estate). 
E: When any [person] dies, his estate [items listed:?yiiv+ roan ba joa+ soa+ yarrz 

mann jiiit xo luk]. Thus E followed Con this point. 
The segmentation in the three versions is different, as is the significance of 

the terms interpreted as 'house'. 
RK: ba joa+ soa+ yarrzt (fi'1)mann). 
B the Prince trusts (joa+), supports (yarrz), aids (soa) him (mann) 
C (continuing from 'la maison' ... de ses peres (ba joa+ ), ses vetements (soa+ gii) 

[Coedes read yarrz as gii 'stick to'-see comment below] 
E The deceased (soa+ yarrz) father of the family (ba joa+) himself (mann). This 

translation is in their note 28, p. 206, but left out of their running translation 
because they considered it, obviously, as redundant [not to say incoherent­
MY]. Note that. they did not accept Coedes' reading of gii for yarrz. 

After this we do not need to consider Bradley's version, for Coedes showed 
that it was certainly inaccurate. 

RK: jiift+ xo luk miyya yyia khau+ phrai fii khii dai pa' hmiik pa' phla 
C. ses elephants, ses enfants et ses femmes, ses greniers de riz, ses serviteurs 

... plantations, etc. 
E. elephants, wives, children, granaries, rice, retainers ... groves, etc. 
RK: ... ba joa mann vai+ kee lak mann sin+ 
C ... de ses peres [ba joa+ mann], (le roi) les conserve en totalite aux enfants 
E is left in its entirety to his son. 
If one thing seems certain from the enormous differences in the three 
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translations, and the justificatory comment accompanying them, it is that this 
passage is anything but straightforward Thai. This did not trouble Bradley 
because of his belief in 'poetic' language which did not have to have a clear 
meaning. Bradley certainly went wrong after his 11 trusts, supports, aids"; it was 
unreasonable to translate ba as 'prince', even if Coedes had not shown the 
correction of joa, 'trust', to joa+ 'lineage'. 

Coedes' construal of soa yarrz, however, which he read soa+ ga+, is less sat­
isfying. His explanation of it as 'clothing', by derivation from a Lao expression 
about 'clothing attached to the body' (ga,lkhaal=to stick to), is weak because 
it is not shown that the doublet means' clothing' in any dialect. Bradley had read 
the word as yarrz, which he translated 'support'; this reading, with g<*y (fl) has 
been retained in all modern versions of RK. EHS 9, p. 206, n. 28, explains it as II a 
euphonic filler, or else for garrz, 'support'". It must be noted that the word in 
question is written with g<*y ([ fl ]kh khon ), which, of the two obsolete velars, is 
the one most likely to have been significant. Certainly it was used with some 
regularity in early Sukhothai. Thus yarrz+ in this context should not be interpreted 
as either' stick to' (g <*g I [ fl ]kh khvay), or' support', which as a I<hmerloan word 
( f!li ), would never have been written withkh khon (fl ).173 The only word written 
fi1 which fits the context is 'gold', and it is strange that no one seems to have 
thought of it, for it fits very well in a list of property left by a dead man to his 
heir(s), particularly in the translation of Coedes who treated soa+ as 'clothing'. 
This was impossible for Griswold and Prasert, however, for they glossed soa+ as 
'a deceased person' by analogy with the term phf soa, a type of ghost, an ad hoc 
guess which requires textual support from other contexts to come at all close to 
plausibility. Their proposal also meant that yarrz had to be treated as a nonsense 
word, and their solution is very unsatisfactory. 

Both Coedes and Griswold I Prasert acknowledged that there were prob­
lems in the organization of this passage of RK, which are reflected in the three 
translations, and I suggest that the reason is the composition of RK based on 
poorly understood readings of partly damaged older texts which were hypo­
thetically reconstructed by the author(s) of inscription RK. 

In 11Piltdown 2" (p. 43) I commented that the poorly understood word kharrz 
("lh) in No. 3, whether interpreted as 'support' (Coedes) or 'to tyrannize' 
(Griswold and Prasert ), represented a case of confusion of voiced and voiceless 
velars indicating that the former had devoiced. The comparable word in No. 1, 
written there with kh khon (voiced I *y I) was construed by Griswold and Prasert 
as either a euphonic filler or as 'support'. 

Dr. Prasert has denied the relevance of this. He says that in No. 3 the term 
may not be translated as' support', which would mean that No.3 is less an' echo' 
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of RK than previously assumed. He maintains that the correct translation is 
'tyrannize', assimilating '2i1 to a Chiang Mai dialect word fi1 written with a voiced 
consonant, adding that "as Diller shows this letter [ "kho khon ,;, in fact kh khvay] 
merges with kho khai in WT and it is written with kho khai in Inscription 
No.3". Seemingly, Dr. Prasert has confused letters with phonemes. The letters 
inquestiondidnotmerge. ThePTphoneme /*y/ has in WTmerged with /x/, not 
/kh/. Merger with /kh/ is characteristic of PH languages, such as Sukhothai, 
A yutthaya, and Bangkok. But whatever the merger, it would represent 
devoicing.174 . 

RK continues, lines 25-27, with a passage on disputes which is convention­
ally translated in its entirety, "when commoners and men of rank differ and 
disagree, [the king] examines the case to get at the truth and then settles it justly 
for them."175 The phrase translated as 'differ and disagree', phit pheek seek van 
bears some resemblance to line 19 of No.5, zii. pha tai phit van, which Griswold 
and Prasert have translated, "when anyone quarrels with him [i.e., the king]" .176 

phrai' fa+ 

25 liik cau+ liik khun phi+ lee+ phti pheek 

zeek van+ kann svan tii 26 dee+ lee+ cmleeil. 

gvam k(ee)' kha tvy+ sii' pa' xau+ phft+ lakk 

makk 27 phft zon' 

5/1.19-21 zii phii tai 

phit vail .il.ram dau tai ka fi pa hon kha vann 

sakkjap 

In their detailed explanation of the RK passage, Griswold and Prasert 
identified 'van+' as 'wide' "or else equivalent to pan 'to tear' " and in their 
translation of No. 5 they were influenced by their interpretation of RK, which 
led them to assume that van (11\'1) in No.5 really meant van2 (11\'1).177 This is not 
necessary, and probably wrong. 

A look at the Three Seals Law Code, which would have been well known to 
Bangkok scholars, might suggest something else. In its pet srec laws the expression 
ph it pheek {Nfl mm ), apparently to be construed as 'quarrel', occurs 4 times, twice 
followed by zeek an (LL&Jfn £~1\'1 ).178 In each of those cases the question is of quarrels 
among people (dvay raf?tar pha2 tai [art. 139]/ph2 tai [art. 167 /146]), who are 
accusing (phit pheek zeek aft) one another (kee lain/lain) of something. In art. 139, 
it follows a case of a claim relating to wages owing to persons who were 
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murdered and in which circumstances it was difficult to determine against 
whom a case (phit pheek) should be laid. In art. 167 I 146, it is a question of 
"whoever (phu2 tai) in a quarrel (phit pheek zeek an Jain) hires [and] requests (can 
vani'Dt'l\J 11'1-L) a specialist in magic (hmo) to do (hai2 kra:dam) ... something." 

The meaning of phit pheek as 'quarrel' comes through clearly in its other two 
contexts. The first is in the same art. 139, in the explanation of the case, "it is 
impossible to determine whom the evil persons who stabbed and killed the 
three dwarfs had a quarrel with"(~ 7'1t1 bb'YI\J ~13-1 britl"a' ~1tl 'it: HI :i:l ~~ bb~n ~1tl 
~ 1~ Vl1 ~ 1~). The other context, in art. 140, is, "whoever (phu2 tai) ... quarrels (phit 
pheek ta1 Jain)" followed by instructions concerning the investigation.179 

The term zeek also occurs once more in the laws in a passage which reveals 
its meaning, too. In "Crimes Against the State" (ajfl hlvafl), art. 65 deals with 
falsification of documents in terms of removing parts of the genuine text and 
inserting other wording.1so In the first statement, the terms used a,re lap(' cut out') 
'the words, evidence' (garam [ fl173-l]) and 'siat' ('put in')' other words' (gar am un). 
This is followed by lap(' cut out') samnvan bicarm:za nai kra:lakar sia ('the text of the 
discussion in court') and zeek ('insert') kho2 gvam un1 sail ('other material'). This 
context, in which the ·standard usage of zeek is clear, immediately reveals its 
etymology, from Khmer jrek ('intervene').lBl The term an is also Khmer, meaning, 
as in Thai, 'to claim, allege', and the expression 'zeek an' may be understood as 
'intervene with a claim against someone'. 

These are the only contexts of either phit pheek or zeek in the entire Three Seals 
Code, and if their recorded dates, equivalent to A.D. 1362163, are even approxi­
mately accurate, they are probably old legal terms no longer used in late 
A yutthaya or Bangkok.1B2 The term zeek seems no longer to be part of standard 
Thai vocabulary, except in the expression zok zeek {SJI'lln bb&JI'n ), which So Setaputra 
glossed as 'to be' (of an investigative nature), with diav 'travel' (to little known 
places), and with ra2 "well-informed on little-known things", in all of which the 
old sense of zeek < jrek comes through. In Wit Thiengburanathum' s glosses it is 
even clearer, "to edge one's way through", "prying", "devious".183 

The RK context, which bears a superficial resemblance to the law contexts, 
differs in two terms, seek ( bb~n) for zeek and van+ ( 1'1\J) for an. In modem Thai, seek 
and zeek are both pronounced I saekl, but literati would be unlikely to confuse 
them if both were still in current use. Whether confusion would be considered 
possible in 13th-century Sukhothai depends on respective linguists' views on 
sound change. I believe most linguists, particularly those who defend Ram 
Khamhaeng, would consider it unlikely, but in this case that problem may be 
skirted. 
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The term 'seek' is also found once in the old laws, in the expression seek hna2 
(m~m.,ih), one of the killer points in the body which if struck may cause death, 
and this agrees with the modem dictionary definition, 'the median line of the 
skull or of the face' ,184 

Thus the phrase in RK, 'phit pheek seek viin'2 seems to be nonsense, and the 
translation of Griswold and Prasert, with 'seek' construed as 'to part' and van2 
as 'wide' is strictly guesswork out of mystification without reference to other 
possibly helpful contexts. As for No.5, the context is probably totally different, 
and van2, should not be amended to van2, but construed in its normal sense as 
'to lay a plan', 'to plot', and the entire phrase, to the extent comprehension in 
spite of damage is possible, should be interpreted, 'if anyone' (zU phu tai sa~t~) 
'does wrong/ commits a fault (phit /N~) [and] 'plots' (viin /11\'1)---[damage]? 
(---hriim /\'1713-1) 'to whatever extent' (daultai L'thL~). 

There is nevertheless, I believe, a connection between No.5 and RK. It would 
seem that Bangkok literati had seen No.5, and they of course were familiar with 
the old law code, though perhaps not all old terms were completely understood. 
They conflated the ph it followed by viin of No. 5 with the ph it pheek zeelain of the 
laws, and created the phit pheek seek viiiian2of RJ<)85 Even if the Khmer character 
of phit pheek zeek lin might not be unusual in 13th to 14th-century Sukhothai, it 
is equally plausible as Ayutthayan terminology. 

The continuing contexts of RK and No. 5 differ, the former, after a phrase 
irrelevant to the present discussion, going on (lines 27 -28) with, "when he sees 
someone' s rice he does not covet it, when he sees someone' s wealth he does not 
get angry"; paralleled exactly in No. 5.16-17.186 

hen khau+ dan' pa' grai' bin hen sin dan' pa' 

grai toat 5 I 1.16-17 rii prani kee brai fa kha dai daiui 

hlay hen khau dan pa grai bin hen sin dan pa 

grai tot 

In No.5, however, this is followed by the passage on inheritance. The RK 
then continues with a long passage on other rulers who come to seek asylum; 
this seems to be paralleled in No.3 by a much shorter and badly damaged 
passage, which cannot be completely interpreted, but which at least contains, 
tan piin fiin moan cakk m bO mii in tan, " ... other villages and moan come to rely and 
lean on him" ,187 Inscription No. 5 also contains a similar statement, but which 
is there within a different context, as illustrated further below. 
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28 gan tai kh'I jih\+ rna ha ba moan rna sii. joy' 

hnoa fo 29-a kfi.+ mann pa' mi jan+ pa' mi rna+ 

pa' mi pvva' pa' mi nan pa' minoa 30-n pa' 

mi don hai+ kee' mann joy' mann !van pen ba 

n+penmoan 

3/2.40-42 phi va ... n tan pan tan moan cakk 

rna bon rna in tan ph ...... va sai tan pai kha bon 

moan dan ... 

5/1.23 nom ao rna lyan rna khun pa hai thOn 

di chip di hay 

Then RK continues with a passage nearly identical to the continuation in 
No. 5 from the passage on conflict discussed above, 11[if] he gets [enemy] 
soldiers, however aggressive, he does not kill or beat [them]"; while No. 5 first 
says of the people in dispute, 1/he never kills them at any time", and goes on, I/ if 
[he] gets [enemy] soldiers, however aggressive, he does not kill or beat [them], 
[but] is willing to keep and care for [them]" .ISS These passages are as follows: 

31-n. tai+ kha+s0akkha+s6ahvvabu'nhvva 5/1.21-23 zii tai kh sok kha soa hvva bun 

rap ka' ti pa' xa+ pa' ta hvva rap ka ti pa kha+ pa n nom ao rna lyan 

rna khun pa hai thon di chip di hay 

In EHS 9, p. 208, n. 47, Griswold and Prasert followed Bradley in stating that 
khii+ soa I/ is only an alliterative pendant". This is probably innacurate. In Black 
Tai there is an expression 'sii.k sii.a' which means' enemy' and in Ahom there is 
a term sii. 'army' .189 There is no reason for the hesitancy of Griswold and Prasert 
over hua bun hua rap 'fighters' in EHS 9, n. 47, suggesting that the hua were of 
higher rank than those designated as khii, for there is still in modem Thai a 
perfectly good expression, 'rap bun' ("a"'JJ~\1), to wage war, while hua in this context 
is much better explained as 110ne whose attitude is" [i.e., hua kau ('H1Lrl1) 'old­
fashioned', hua kheen (~1 LL -ii\1) 'obstinate', hua khamoy (~1"1.1 hm) 'habitual thief'; by 
analogy hua bun hua rap (~1~\1~1"a"'JJ) 'those who are aggressive, fighters'], rather 
than 'leader' in contrast to khii. 
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I submit that the' echoes' discussed above are better explained as familiarity 
of the authors of No. 1 with Inscriptions Nos. 3 and 5, than as imitations of No. 
1 by writers of the Lithai period, particularly when the latter avoided all the 
special script and spelling conventions found in No.1. 

There is one more case of textual oddities which I have emphasized in my 
earlier papers, but which deserves attention again now. These are the references 
to the monks allegedly invited by 'Ram Khamhaeng' and by Lithai, respectively 
from Nakhon Sri Thammarat and from Ban in lower Burma's Mon region. 

229 ... oy dan kee mahathera saililgharaj praj 

zyan cab bitakatrai hlvak kva pt1 grii nai mOan. 

ni, 

5/2.20-21 ... afijefi mahasami sail.gharaj m1 

silacar lee Iii brah pitakatray ... nakk fi.in maha 

sami ann ayii nai ... laitkadib ... , 

4/2.12 [khmer] ... afijefimahaSami saitgharaj ta 

man sil xyyan cab brah pitakatray ta sift nau 

laitkadvib taman silacaryy 

The passage from RI<has been translated, "gift to the Mahathera Sa.Ii.gharaja, 
the sage who has studied the scriptures from beginning to end", but it could be 
more literally, "gift to the Mahathera Sa.Ii.gharaja the sage who has completely 
learned the Tripi taka better than the monks in this country". 

Number 5 can be rendered, "to invite a mahasami sangharaj virtuous and 
whoknewtheTripitaka ... thecrowdofmahasami who were in ... Lailkadvip .... " 

And No. 4 is, "he invited a mahasami sa.Ii.gharaj who had virtue and had 
completely learned the Tripitaka, and who had lived in Lankadvip".190 

The versions of Nos. 4 and 5, not surprisingly, are virtually identical, 
although in different languages, being contemporary records of the same 
occasion. It is less expected to find RK imitating the Khmerism ryan cab, "learn 
completely" .191 

This is not just a case of a common use of Khmer in Sukhothai and A yutthaya 
for religion and ritual, as Dr. M.R. Suriyavut suggested.192 It is extremely 
peculiar that RK resembles Lithai's Khmer more than Lithai's Thai. Under the 
traditional assumption, that the 'echoes' in Lithai' s inscriptions were because 
he, or his scribes, studied the work of his grandfather, we would expect him to 
imitate this phrase from No. 1 in his Thai-language No. 5, perhaps in Khmer in 
No.4, too, but at least in Thai. Finding this correspondence with RK only in the 
Khmer No.4, which King Mongkut had removed to Bangkok from Sukhothai, 
is very strong evidence for late composition of No. 1. 
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Betty Gosling has misrepresented the argument, which is not about the date 
of Khmer influence in Sukhothai, but about the relationship of Lithai' s texts to 
that allegedly formulated by his grandfather. Moreover, Gosling's "the late 
thirteenth century ... ['RK'] is much closer to Sukhothai' s period of Khmer 
political and cultural domination ... than are Inscriptions Four and Five", is, 
with respect to 'Khmer domination', still a hypothesis, although generally 
accepted. If true, then the RK inscription is in this respect, too, peculiar, in 
showing so few Khmerisms, far fewer than in later Sukhothai and A yutthaya 
work. One of the few is the parallel with Inscription No. 4 evoked above. 
Inscription No. 4 proves the cultural and administrative importance of the 
Khmer language in Lithai' s time, even when there is no longer any question of 
political hegemony from Cambodia. ' 

Another detail of the same type is that in No. 1 the monk is called a maha 
thera, but in the passages cited above from Nos. 4 and 5 the monk in question 
was a mahasami. In No. 4, however, he was also called mahathera in two other 
contexts, but never in No. 5.193 

Another item in this passage which deserves attention is 'kvii', used in the 
above passage from RK in its modern Thai sense of 'more than', whereas in the 
previous passage on inheritance it was construed in the Ahom or Northern Tai 
sense as 'pass', 'away', or final particle of completed past time. Investigation is 
required as to whether a language with 'kvii' in one of these senses would also 
have it in the other. Standard Thai, and Ahom material available to me suggests 
not, and if this is the general situation the unexpected use of kvii discussed above 
might be considered as an artificial exoticism introduced to give an air of 
spurious antiquity. In Ahom the comparative, 'more than', 'better than' is 
expressed by khiifi/khiin; in White Tai the post-verbal particle is I eti/, 'to be 
past' is I cai/, and 'more than' is /ho'n/ .194 

Some interesting contextual comparisons between No.1 and Nos. 4 and 5 
may also be made. To receive his monk, King Lithai had a monastery built in the 
Mango Grove to the west of Sukhothai; Ram Khamhaeng installed his monk 
west of the city in the Araiiftika. In Lithai's inscriptions a bronze statue the size 
of the Buddha was installed in the middle of the city, and in No. 1 "[i]nside this 
city ... there is/ are statue(s) 18 cubits in height" (the size of the Buddha); this/ 
these is I are clearly distinct from the 18-cubit statue in the Ara:fiiiika. 

In Nos. 4 and 5 the king was ordained as a monk in the Golden Pavilion 
(hemaprasada) of the palace, and a golden statue was installed in another palace 
building, the riijamandfra 'royal palace'. This passage suggests a source for the 
two siilii 'pavilion' of No.1, the 'Golden Sacred Image [brab] Pavilion' and 'the 
Buddha Pavilion', as well as the "golden statue(s) of the Buddha", which were 
"inside this city". . 
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The greatfestival described in Lithai' s inscriptions at the dose. otthe rainy 
season, r~tfj;!~~~~l'Ytt}l W.fts .f9l: the,m<p,:pk, corresponqs, tq ~-k~thin,. l¥,ld,tl1~re, ~r.e 
clear resemblances between it and the kathin describedjn No, 1. In,this 

i' : ,' -~., I·'.:" I ' ,•·. ; ·,:_:!, ,': ,1:.:-'1 :~.~·1 !![ ;,_~.} ~:::.~ .--:<; .) 

connection an~~h~~Kh~er element in No. 1 which miar~~ .~.t1~17~~~! ~~,:'k,~1n 
kathin", literaily 'spread the kathin' (krtin<krtil 'spread [a cloth, mat; etc.]' in 
Khmer), found twice iri lines2.13, 't4. I had not noticed this iii my previbus 
papers, and attention was called to it by Michael Wright.195 I considered thatthis 
expression ihNb.Twould seemtobe anothet!'echo' of Lithai's I<hiher'No. 4/ 
2:26, kral·nu bastrtft'sptead out cloth' for the ritanasami to Walk' orti at w:hlth time 
. there was anblhet great festival, equivaleht to. a kathifi:i . 1 

• j • I : i ' 1 ;' i 1 1 
• •. ·;. 

11 i i .• 

' I.·: I ''Then, in person~!' correspondence,' Betty Gosling' ca:lled m.y 1afteriti:drt to the 
fact tnafldan kathin is1 a parlicl1lar ceremony m whith the clotWfor mohl<s~ :robes 
is stretched but pt~pa:tat0ry' tc:) cuttingand sewihg.196 ': .. ' r ,, ) '! . 'i 

Given this circumstance it is pe~liar'that in their traitsl~tion dfNo. 1 
Griswold-arid P:ia~ert, whbmust have known the dictionary tiefimtibrt'ofkrtin 
kafhin, translated krtitf kafhin iri the first instance' as' 'celebrate the' ka'thm.' i and 
1they'omitt~d' the· ~ed:md entirely.197 It is also· surprising thatiri his'-answer' to 
Wnght,Dr. 'Prksert did not cite the genuine tere:triony ofk~arl'kafhln) but instead 
'argued th~t there was-no problem with :~hich: use 'df Khfuer; hf relation to 
Sukhothai·Buddhisrll, because iJ aya:vafrhari VII of·C1mbo'dia, iwhdse 'rhle: may 
have extended ovef'Sukhothai in the late 12th tentt'liy ,was altecld y: Buddhist. 
-DidG]:iswold and Prasert'cohsider that the RK'coti.text referred t6: the.'enti:te 
kathin celebration, and not just to theprepatation6fthe cloth ?That wotild sethh 
'td rne a reasonable· argument;· and 'eVidence that in RK the' exptessiort· was 
ritislused.19B · · : : · · ·' • 

· :I might add 'fhirt th~re'is 'nd'meritionbf kathlriiafall'irl tHe insct'iptibrts' of 
'Angkor; the;absente 'ofthe'tetm 'kathin~ in Nbs:'4 ahd 5, eve:ti wneh a'fesnval 
;like tha:t now dilled' 'k~fthin' was being celebtatE!ti, it\.ight sugg~sitlha~ lt'wa.s ilot 
y~t in use'iifSukh6thai'Buddhism, i~ whithca:s~ No: '1 isgtiilty b£ #fevitient 
'fuodernistiC'ahachtonism.199 · · · · ' ' ' · • · · · · · --·· · · ' . 

-:. '' 'plfl~uy>JU< and No. 3 eaCh hav~ a passage ~istmg oth~r irtsciiptf6rtS which 
he1d b~enr·~et~tip. In RK, three inscriptiohs ar~ 'listed, in.<:halianghe;id~ the 
Sacred Relic, iri the cave of Brah Rain beside the Sa~bay Ri~er, ·an.a in the cave 
.~~. R~~aci~i*: 1 pf _·the~e .. locptions only ,c,h~Ii.~g i~ . kno~h.'. ~t. ·~w >1~d ';g ,'Is 
consider~d to be the templesite,in the bend of,the riverjlJ.steasto~the, old'~ity 

l?A 9rt$,f,~~hanalaF00 Inssripti<m 1\T o .. 3, ~PI;Jar,e11tl~ pives gu,it~ dif~~.f~N ~R~~WP:H~ 
Jor ,the le>,v-r inscriptions: spid to contain m9re. 9-etailed treat111eht of tl:t~ P!:a-tters 
feF,Qrdedip.N()·p;mwin.Sufh<;>tl;la~besid.etheM,:a.hadhatu;,piWin:¥?~n,·,·vPile 
in Moan Fan,.and one in Moan Sralvan. 
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3.22 carik ann nilil mi nai moan jalyail. 

sthabak vai+ tvay+ bral). sri ratnadhatu 

carik ann nilil mi r@ t:ltfup+ jii t:ltfup+ bra1;t 

ram ayfi. faiui nfurt sambay 

carik ann nilil mi nai tham ratnadhar 

2.48-50 carik ann mi nai moan 

sukhodai-nakk bra1;t mahadhatu biin lee 

carik ann nm mi nai moan­

ann nin mi nai moan fann 

ann nin mi nai moan sralvan 

The two locations in the last two lines of No. 3 are considered to be near 
Uttaradith and west of Phitsanulok, respectively. None of the inscriptions 
mentioned in either RK or No.3 has ever been found. If we consider these 
passages from the point of view of copying, the writers ofRK intended that their 
inscription be from Sukhothai, and thus they substituted Jalyali. where Lithai, 
'writing from' Kamphaeng Phet, said the first of his more detailed inscriptions 
was in his seat of government, Sukhothai. 

I submit that these similarities are better explained by the hypothesis that the 
writer(s) of No.1 had examined originals or copies of Inscriptions No.2, No.3, 
No.4, and No.5, and perhaps others, had not entirely understood them, and 
composed parts of No.1 as restorations of the details they read in the others. 

It is certain from the script of the Montigny plates discussed above, in 
particular the shape of the kh khai/kh khuat [("11)/ (6!1)] used there, that they had 
seen and imitated at least one Lithai-period inscription, and that detail cannot 
be attributed to No.4, because the specialform ofthat symbolis found in Lithai' s 
Thai script, but not in the Khmer of No. 4.201 

There is no particular mystery about their access to those inscriptions. King 
Mongkuf s grandfather, King Rama I, had over 1200 Buddha images brought to 
Bangkok from the northern moan, including Sukhothai and Sn Satchanalai_202 
Some of those images had inscriptions written on them, and it is reasonable to 
assume that curiosity about them, if not already present, would have been 
awakened. It is likely that copies, more or less accurate, were made, and the 
palace scholars of early Bangkok probably had access to them. There was also 
some tradition of copying and trying to read old inscriptions among the monks 
at Sukhothai, as described at the time of Prince Vajiravudh's visit in 1907.203 

One more' echo', which has not previously been evoked as such, and the RK 
occurrence of which has been brought out as evidence in favor of RK authen­
ticity, is bral; khbun (·v·n:: "11~\'1 [RK spelling "ll~'lt'l\'1 ). In his "The Efficacy of the PI 
PH Distinction", James Chamberlain wrote, in connection with early emigra­
tion of the Thai/ Tai from what is now northern Vietnam and their relations with 
Austroasiatic groups, "it is appropriate to mention here Ram Khamhaeng's 
mostpowerfulspiritofthemountainatSukhothainamed PhraKhaphung I Kha? I 
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phungl, spelled with the initial high class IKhl as if it were originally 
I khaa2 I 'Austroasiatic' ." Chamberlain implies that this designation would 
have derived ultimately from the Austroasiatic folk hero Cheuang or Hu'ng, 
who "became an ancestral spirit of the Tai peoples as well as the Austroasiatics 
in northern Southeast Asia", via an ethnonym 'Kha Phong', designating peo­
ples "still found in Sam Neua, Xieng Khwang, Khammouan, and Nghe An 
provinces ... [s]ome speak[ing] a Viet-Muang language and others apparently 
speak[ing] a dialect related to Khmu" .zo4 In preserving this element of prehis­
toric inter-ethnic contact, RK would show its authenticity, for such a detail could 
not have been imagined by fakers. 

It is not, however, that straightforward, once it is realized that early 19th­
century literati had access to some Sukhothai inscriptions, not to speak of 
Chamberlain's chain of hypothetical identifications which violate 
historiographical acceptability (that is, why would a Tai people take 'khaphong' 
rather than the name of the hero, as designation for their spirit?). The name brab 
khban, presumably a variant of khbun, for some kind of deity or spirit occurs in 
two other Sukhothai inscriptions, proving, at least, that whatever its origins, it 
remained for some time a part of Thai belief. It is found in inscription No. 45, face I, 
lines 15-16, as pii cau brab khba n xau [Mt.] yannyan brab srfnear the end of a list 
of spirits; in No. 98, dated 1519, from Vat Chetuphon, Sukhothai, where the last 
line says "this stone was brought from khau brab khban hlvan", which seems to 
confirm the traditional identification of the site of Ram Khamhaeng' s brab khbun 
as on the hill known today as khau hlvan..zos 

I am grateful to Chamberlain for calling attention to this passage, to which 
I had given insufficient notice, but which represents still another peculiarity in 
the contentofRK, and the treatment of which shows efforts to impose preconceived 
notions on a passage lacking in straightforward sense. Lines 3-5 of Face 3, just 
before the passage in question, are without controversy, listing several natural 
features, kus, vihras, monks, a dam, and groves of several types of trees. Then 
in line 6 it says, transcribed in modern Thai,~ u1 lfln ~ Vld::~~\l N b'Y1Vl~11u b~1 
~uuuu followed by the non-controversial"the greatest of all the spirits in this 
country". 

Coedes translated the Thai phrase in question as "there is a spring (spurting) 
from a hill (colline). There is the Braiia [sic!] Khabmi., spirit and deity ofthis hill"; 
and in his footnote 4 said the hill was "probably the Khau Hlvati.". Griswold and 
Prasert rendered it as "there are mountain streams and there is Bra Khabu. The 
divine sprite of that mountain", with footnote 95 explaining that 'Bral:t Khabuti.' 
"is apparently a variant of Khmer bral;t khbail'holy and exalted' ", and noting 
that with theirrenderingofu11fln as 'mountain streams', "Bral).Khabati. [although] 
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.. : lgen~tally taken.to be the name of:the:,spritf~/ ;.~~the. syhtax hete.spo:W();thatl i~ 
is ;the.nante·e>f the :mountain". 206 ThatrisrJ.n:Coed~s' ·construal ~this/ thpt molun:­
~~J refer:r;.~·,to .1f1n and brab. khabu.iz wwdts·deity:; ,whereaSr ili! Gris'Wiol<!L' f!i; and 
,Pf:aseJTtrs;trartslation Ltlfil. m.ereiy qqalifies: a1 typerpf: water:soureerand•.canrh0 
longephe.tc»<etta$:the:tefere1h.tro{~~that!roountair\'~:whiahl.then•gtamm!atiflal:Ly 
1!efers1 t.f>' bttzb,khabun as-.the mountain on:whicbrthere was' a rspirit/fhe :flc: Ltlvtt)11j. 

Tln.e·.d~pence: inlsyntcus:.! lies: in :t:p.e translations). ~0t) m·the Jih~~:<;;riswold;and 
Ftaser:t probably ·did !discern.•an:~c<i>nglility ,fu'Coedes~ ·versi(ui.}_burpl'ftferJ"ttd 
bJ>:dealJwithitlsunte.ptitibiUSly .. _: r.; ·; i 'i · .·' · ~ :' :1 ,·,; --~ '._; .; • :')) ); i'. f:rc:- !';ifri ~ii"iUJ 

The first problem is 't.t1lt1n. Coedes construed l'flrn asian ele,\l'afu:i>l'llof,thegrrlund 
&!em whioh:W.ater·spurted) iwhile GrisW!old: ~: Prasertpreferred,.ttor take Ltln 
adjectiyaRy asnan:rattr.ipute:ofdilite)Mf.ater,/mguntain:stream8\1Butiar~r~thmse 
legitimate· oohstruals: of 1tln? Irt modem, Th~ lfin is glossed .as·i'rm~rhilli, 
~G<!:~;,a dry~place", and :as fllaised .eartlt~ !with a note ,ipat iWKllin,ter;cft means 
0watedess:place'. 207 If Lfltlis.taken:a:sa~etl m.onnd or;hin, .doesit:tiepr.e~ntbne 
tmatis·high enough to be~called/mountam',;;dr. to havera:sprilnlg1sp.ur.tiqg\frl\>:m 
it~: -:So.J;Re, traditiona:J!. an:d rrevealmg c~texte~ ~:re found: m the ('Rhtee:~.Sealsc Grilde. 
JE~clu<;ling .. place;qames, :Lflinis; found. in :two contexts,! referring itO: raisingiearth 
to Imake)a 'pl€it! fm1 planting tr~es; or: to ;l'iial'k off· ·piece.s of JaJ:\!.d,, thus:hardly 
'mountain~~ orielien- ~hill', :Thi~ agrees· with :D;B: Btadlets Jl878 ·dic:ti,oti.airy; in 
whioh1flmfiS·-des¢ribed as a man-made,1elevation.2os It would:seem .that:Coedes, 
tal<i.h'gtJ!1r.ab~~buizras a.spillitian:d,recegrl.iZing it as a variant:o:II Kh!mter kHbaftj fhigh 
place', was influenced by this and bythe·phrase .{that-mountain' ;(Letlh ltlY'J;i,U't;!,~; on 
w-hich it w.as located) an.drwasJorced !tll discover at 1moUJ.'l\tai.nf earlier in the text 
;00 whichJI.ef<rremk2e iWasimade. Th~ :ledJ to his i6rced··aonstrual:of-hun:,· I i ,'1, b I· ri ! 

.') ·; ·: Alth(i)ugh,. re.alizing.:that in ,their ,-translationr brab· rkhbun(was >thejnam.e~:o.t !a 
mquntam; not a spirit, Griswold, and Praaertmaih.taihed th~esseQ«e:Cl>£ G<oedes1 

tramslation; wN,(,Jh foi~ed ;them:alsQto oortstrue.1tlnartifioially,;,Of~(i)prse;ifhra{t 
khbilfl. .is·taken:as .. the nam~dfJthe,moulntain; :there is' no,needttO 'conShe·l4iln.as 
!moUnta.i.ID,I ei~~ ~noiD:inaiiy~OI adJeCtiViaJ:l¥J!bUt ithe;p_robJern pf:i.Jt&)p:li"ecise 
,mearung· :tln>,truSJCOOtexlt~:temajn&l i I :,r T: .'\ if.i ii' :" · i"<' ;:: ');!I ;.-J i J'O' ii'd i():i U;L'I.if(.j 

-, ,_l .• 

In the first scholarly work on RK, Bradley at least avoided problents~fd.~€ 
1}?.yr tr~i)lti,ng;/r.theire tare 'upland.watersrf,-. p.ro~ably the ';somee •of Gtiswl>ld' s 
·,ancl:Praaert's;~mobntaimi streaams~~ :11~ yo:J;lder motintain· is ·a ciem.on.;spirit, ,PJu:a 
~aphung/'Hetetheiallusiontom.ountainis,sufficierl.tly:vaguethatnoprevious 
·referent is>reqti.ir.ecl:; ,bubthe rendering of :ltlnis~ stilh cdntrovetsial. 209. i ,:c ;; , '1 

• :: [ j rlt ildri.tetesting -~~0 :exaRJ,in.e: the :earliest: kno:w.n :translatioril that of; BastiaJ!l.~ 
.wlm)musthavedepended on.,dpinions:ofr';Eiliaisch.olairs obtrid .. 19th centqry'. He 
;at,:d,hisJ informants seem not; to· havre: been trouble<ifby,~e ·missing,r.efereahfor 
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'that mountain'; and:~ version reads "there is water in a cistern [t~n ].'There is 
also the lordJ~phung~ithe .demon-angel [~h 'YI'V'l~1]~.whois the Inightiest:in that 
·mountajp,~f\:.Howdid ,t~n.come'to be tran8lated as'cistern~?· Perhaps from.the 
factthatwhenearthisraisedarouildafieJdtheenclosedareamayfillWithwater 
in the,rainyBeason, or possibly from Mon, ~which /kok/ is 'kiln' ;thatis ahole 
in the ground.210 

I !Wish to suggest that the. problem lies in .the composition of RK by late 
writers familiar with Sukhothai inscriptioris in which brab khban occurred, and 
perhaps:even comprehending it as a spirit on a high place. InNo.~98, as lhave 
.no,ted,, that name is simply the designation of a mountain, appaliently .the<Jchau 
hlvan, butinNo. 45, brabkhban is a spirit designated in thattextas 'V'l7~"ll'¥h'lb6fl1tl'UU~\1 
(br.ab khaban .[qf};xau ytinnyan), the last term of which might·have been as 
unfathomable for early 19th;;century scholars as ·it was for Grisiwold and 
Prasert, and they rewrote it in RK as annnan.211 The expression 'l-i1t~n must also 
b.e.attributed:to the influence of some written record which the writers of RKdid 
:aotunderstan~, since it appears to be a nonsense expression. At least that is 
what issugg.ested by cum:ent dictionaries and by .the varying translations ofRK 
scholars; Those,who 'wish to defend its authenticity' must discover some 
genuine usage of 'l-i11ft'n in Thai literature which can fit the conte::d .of RK ; , 

Old Thai Administration 
' 

In "The Efficacy of the PI PH Distinction", James Chamberlain brought out 
another detail of the content of RK ofrelevanceto its authenticity-.. its depiction 
of administrative strUcture. He sees" diverg~ntpoliticalstructures [in]A yutthaya 
and Sukhothai" ~ which parallel the different branches ofThai lar;tguages which 
he identifies;"[ w ]hile Inscription One portrays a system ofbenevolentpatriarchy, 
the Ayutthayan evidence provokes images of a highly ordered and 1=odified 
(Sakdina) society". Even more highly organized societies are found among P 
language peoples, the Black, White, and Red Tai, the Lue, and the Shan, which 
ha:ve '~the most rigid hierarchical social structures". Ih the past "this has been 
interpr.eted .as· ... isolation and hence a more original preservation of an older 
COilUJ1o.n Tai administrative and religibus order", but Chamberlain has· "recently 
come to believe that this may not have been a Tai system, but a Chinese one". 212 

A tithe time some Ta!i:/Thai ,groups adopted the Chinese structures, the branch 
which became A yutthay:an Thai1 like the R language groups, was: still close to 
Chinese influence, while :the ancestors of Lao and Sukhothai Thai were already 
farther west. 

j ; 
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I fully agree with Chamberlain's notice of the divergent political structures 
and their historical importance; I have also indicated that the highly structured 
systems, at least some institutions, including the Ayutthayan saktinii, probably 
derived from China. Rather than a rigid distinction between a Chinese system 
borrowed by some Tai/Thai groups, and which is reflected in Ayutthaya, as 
well as in Black and White Tai societies, I suggest that the 'Chinese' features of 
Tai/Thai systems result from very ancient proximity, at least from Han times 
and perhaps earlier, and that the 'Chinese' traits may just as well be treated as 
ancient Tai, to the extent it may be reconstructed. Some of the same institutions, 
such as a declining descent rule for royalty, were part of traditional Vietnam as 
well.213 

Contrary to Chamberlain, however, I do not think this helps make a good 
case for the authenticity of RK. The system of "benevolent patriarchy" which 
may be inferred from RK is too different from the hierarchy portrayed in the 
14th-century Lithai corpus, and suggests rather modem writers with some 
awareness of Sukhothai titles, (I do not say the Sukhothai system). idealizing the 
past.-214 Inscription No.1 itself, moreover, in spite of proclaiming a benevolent 
patriarchy, shows a rather complex panoply of ranks with obvious relationships 
to the rank structures of Black and White Tai and Lue. In RK we see the following 
ranks: 

ba khun ('king', Ram Khamhaeng, Sri Indradity=cau moa-,) 

diiv, braflii (rulers, Ram Khamhaeng) 

braJ:t (prince, Ram Khamhaeng) 

khun (chief of major town, Ram Khamhaeng, cau moan) 

niin ('lady', mother of Ram Khamhaeng) 

luk cau lilk khun (nobility?, officials?; see below, Inscriptions No. 4 and No. 5) 

brai/khii (commoners, restricted rights) 
pvva (?),paired with niffl215 

A curious feature of No. 1 is that King Ram Khamhaeng is called variously, 
and randomly, ba khun, diiv braiiii (4.12), bra~, khun (4.2), and ba khun bra~ (4.1), 
as though all those titles were of equivalent status rather than following one 
another as seen in the hierarchies of other sources. Although it might be argued 
that this indicates a loose, free rank structure, I find rather that such ad hoc 
attribution of titles is one of the features casting doubt on the authenticity of RK. 

The titles found in No.2 differ between its contemporary part of the 1360s 
and its historical beginning~ relating events of perhaps mid -13th century. Taken 
all together they are: 
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brafia (king, Srinav Nam Tham, Pha Moan) 

ba khun (king, Nam Tham, Pha Moaa, Ban Klan Hav, Sri Indradity, Ramaraj) 

kamrate afi (Pha Moail.) 

dav brafia (1.39) 

brafia (Kharnhaeng Brah Ram) 

Dharmaraja (no rank title) Loethai or Lithai 

cau, cau rajakumar (prince, Snsraddha) 

khun (chief of a town) 

cau moan bra~, samtec 

bra~ (Snsraddha) 

167 

These terms are less confusing, even in the possibly semi-legendary period. 
Brafia and ba khun can be understood, respectively as Mon and Thai equivalents 
at a time when Mon and Thai groups were probably of equal importance. The 
title ba khun, however, is restricted to dead kings of the past, while in the 
contemporary real world ofN o. 2, braiiawas used both for a king and for a prince 
who was not king, Khamhaeng Brah Ram, father of the inscription's protago­
nist, Srisraddha, a Thai prince who spent most of his life as a monk. He is called 
cau, Thai for 'prince', rajakumar 'king's son', and samtec bral:z, probably here an 
ecclesiastical title, although the terms, both khmer, are also found in secular 
titles. Kamraten afi was a high Angkor official title. Although the hierarchy is not 
absolutely precise, the ranks in No.2 do not show the same ad hoc character as 
No.1. Terms indicating commoner ranking are not found in No.2. 

The hierarchy in Lithai's Inscription No.3 is: 

brafia (Lithai, his father Lothai, and grandfather Ramaraj 

dav brafia (fellow rulers who consecrated Lithai) 

diiv + brafia (Lithai after consecration) 

brafia +royal titles (Lithai further on in the body of the text) 

cau/khun (chiefs of major moa~) 

lak cau lak khun 

khun bf khun non lak hlan (family of Lithai?) 

brai fa khii dai (commoners) 

The aristocratic titles which appear here are equivalent to the usage of No. 
2, but interestingly ba khun has been dropped, even for grandfather Ramaraj who 
received it in No.2. The expression lilk cau liik khun, found in RK and in the Lithai 
inscriptions, and over which too much speculative ink has been spilled, is 
revealed in the Khmer I Thai pair of Inscriptions (No. 4 and No. 5) as equivalent 
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to amiitya mantri riijakula in the Khmer text. 216 These In die terms~ ·used in Khiner, 
may be translated t officials'~ ~ministers', 'royalfamily', which ·must also· be the 
referents of lii.k cau lii.k khun. · ' '· ; "'· · · ,: 

•1 • brafiii , ·· · , u. J· ; Lithai, grandfather Ramaraj 
other rulers who consecrated Lithai 
Officials who welcomed the monk 

No.4 . · 
braa piid kamr.ateil afi, : . 

ksatra , . 
amiitya ~antri' ~aj~kuia. 

. , ', . , .d1Plbr~W . · ... , 
luk cau luk khun , 

· 'braifokhd'da!·';\',\,; commoners 
·,,, ',\1':. '.,\,· 

Whereas the inscriptions discussed above were the worl<'df.kin:gs,' and 
mention only the highest royal or noble ranks, after the end of Lithai' s reign in 
the'i:370s tHete ate'several1nscriptiortscornmemoratfng *O:rk~ ofiesser ndbility, 
·a1brig W1tll'rri~nt16n'o£'6ther levels 6£ tipper.:class h~hk. The first.()£ tlle•se is No. 
l 62, ofA.'D: 1380; lli~ Wbtk of a \koman whc>has·lJeen ideritified. as a princess. 217 
: r • i ) I \ . J I i ! ' '1 . ; l , : : · ·; ' ~ j ; ' I ! . l : -,' I, ; : 1 I _ 1 !- ' 

brdb srr rajizcldtas/lh~ ~ldest'btbthet', 'kirigis sorii} ·and king'himself 
pa)fii~,· ta1..mt prirt<::essf' (irtsa:tiptiort'·s founder)·! ' : r 1 .• . • ' • • ' • • • • • 1 ' 

lulj.; khttn,; 'uncle\khun' ;or/uncle .of the khun' possibly husband of' aurit princess'. Griswold : • 
ru;td.Ji'rlil~e;r~sayl;u:~JWil~ tl}e.uncle of the rul~r of:Sukhothai. 

n!l(91i~~r~~a,~~~;AY._~d,. . .. ; .. , . • . , , : . . . .· . 
jf nvva+j~n, 'c~~!ft~J.l~rn~c\ ,n.vva'. , . . . . . . .· . .. . ... · . . . . . . 
gan' teen, 'as~igneq'pers6rmel'; denominated as 'houses', assigned by princess t~ ta~e . 
e:are'dH~rrrpte•·/ (" · r:J · 1 ; 1 • •• · , I ·.·. ·; · · ·• • • •• ' 1 ' 1 · · 

khii+dai,'servarttri/' n• 1" 1"' ;. '' • '· •• • '' . '' 

... t ,· ' ·. '/: :'' ! ' ' ! . . - . I ' ' : I ' i ~ : . ; ' < ~.: _. ., . . ' . .-· :-' ~ 
The passage about gan teen assigned tO work at the' temple shows a dass of 

unfree persons totally subservient to the nobility, yet different from another 
class of commoner, the khii+ dai.' ' ' ' · · · . · ·. ··· ... .. · · ·. ' 

Another inscription of the same period, No. 106ofA.D. 1384. shows a fe~ 
more such titles. 21s · 1 

• · ·' 

samtec (King Mahadharmaraja, Lithai) it. 

diiv brafiii, 'kings', who may reign in Sukhothai 
brafiii (an otherwise unknown person named brafiiisrfdebiihariij). I I ',, 

cau brarrz jai, (another mysterious, apparently royal, figure) . 

bnarrz [or ba narrz] sai tarrz (-w'll.L~th), 'foster father'[?]; name of inscription's author, 

al}lemR~r ~fthE!, r<;>y;al family219 , , . . . . 
gaiz, people' ils!)igned by house for seivic'e to temple 
btaifiiiklili+ gaii'bal) torrlrilOrters· ' ·· · · 
khait} i'~laVes\; ~~~rvaHts1,; whom.' the ptotagohist cau'Sed to bet::dme 'ril.onkso' '· '· 

'I ·.·. ,;i: ---\: i '!: 

·'' 
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Inscription No. 93 of 1399 is a record of the founding of astupa byaSukhothai 
queen. There is mention of several high-ranking monks whose titles begiil. with 
cau, perha:ps indicating that they were of the aristocracy. Commoners are also 
mentioned-N~y Jyait Sri Cand, overse~r of fifty families of gan tee assigned, 

\ • ' ·, ' -~ • ~ I ' :. ; I I ~ ·, • ~ ' • ' • ' • ' 

along with rice fields for the support ofthe temple PO . · . 
These inscriptions show that Sukhothai society had a riilirig' class 'divided 

into ~ev~ralstrata,; Mtd t,hat there, were at ~east t:wo levels ()funfr_ee, or partly 
ullfree c~~o~ers at fh~ disp~sal oith;e ari~toq-~cy :·Eyen if th~ ti~i ~crip-
! .: I < ~ o •• -.' ! · ; · . I ~' i f_ j • ' i i , I . . ' ' ' ' ; ; : , •/ : I, ' : ,, ,: ~ ' , ~ ( l : -' ·· • . ' I : I _: . · ; J , • 

pons <:J.o ~9~ sh()~ fu,e ~t?~~r levels c,l~arly,it is pbvious !Jta~ "YJ:lerever there is ~ 
•• ' r .• ' 'I, .. ".: : I ' .•• ) r I t ' . ' • ' ., ' • ' : ' ; I ; ' 1 ' ,#' - ' ' ' , • 1 ,( ' ,! I . 

titl~d llOpi)i_ty, ther~ mus.t be dearly distinct low~r strata providing service _arid 
~ ( \ • , J ." ; 1 .' , I { ; • _I , ~ • , , , ; • , I ; ,• I ; , 1 : 0 ; , • _j ,. , I ! ' , ~ ~ ' , ' I , , • • 1 I • : , 

labor. . . .. . . ·. · · · ·. · 

, . : :f.l1~s~the ove4, prpcl~~~on of'a ~l()OSe S~~~tfn ~ i~ 9~~ ~oreJ~at\l~~ 
~ark.ing \~ a,s a 'sport' withi:ri the to~al Sukljothai corpus., .· . .. .. . . . .. 1 • 

. · . The, sU.khoihru. ~tiU.dure, moreover, ·is not very 'd.i££erent £~om tha,t of. the 
Black Tai and Lue, two of those P language societies cited by Chambe.dciin as 
'rigid'. Much of the Black Tai and Lue rank terminology is very similar, and also 
clearly related to titles k.nown .from SHkhot;hai epigraphy. 221 

I , ~ ·~ ' ' , \ , · • . l . • • 

legendary clan Chief 
chiefs, princes,· ' 

ruling feudal aristocracy 
Lpr~ofthe.Land/king; [ .. ·, .·· 
hereqitary <;hiefs, of mijafl ·_;I • 

chi~£ of lower modn 
16-w'~r aristocracy 
ilobleS _; · ! • • f ; I I · • • 

.descendents of nobility, . 
who had become free peasants 

co:m.munity headmen 
coi:IU:fion people . 
free peasanfs' 
taxed and :Subject peasants, !and 
' war prispJ;~.er servants . . 
s~rfs or slaves/ ' ' . 
Thai, non-Thai 
· 'futeridr' ·: · · 1 

• • 

·:i compl~tely 'dependeht'' ' 
new kui»i; Q~btors,, condemnedi 
· , V~gJ;ants,· White Thai for 
. Wa~Tai~uon . . , . 
• . .".. ,. ' !:' ··. 

Black Thai 

khun,· po ['riEl] 
cau~ I puu caw2 I 

fialp~ia [b(r)ana]t~ ['Ym] : 
kht,m,tao,. 

.. l 

tao 

. pay [brai] · 

. kuon 

kuon nok · 

kuon 
· nok 

nok 

·\ ·' 

' . '. ·'· . 

cau · 
cau 

. , . , cau• phe~nd~n . 
.. , : 

. ·'l ( l.: 

. cao.moan 
phya{b(r)an]· · 
[tiiv] · ' 

. ,;, 

liik liin tiiv phyff222 
· tav khun 
··1<1zii phai I brai 

c· dai(thai) miiaft •: 
,· '.1 . 

. . . ··, .,· 

·,;" 

in'ne~ kuli [fl-u]ho71'[L7E1-'] 
·; ' · outer kun hOn'[?] · • 
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house people, servants, 
inferiors 
lord's slaves 
domestic slaves 

kuo given land 

serfs, slaves I non-Thai 

MICHAEL VICKERY 

pua' pai [rnnl-.,] 
pua' pai 

kun hon 
leknoy 
khii cau 
khii hon 
leknoy 

If Sukhothai and Lao society were in fact less rigid than Black and White Tai 
and Lue, I propose that the reason was not because their ancestors migrated 
earlier and escaped Chinese influence, but because they moved into areas of 
Mon society. The Thai who settled in the lower Menan Basin and who became 
part of A yutthaya came under Khmer influence, that is a society which was just 
as rigid, if not more so, than ancient Chinese. Note that the most rigid reign of 
all, as recorded in extant documents, was that of Naresuan, a Sukhothai prince 
in Ayutthaya.223 

The Development of Thai/Tai Scripts 

Much of what follows was presented orally at Canberra in connection with 
"Piltdown 1", but now I wish to get it into print in order for it to be adequately 
studied and criticized. There are several points for which the evidence is 
incomplete. 

The conclusions which I have drawn are (1) the Sukhothai/modem Thai, 
Black/White Tai, and Ahom type scripts each represent a separate develop­
ment from previous Indochinese Indic scripts, (2) they were all originally 
adaptations by Thai/Tai peoples before they left Indochina, (3) Ahom may 
represent the earliest Thai/Tai borrowing and the Sukhothai type the last, and 
(4), a matter not discussed in Canberra, the source alphabet may have been 
Cham rather than Khmer. 

Table A shows the relationships in script form of consonants among Old 
Khmer, Old Mon, Old Cham, Sukhothai, Black Tai (BT), and Ahom. 

Note first the very close similarity among the first three languages, which 
means that an argument about the relative importance of Old Mon or Old· 
Khmer in the development of Thai cannot be sustained.224 

Nearly all the Sukhothai symbols clearly belong in that tradition, and the 
long-standing assumption that Sukhothai Thai was strongly influenced by 
Khmer script is well-founded. Even the Sukhothai m ma (a..~), which at first looks 
bizarre to anyone familiar only with modem Thai, can be seen as a development 
from old Khmer-Mon prototypes. Some important exceptions are the Sukhothai 
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Table A 
md. KhmfThai l'i/n 9/'IJ n/n w/'tJ "OJ. 

Kluner ') ,- r--

rT\CD 2 lnf)R W2J ~L2:. 
Mon m__m J2 n 2JJ~ c c 
Cham ffi r; 2JS ~ 
Sukhothai C!Ci/ ~dtd~ wif! Cj , ...... Jc::J cr-'=J 
Black/White V'\ v1/""L Vl 6 
Ahom 

\IV". \fd n 21' G 
Md Khmfihai al~ 13/o. dhr ruJ/111 '!]ffy 

Kluner ~no d]Jj EcS ~ cr-; C1J) 
Mon 1]:2) ·n ~6 cu 
Cham ~ 
Sukhothai 2J2J ili2 22 &)-L !rum 
Black/White l£J' '~1Jwe ~y~ 
Ahom vo vv 
Md.Khmfihai lilt! tUn 9/n llhr a/'14 

Khmer ~ """c- " 
Lo L5JC3 ~~~ c!JcSCJ X 1:/{d{J 

Mon mmlL 00) 01~ lQCJ J_J;' /(J.() 
Cham m 2,_ ~/(JJ) 
Sukhothai Q I \u;; 10 CJ W/-l} 2S J_( /(JJ 
Black/White ~·V\/'() 22? L1' V\ :7'2 h( 
Ahom OY\ LD 0 Lp \I\ 
Md KhmfThai U/u a/w ri/'l't r./n YI1J 

Khmer uu ~wrok'J 
-

G/06] J)Jl (;S·Lj(:J 
Mon u l5 uo DTI ~t::)l:J 
Cham w n g c-c-

c::::J 
Sukhothai lf2fil cJ 2JU 5l U'2J 
Black/White v-.r yfc( v~L v J 
Ahom l_)[) I J "LY l-J 
Md. Khm/Thai w/u rh ru/t1 ih NIH tn/'11 

Kh,M, w 1JS5 CD 00 'lJ.Nz:?' lJ) 
Ch 

Sukhothai 'EJ ~ ;;) _cl_ 'BJ 
Black/White ..; '{-;) V;J ) X: 1f) 
Ahom ll'J ~ ){J- n _}jL Y{ 
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symbols for ch chan ( "lr), th thun ( r1 ), pltphan('Yi ), kh rakhan (SJ.!), ancl ch cho(~)'--which 
cannot! be- ieiate(f to those iildo::r<:hrU~r-prototfpes: Neither are they rel<lted to 
any kind of late cursive -~er and-t:he last two- seem: in pul<hothai: to be 
peculikdy relateato;each other~ lrt~modern Khmer, th~-first;,c~jj (a ) 
is easily-explainec\ as adevelopmentfromthe ancient' form, andthe J<htper p<*b 
( A ) n}ajntainsuiJtjl now one of the ancient forms. _ ·. · · ' ! 

; ; - ! ' ' I . ~--. : :! . ; ! . I -::I I : l . 

In alack tai./ White Tai, among th~ Syiil.bol~ rele~ant to the discussioni those 
equivalent to standard Thai k kai (n),-l<kkhvay (fl), ctart (';j ),d dek (~ ), th thiihan ('YI), 
b bai mi# ('U )ran_d ~the nasals exceptng nga ( \1)1 'show deri~f!tqonfr()II1 ~e cor­
responliinglridic symbol~~ The BlackTai letters:which are not;fromthat~ource 
are, like Su1dlotitai, c<*/(equivalent tgch chan ["lr]), th (equivalentto th th~n [n]), 
p<*b (=;=ph phan [Yl]), and al~o t (Ft ttti..t [~]), r, and s (=s ~oa [~]). Black ;I'ai th '······ . . . . . . . ..... · .· .. _·. . . . . . .· . '· .... . . . . 

resembles Sukhothai th thun.[n], which is not surprising to traditionruiisfs who 
consid~r that BT developed from Suldmthai, but as we shall see,, tl:t~-,Ii\C,lfure of 
the rel~tionshj:f> i~'equivoc~l.Weshou14 note that BT didrtot ad~pt_t~~ei of the 

j -- : ' I I ' ' - • ,I ' • j .. ' ' . . ' -· ~. . \ 

Indic v9icele~s aspirate symbols, kh, clz, th. . _ , · · ' _ _ · 
TheAhorhsymbols with clear similarities totheKhmer,Mon~alllprototypes 

are tho~e equiva:lenJto Thafk kai ( n), khkhvay( fl ), the singleAhom.palatal I c, chI 
series symbol, and.thesym.bols equivalent to Thai t tau ( r;~ ),ph phon ( ~ ),yyaks ( £J ), 

vven (1); andhhfp 1(Vi).J;he Ahoms (=Th~ssoa [a]),:atfirst app.earsunlik~ other 
I' '·,_- \• __ ,_ '.: ._ -- ' ·, '--' - : ' I ' ' I _,I I 

Thai, ot~elevantlndic scripts, but when We cortSider the Cpa.Ih forms~ we see 
that a s)n'aller lower bu,ckle led to a form resembli:t;tg W, to which Ah.om: bears 
a clear ~iinila.r~ty" There is alsp re$embhince· to Monl Ahom alsh ignor~dthe old 
voicele~s aspirates kh an(fch)but seems ~o.ha~e adapted,the'Mort:lit. till~ is the 
only Ahomsymboi;it must be emphas~ed, which has a clear Mon pr8totype. 

1',': 

Table B. illust~ates :the way a protot}rpical h;ldic script was borrq\:v~d. and 
adaptetl bythe three types of Thai. ·· . · - .: 

Th~ tbpmo~tc:iivision ofthis Table i~ustrates the Proto:-Tai ph-onemes which 
are relevant to the discussion, and the resolutions o£ the old voiced series in PH I 

I . -_-_ -··' i _ __ . .• . _ ' __ I . . ·. ·-' : .. . _ ' 

P lan~ages.A1so ilhistrated ~re the so-called pre-glottalized *~ d and~?b; which 
have b~come voiced /d I and lb I. It must be understood thathistorically they 
are not:the originalvoiced *d and *b.225 
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Ahoin! u .-·:·.· 

:r 
i. 

~ ; j 

A ".Ji .;>{ 

:'1, 

,d<*?4 
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l< kh/x 
cch 

tth 
·.p.ph. 
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Table B 

I: 

' ' 

P·wP· 
•. *g>J<h/k 
~j~cil;/;c 

. ~d>;*/t. 
,*l;'?;Ph~B· 

; __ -: 
y 

···:t i .. 

.il:·l:: . ! \ --";: ·P ~! '' ;" 'I 
k. x/kh .. 

'V?-:~1!/1o/~[IJ 
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PI . •- . :::., . 

.. ;(,;' 
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.'' .'\);:·· 

kh<* 
s< *z s 

.·.I!_: 

gh 

jh 

c;lh 

dh 

bh_. 

. : ' ~ _, ; . 

.,~-
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;n 

;m,i: 

it 
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-iir' 
'B _''-· 
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The next three sections of Table B show the ways in which lndic symbols 
were borrowed by the Thai languages, respectively, Sukhothai/ Ayutthaya 
(modem Thai), Black/White Tai, and Ahom. In each section the roman script 
symbols indicate Indic consonant symbols, and the various Thai symbols 
adapted from them are juxtaposed. 

The encircled symbols represent Indic letters which were not adopted by the 
first Thai scripts, at least for use in representing Thai vocabulary. They comprise 
the entire range of voiced aspirate stops, the alveolars, j, and b. Note that the 
Sukhothai alveolars, shown in Table A to the right of a slanted line following the 
dentals, are quite different from the Indic forms. 

From wherever the Thai borrowed their script, they did not make full use of 
the possibilities of an lndic script as used in Khmer or Mon. In those scripts each 
class of consonants, velar (k), palatal (c), alveolar (t), dental (t),labial (p), con­
tains 4 symbols for (1) voiceless unaspirated, (2) voiceless aspirated, (3) voiced 
unaspirated, (4) voiced aspirated (k-kh-g-gh). When this type of script was 
taken over by Thai, however, the fourth member of each series seems to have 
been reserved for Sanskrit and Pali words, as they still are today in general, and 
were not utilized to help represent the several consonant features of Thai. 

· In Khmer, in contrast, the full range of Indic was used from the beginning 
to represent phonemes of Khmer. 

As a result, in Thai, in each series of consonants there were too few symbols 
available for Thai phonemes, and new consonant symbols had to be devised. 
The new symbols are adaptations of existing consonant symbols which were 
phonetically similar. Thus, in Sukhothai and related scripts including modem 
Thai, kh khan(~) was created by adding a notch to kh khviiy (fl), and kh khuat (sn) 
is kh khai ("11) with an added notch. The form of s so (6J!') is clearly an adaptation 
of ch chiin (1r), which probably indicates that they were closer in pronunciation 
than now; t tau ( ~) is certainly based on d dek ( ~ ). 

Examination of the ways new consonant symbols were devised reveals both 
the independent developments of the three types of script, and perhaps something 
of their phonological histories. The dental and labial series are the most 
interesting. 

In Sukhothai ancl Black Tai, the Indic voiceless t, which was used for the 
same voiceless consonant in Khmer, Mon, and Cham, became in Thai the 
symbol for I d<?d/ (~), now a voiced consonant. Then in Sukhothai the new 
symbol which was required for voiceless It I (~)was devised from the old t. In 
Black Tai, however, the new symbol for voiceless /t/ was based on their 
adaptation of Indic d, corresponding to Sukhothai th thahiin ('YI ). The Black Tai 
device was possible there, but not in Sukhothai, because in Black Tai, a P 
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language, original *d> It/, whereas in Sukhothai it became I th!. These differ­
ent treatments show (1) that the Black/White Tai script did not come from 
Sukhothai, and (2) when the Black/White Tai scripts were devised, the voiced 
stops had already devoiced. The Sukhothai device in this case cannot reveal 
anything about devoicing, because its d (th thahan), being aspirated, could not 
in any case have provided a vehicle for the new dental symbol which was 
required. In both Black and White Tai the symbols for th are innovations, not 
adaptations of the original Indic, and, moreover, they are independent inno­
vations, not mutually related. The basic Black Tai form is obviously related to 
that of Sukhothai and modem Thai (fl), but the form shown by Coedes as 
standard White Tai this a modification of White (and Black) Tai d by adding a 
vertical stroke below it. Finot showed a low series White Tai th nearly identical 
to Black Tai th. This is also shown in Dieu and Donaldson, but as high series. For 
Black Tai, Diguet also provided a second th symbol, presumably low series, and 
bearing some resemblance to the first White Tai th, but with only two words 
ascribed to it, one of them than 'pail', the same as modern Thai tl\'1.226 

It must be admitted that published examples of Black and White Tai scripts 
show some variety in the rendering of certain symbols, and I am uncertain about 
which should be considered paradigmatic. For example, depending on the type 
oft symbol (equivalent to Thai t tau) chosen for comparison, we might wish to 
conclude that BT d (I d <*? d I) and t (I t<*t I ) both developed from the original 
d symbol. 

In the labial series Sukhothai and Black Tai show identical procedures. Indic 
p, voiceless, was assigned to the perhaps only emerging /b/ <*?b, and for /p/ 
the tail of the original symbol was extended. Both of them also ignored the Indic 
b, but they adopted ph. From it they constructed new forms for their reflexes of 
b, I ph I in Sukhothai and I pI in Black Tai. They also devised their two fricative 
(If I ) symbols from the same base. This suggests that the voiced initial stops had 
devoiced, because the symbols devised for the reflexes of *b are based on ph, an 
original voiceless consonant. Here also White Tai has a low series ph formed by 
adding a short vertical stroke below p<*b. 

The neglect of original Indic b, which they needed, is intriguing. The possibie 
reasons are (1) it was still voiced in Khmer and Cham, but devoiced in Thai, and 
there was no place for it, but then one may ask why they did not take it for I 
b<*?b I, (2) in the language from which the Thai borrowed their scripts /b I and 
I vI had converged, and all words were written with a v symbol. The relevance 
of this will be seen below. 

Now let us consider the velar and palatal series in Black Tai. Black Tai's kh 
khai equivalent, representing original kh, is based on that fork (k kai). If this neglect 

Journal of The Siam Society Vol. 83, Parts 1&2 (1995) 



176 

-of:ioitigina1tkh. is·not:a:k~ak..i:ncident; !it·seeffis,only·-to·&.e·lexplaiQ.~d :~s::a 
mesult, ~o.f..tlutsowte!~phal>ef beirig,already defirieb.t ifu symbols :for:aspiTates·. 
rrhis alsa:wfllbetaken.upb~low .:Irt TablEtB.I have iriduded tw;o:varietiesJof.lthe 
WT ·kh; ;to·illusblate, ih!owi it·w.aS :formed born< W'Ihx;. th.e;$y¢bol: whicH. iq·B'f 
!11e.ptese:ntsl kh. :~<:1. noted Jtbove)\ W}lite1 lfai}l Black;:,'Eai;c:and: Sukho1luiifeach. 
.established ; a ::basic ivoiaHess:) aspirated· velar ,,synttbol for: ~its ·own~dominant 
-asph~.a.ted :velar: phoneme' (Sukhothaiadapted:ithe •original ~'Inaic1fotm.)~'·but:in 
Sukhothai: an;diBI.ack: T!Cli Jthe dom:inant:-velail.·v.bicele!?&;aspi!riMe· was:V~Jd\4, 
iWhereas;; mWhite_[aidt~was /riG/ Arh:Us;JnWhite Taiithen~W.:.symbolwhiohhad 
to be constructedwasfor. IkihJ;)while mStikhothaii'bwas Jf,x I (Su!khothaiklvkhuilt 
['11])1o227' ~~·_! ;~ ;~··:.- \ ... r_Jc..r~-! ;~:.~ ')_}i[i'/.; ·r·- ~-·.-_:;3:: ~i:i!IJ\;;i"r r:: ',I: 1!\\ ir :· .. :.\;! ,.r.... Cl.1 !1iJ~~ 

.. In ·the, palatals;. :the: symbol \for BT: /ci/· seems to :show' real~! though! !Vague, 
adapt.atiol).~rpm:Jndit/butihtrus,sellie~toC>rB'fignored:Ind~!Ch, and.alsbj)fuld 
dev,eloped a newJ1symbol( I CJ/: )1by ti1mmgtheiir·ciupsid¥down ~dlactendm~ 
its tail. Theit: 8 SD equivalent (~z}. seemsials·o to have develbped from· 0; but true 
or not, it is' of-no:toncem.lrter.e; ·.J' r;:., · . . • :. ": '- . . ' ll'>rh ·i,; · ,, '· . . ·, 1 ~~ ::; : ·. :;, 

.. ! ,_, :As:I notecd abOve, theSttkhothai ch chibi ~~j) isquite·abe:vtaJ.:l.t in.te:tmsoUridic, 
buUtslater deiV.elopmentbeats a.cleru: resem~lance tO>the!BPiiequiivalent; and:tHe 
resemblanceris.even~bloser;i£,WT< forril.slare.co:nsidered..:!Th.is•isich!:lue·ithatthe 
' ! ~. .. .: 1 ' t ' .' I 

Sukhothai~ine .. gf.script delVelopmentmay bec!ater;even anoffsh(l)ot, bfthat.nbw 
~p~sented.by;·Bla~ ahd-WlruiteJf:ai.J" ·.: '- \ \ :, ;. ( 'i ;-,· -.. \:.;' , .: • : ,,, , ·_ :. : ,,.[!). 

The adaptations of original Indic by Ahom are even less complete; mote neW' 

symbolsiwer.e.m-yented;.artdiwhe:reth.ets'illiie:probleril.$;werefaced (asiin \a'iFiand 
S~~othair the 'prooe<Jwe~- were diiffer~t} provfu.gJ that,Mtom;Jike·:BT/.w.as -C\ 
sdciptseparate.~:otigin-ttom.lfheo.thersv • /'_ ... '· J •• ,:,-:: 1 :: :,,r,, :•; i• .· ·. ': >· :;1: ~j ·i; 
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adapted from k;,orrev.en ttomh. Thersingle:Ah:Om pa),aful)used furiwords,w~ch 
buith~:rla!lguages~:arewtittetit;With:both:c ('fhai11)andcJdt (;*j)·(!J'haifflr)/shot.Vs 
some• relationship. tO Indicf£omn~t l'he,Ahm.tl den!talseri~s·is•quite different 
£r0tn:the. other1ioripts, The· Ahom:s¥Irtbol which 'iii'fomn:isderived: from In~ic 
d (Thai th thahan ['YI]), is used for wor.d'sb~girlnihg !with I d<*?d/vthus, ~fact, 
p~send,nglh,e,toriginalrvoiaedNalue:ofd:hatsyinboL228 Altom. t1 w)ijcil; derives 
fromlndic; is.used.bothfor•wotdsorigina1lyhegin.ningW:iththat:<:lottsonant;but 
a1so. 'for words ;beginning ...-mth originab'!'c:b4tt, (Ahom·is' a p, :language);-''fhe 
s.ource' of-·M,om,smpt was,thtis.a language lin w·hith ~d;was:still voiCed .. ·. .· · .. 
, -' :. :Jn ·the labials ·Ahom shows ;coalescerure' hetweeii.:the sym:PP>ls· for.: /b:<d*?b /. 
and /v-w/, and that symbol is used for words .begmhlng:--·in:\d>ther:i']j'hai 
languages With bt>th/Jllie-ifndicphas.be~maintained for !the same ph!oneme in 
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Another interesting feature are the written symbols corresponding to Indic 
originally voiced aspirate stops. Ahom did not adapt the Indic symbols, but 
invented a new set, based in three cases, jh, dh, and bh, on already existing Ahom 
symbols. The dh is th with a small circle added at the bottom, and the same 
feature was added to ph to make bh. This type of adaptation is also characteristic 
of White Tai in its invention of kh from x (Black Tai kh ), and the low series th and 
ph; that is one bit of evidence that Ahom derives from a protype in the east. 
Ahom' s jh is also interesting. It is derived from they symbol, which in modem 
Ahom grammars is listed among the palatals, even though all the words in 
which it is found are y-words, illustrating the fricative quality often found in 
Thai, and Khmer I y I. 

One more detail which may link Ahom with Indochinese scripts is the vowel 
sign I e I placed to the left of the consonants, and which is used in compound 
vowel symbols for I auf, I o/ ~ etc. In both Ahom and BT /WT, and different 
from Sukhothai, it is --1. 

Now we may consider the type of source alphabet which might have 
influenced the characteristic adaptations of the Thai scripts. They ignored all or 
some of the voiced aspirates, and their borrowing of the unvoiced aspirates was 
incomplete, particularly in Ahom. There is also the interesting question, evoked 
above, of the absence of conjunct consonants in the Sukhothai and Black Tai 
types, although Terwiel has shown evidence of a few in Ahom.229 

The problem of conjunct consonants merits attention. They are characteris­
tic of the scripts of India, for languages which are rich in consonant clusters; 
when an lndic script was taken by Khmer and Mon speakers, that feature was 
adopted and fully utilized, for those langauges are perhaps even richer in 
consonant clusters. The conjunct consonant device is an extremely efficient way 
of writing clusters, and did not cause scribal problems until it came up against 
mechanical writing devices such as printing presses and typewriters. 

The variety of Thai represented by Sukhothai and modem Thai would also 
have found conjuncts useful for the frequent clusters with I r I, /1 I, I vI as 
second'element, and.for other clusters in Khmer or Sanskrit loan words, and 
their neglect does not represent any kind of progressive innovation, but a real 
defect.230 The reason must have been that the language from which the first Thai 
scripts were borrowed had already neglected conjuncts because they were less 
useful for its phonology than in Indic or Khmer. Therefore, neither Khmer nor 
Mon was the original source for the Tai scripts, even though Sukhothai, as we 
see it now, must have been reformed on the basis of Khmer. 

Within Southeast Asia the languages which fit this hypothesis are of the 
Austronesian family, with few or no clusters or aspirates, either voiced or 
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unvoiced. In Indochina the important representative is Cham, in which the 
earliest extant example of a Southeast Asian written language is found?31 

Early Cham inscriptions, for example of the 8th century, with many Sanskrit 
terms, show full use of the Indic-type alphabet, and the most frequent conjunct 
is r in Indic words, but also in Cham words such as vriy (Malay beri 'give'). In 
Cham of this type, I b I was assimilated to I vI, and all words beginning with 
Austronesian /b I are written with the same Indic v symbol found in words with 
original I vI, a situation I evoked above in connection with Black Tai and Ahom. 
Other conjunct consonants found often in Old Cham words were land y. 
Voiceless aspirate symbols are very rare in Cham of that period. 

Modem Cham texts show b where expected, which would seem to indicate 
that their language has developed from a dialect other than that of the old 
inscriptions. Another feature of modem Cham is that conjunct consonants, the 
second element in clusters, j, l, v, are written on the line. Only conjunct r persists 
in the classical manner as a curve around the left side of the initial consonant (as 
also in Khmer t" I kr ). 232 

More than a tentative exposition of this hypothetical relationship between 
Cham and old Thai scripts requires examples of the full sequence of Cham 
scripts from the 8th to 15th centuries, which I do not have. A. Cabaton, in his 
Nouvelles recherches sur les Chams, p. 90, wrote, "after the 8th-century Cham 
script lost its archaic appearance and began to resemble the scripts of Cambodia 
and Java. Beginning with the 9th century it disarticulated and became overbur­
dened with flourishes."233 

Cham influence could account in a materialistic way for the lack of conjuncts 
in Thai. The first Thai scripts would have been adapted from Cham either at a 
time and place where Cham had ceased to use them because they were not 
required, or from a Cham script which already placed them on the line. Cham 
influence can also account for the defective voiceless aspirate series in Thai; it 
can account for the few conjuncts found byTerwiel inAhom, v, and l, which were 
among those with some continuing importance in Cham. 

These features would have been accentuated in Thai if the borrowings had 
. occurred first in Tai languages which had lost even those few clusters occurring 
in proto-Tai, with rand l. Such languages would have been those of the Black/ 
White Tai type. Then, when Thai languages which maintained those clusters 
took over the alphabet, it had no special device for clusters, and all consonants 
were naturally written on line. The evidence that I alluded to earlier for 
precedence of fak kham is the occurrence there of conjunct r, prominent in the 
inscriptions in bra (L..-.:: [ ..-.1::] ), a Khmer loan. At least this is evidence thatfak kham 
is independent of Sukhothai, not a derivation from it.234 
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Notes 

Note on transcription: titles of works in Thai and citations of Thai texts or from the 
inscriptions will be in the standard Indic, or "graphic" transliteration; citations in Thai 
script represent modern spellings; names of places, historical sites and persons, except 
in citation, are in common ad hoc phonetic form. 

1. "The Ram Khamhaeng Inscription: A Piltdown Skull of Southeast Asian History?", 
Proceedings of the International Conference on Thai Studies, The Australian National 
University, Canberra, 3-6 July, 1987, Volume I, pp. 191-211; and "Piltdown 
Skull-Installment 2", sent to the 1989 Annual Meeting, Association for Asian Studies, 
Washington, D.C., March 17-19, 1989. Both have been published in The Ram Khamhaeng 
Controversy, Collected Papers, Edited by James R. Chamberlain, Bangkok, The Siam 
Society, 1991, which will be the source of citations here. The abbreviation 'RK' means 
the Ram Khamhaeng Inscription, Inscription No. 1 of the Thai corpus. 

2. '"1\l'"'t'l:!-111'1 ('Nang [princess] Nabamas'i), sometimesromanized Nang Nophamat, pretends 
to be the memoirs of a Sukhothai princess, but most scholars believe it was written in 
the early Bangkok period. See Vickery," A Note on the Date of the Traibhiimikatha", 
JSS, Vol. 62, Part 2 Guly 1974), p. 281, n. 26. 

3. See my remarks in" A Guide Through Some Recent Sukhothai Historiography", JSS, 
Vol. 66, Part 2, pp. 184-185. 

4. As an example see the remark of M.R. Supavat Kasemsri, in the March 4, 1989 
discussion of Inscription No. 1 presided by HRH Princess Galyani Vadhana, published 
by the Siam Society as fl1DfitlntJdD.,if~1"11tn6fT"ritJ116in# "' ('Discussion of Sukhothai In­
scription No.1'), p. 45, that I denied there were both /khap/'drive' ('ll11) and /khap/ 
'sing' ( <D'11) in RK. What I said about those two words concerned their initial consonants 
in the script of RK, not their presence or absence. The published record of the March 
1989 discussion will be cited further as 'Discussion-author's name, p ... '. 

5. I shall refer to this paper as Diller, "Consm:tant Mergers 2", (CM-2), "Consonant 
Mergers 1" being his "Consonant Mergers and Inscription One" (CM-1), JSS, Vol. 76 
(1988), pp. 46-63. Both have been published in The Ram Khamhaeng Controversy, pp. 161-
192 and 487-512, which will be the source of citations here. I wish to thank Diller for 
providing me with a pre-publication draft of CM-2. 

6. Diller, CM-2, pp. 491-3. 
7. Diller, CM-2, p. 493. 
8. According to Charnvit Kasetsiri, "Each Generation of Elites in Thai History", Journal 

of Social Science Review, Vol. 1, No. 1 (March 1976), p. 201, as late as the reign of King 
Chulalongkorn, "ministers [then nearly all princes] were well-educated persons in the 
traditional manner ... knew Pali, Khmer languages ... ". The original publication of this 
article, in Thai, was in 7111f111J773.Jff11fwfl I Thammasat University Journal, Vol. 3, No.3 (May 
B.E. 2517), pp. 94-115. 

9. Elizabeth Gosling, "ArchitectUre at Sukhothai Prior to the Mid-Fourteenth Century 
and Its Relation to Data in Inscription I", paper for the Asian Studies conference, 
Washington, D.C., March 1989, expanded and published as "Sukhothai Religious 
Architecture and its Relevance to the Authenticity of Inscription One", in The Ram 
Khamhaeng Controversy, pp. 227-256; quotation from pp. 240-241. Gosling opened" 
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Sukhothai Religious Architecture" with a most peculiar footnote about the distinction 
between 'authenticity' and 'genuineness', of which she says the latter means an 
original document, not a forgery, while the former "refers to· the veracity of the 
document", even if forged. A "good forgery [not genuine] preserves ... the contents of 
the original", and "My [Gosling] concern is with authenticity only". Gosling implies 
the possibility that the extant RK Inscription is an authentic [true contents] copy of a 
genuine inscription. I wish she had elaborated on this, for although, as she noted, "Dr. 
Piriya and Dr. Vickery contend that Inscription One is both unauthentic and ungenuine", 
I believe that in addition to the genuine and still extant Sukhothai inscriptions known 
to the writers of RK and influencing their text, there may have been still other genuine 
Sukhothai inscriptions known to them which have been lost or have not been noticed. 
A possible example of the latter is Inscription No. 285, ~11nrl€1~U11~'Vl~ I Inscription of pho 
khun rtirflabal, published in 11-:::va.~firn'o/ITn m~rf c-V/ ('Colleced Inscriptons, Part 7'), 
Bangkok, Office of the Prime Minister, Thai History Revision Committee 2534/1991, 
pp. 3-10. My linguistic and palaeographic arguments, however, are intended to 
demonstrate that RK cannot be authentic for the 13th or 14th centuries. 

10. All quotations in this and the next paragraph are from "Historical expedience or 
reality?" The Nation [Bangkok], Focus, Section three, 8 February 1990, p. 25. Proper 
names have in this case been spelled as in that article, and may not be the same as those 
persons have used in other contexts. See also Wyatt's views in "Cornell historian 
defends stone inscription's authenticity", in Bangkok Post, 17 March 1989; and my 
response in "Ramkhamhaeng Inscription", "Post Bag", Bangkok Post, 30 March 1989. 

11. I should add that Wyatt, in the same Nation article, adopted a position which I have argued 
since 1973, that "the early Ayutthaya period (U-Thong) might have been ruled by 
Khmers"; he hopes "one day to see some Thai historians with courage enough to say" 

. it. There is no hint of this in Wyatt's Thailand: A Short History, and it cannot be a dis­
covery which Wyatt has made independently since 1984. Let us hope that students 
whom Wyatt encourages in this line of research acknowledge what has already been 
achieved. 

12 . Craig Reynolds, "Predicaments of Modem Thai History", Third Conference Lecture, 
The Fifth International Conference on Thai Studies, SOAS, London, 9 July 1993; 
Craig J. Reynolds, "The plot of Thai history: theory and practice", in Gehan 
Wijeyewardene and E.C. Chapman, eds., Patterns and Illusions, Thai History and Thought, 
published by the Richard Davis Fund, Singapore, Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 
1992, pp.313-332. For the alleged womanizing of Ram Khamhaeng, see G. Coedes, The 
Indianized States of Southeast Asia, Kuala Lumpur, University of Malaya Press, 1968, p. 
206; with respect to Weber, see Arthur Mitzman, The Iron Cage, New York, Grosset & 
Dunlap, 1969. 

13. CraigJ. Reynolds, "A Look at Old Southeast Asia" Journal of Asian Studies, Vol. 54, No. 
· 2 (May 1995), pp. 419~446, seep. 421. Note that Reynolds' Formulation, "the first Thai­
language inscription of 1292", assumes an answer to the controversy. 

14. And not only'royal'. In spite of his barbs directed against royalist scholars, Jit 
· Phurnisak shared their preconceptions about the greatness of Thai states in the past, 
and he had no doubts about the authenticity of Ram Khamhaeng. This convergence of 
Jit's radicalism with Prince Damrong's modernist conservatism is another subject 
about which historians have "failed to provide what one would expect". 
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15. Gosling, p. 228. A particular example of Gosling's confusion in this respect, concerning 
Khrnerism (her note 10), is treated below, p. 00. 

16. Gosling, p. 231, citing p. 203 in Vickery, "Guide". 
17. The name of the protagonist of Inscription No.2 is spelled here in the corrected Indic 

of Griswold and Prasert. Spelling of this name in the inscription is not consistent, but 
a characteristic example is 'Srisradharajaculamuni'. I shall follow Griswold's and 
Prasert' s convention of referring to him as Srisraddha. 

18. Coedes, "Documents", p. 99. 
19. See Gosling, p. 250, Fig. 3. 
20. Quotation from Gosling, "On Michael Vickery's 'From Lamphun to Inscription No.2 

[published in Siam Society Newsletter, Vol. 3, No.1 (1987 March), pp. 2-6]'", Siam Society 
Newsletter, Vol. 4, No.1 (1988 March), pp. 5-7, where she was also unable to get the 
evidence straight. I did not rely on "evidence from the Thai chronicles", where dates, 
as Gosling correctly notes, "have long been recognized as unreliable". In "From 
Lamp hun", I demonstrated relevant cases in which the chronicles were "in contradiction 
with epigraphic evidence" (p. 5), but these contradictions are damaging for the points 
which Gosling wishes to make. See also Betty Gosling, "Once More, Inscription Two: 
An Art Historian's View", JSS, Vol. 69, Parts 1&2 (1981), pp.13-42. 

21. Christian Bauer, "The Wat Sri Churn Jataka Glosses Reconsidered", JSS, Vol. 80, Part 
1 (1992), pp. 105-25; see p. 105, and notes 1, 4, 28. This, incidentally, substantiates my 
argument in "From Lamphun". It also negates Gosling's arguments about the section 
of Inscription No.2 concerning a Mahathat and some jataka illustrations. They may no 
longer be attributed to the Sukhothai Wat Mahathat, but are more reasonably to be 
situated in Sri Lanka, as some historians have argued. Dr. Prasert a Nagara has 
continued to publish work insisting that the jataka glosses and Inscription No.2 date 
from late in the 14th century, 1392-1427 and "1371 or later" respectively. See Prasert :t;ta 
Nagara,"''Cornrnents on Arguments Relating to Inscription One", Proceedings of the 4th 
International conference on Thai Studies, Kunrning, 11-13 May, 1990, Volume IV, pp. 278-
289 (p. 287). Further citations to this source will be abbreviated, "Prasert-Kunrning, 
p .... ". Bauer, op. cit., note 1 refers to still later work of Dr. Prasert which I have not been 
able to consult. 

22. Discussion-Phongsriphien, p. 61. 
23. See "Piltdown 2", p. 409. 
24. Griswold and Prasert, EHS 9, p. 209, and EHS 18, "The Inscription of Vat Jyail. Hman 

(WatChiengMan)",JSS, Vol. 65, Part2 Guly1977), p.127, 'triplerampart';MahaCham, 
Inscription No. 76, in ur.:vu;T~7'171nmfl~ m ('Collected Inscriptions Part 3'), pp. 210-218, 
n. 7; W"!U7'tn11-lf!.Vilwr.:mnJm<n~n«mu ('Royal Institute Dictionary'), edition of2525, p. 319; 
C.B. Bradley, "The Oldest Known Writing in Siamese", JSS, Vol. VI, Part I (1909), pp. 
27, 51, was only tentative, but read 'three' and thought it was related to the wall; 
Coedes, however, "Nouvelles notes critiques sur !'inscription de Rama Kharnhaeng", 
p. 115, said only that trfpur was 'mur d' enceinte'. 

25. ;T~uf~u1i"!»> ('Silpavatanadharrrn'), Special issue on "Cariik Pho Khun Ram Kharnhaeng", 
Dr. Prasert na Nagara, p. 91; and Dr. M.R. Suriyawut Sukhsawat, p. 121, who 
considered that the trf of trfpura is from Khmer-Sanskrit giri 'mountain' in the term 
jayagiri found in an inscription of Jayavarman VII. I assume that discussion of this 
particular epicycle is unnecessary. All further citations of this source will consist of 
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author's name-Sup, page number (Prasert-Srlp, p. 91). In some cases I am forced to 
render Thai personal names in ad hoc phonetic spelling, because I have not seen them 
in print in English, and I apologize for any errors which may result. 

26. Suriyavut-Silp, pp. 91, 121; and Prasert-Kunming, p. 280. 
27. EHS 18, pp. 111, n. 2, 112, 113, n. 6. 
28. Prasert-Kunming, p. 280. 
29. EHS 18, p. 114, n. 7. The suggestion that it may be a legend is mine, not theirs. 
30. William J. Gedney, "Comments on Linguistic Arguments Relating to Inscription One", 

paper for the WashingtonAAS conference, March 1989, published in the Ram Khamhaeng 
Controversy, seep. 219. 

31. See "Piltdown 2", p. 395; EHS 9, p. 203 and note 3. 
32. "Piltdown 2", p. 396; Robert John Bickner, "A Linguistic Study of a Thai Literary 

Classic" pp. 141, 160; Gedney, op. cit., and interview in 1h"''11tJif11 ('Senior Teachers' 
Journal'), Bangkok, 1987. 

33. "Piltdown 2", pp. 397-8; Prasert-Kunming, 287. 
34. This does not contradict the suggestion made above that early A yutthaya was Khmer. 

By the middle of the 15th century there must certainly have been Thai influence in 
A yutthaya, and Chainat, midway between A yutthaya and Sukhothai would have been 
subject to Thai influence even earlier. The Inscription of nay dit sai is published in 
"'1?1n«a7tl![['f!no ('The Inscriptions of Sukhothai'), pp. 135-137. It was in fact discovered 
in Bangkok, but marked with the word 'sangalok' in early Bangkok period script, an 
indication that it was probably one of the pieces brought down from the northern 
provinces by King Rama I (see The Chronicle of the First Reign, W1:11'1f'YNffTJf/?1n(l11~u­
[nium 1'11m~rf ">,National Library Edition, 1962, p. 236.). 

35. Fang Kuei Li, A Handbook of Comparative Tai, Oceanic Linguistics Special Publication 
No. 15 (cited hereafter as Li, Handbook), p. 261; William J. Gedney, "Siamese Verse 
forms in Historical Perspective", conference on Southeast Asian Aesthetics, Cornell 
University, August 1973, p. 11. 

36. See also "Piltdown 2", p. 398, where I believe I was in error in writing that "Lithai' s No. 
4 ... uses vowel o [ t ] in several words where it would not be used today, possibly 
reflecting the influence of the writer's native Thai conventions". I was misled by the 
Thai transcription of No. 4 in "'!?1nm7tJ![f'flno, where [ t ] is used to represent a Khmer 
phoneme. In fact, the adaptation of [ t ] for Thai may have been much more complex, 
involving habits associated with transcription of Indic, as well as three, or even four 
Khmer phonemes, but detailed discussion is not required for the RK problem. 

37. "Piltdown 2", pp. 398-402. 
38. EHS 9, p. 206 and n. 26, p. 208, n. 49. 
39. Griswold and Prasert, EHS 17, "The Judgements of King Mail Ray'', JSS, Vol. 65/1 

G anuary 1977), pp. 137 -160; the mntJf'11«P~1( 'Manriiysiistr'), edited by Dr. Prasert aN agar a, 
printed as a cremation volume, Bangkok 4 April2514/ 1971; this raises a new embar­
rassment. If the Manriiysiistr is a genuine old text, why is the institution of brai fa hnii s@. 
not mentioned; if it may be decided from other records that there really was such an 
institution, does its omission from Manriiysiistr prove that work to be a modern com­
position? Indeed, another dictionary of the northern language, Fu Attasivamahather, 
'l'li'nm!l? tntJw?tiw ('Principles of Phayap Thai'), Chiang Mai, 1991, p. 298, gives brai vii hnii 
sffi, along with brai piin daiy moan as glosses for the entry brai vii khii pheentin, which does 

Journal of The Siam Society Vol. 83, Parts 1&2 (1995) 



PILTDOWN 3 183 

not help at all in understanding the first. One might suspect that the compilers of the 
northern dictionaries had been influenced by RK. 

40. fi0'113.J1tJ~-nmumi'J ('Laws of the Three Seals'), Guru 5abh edition. Occurrences of vocabulary 
in the Three Seals Code may be determined with the KWIK Index of the Three Seals Law, 
Osaka, National Museum of Ethnology, 1981. 

41. "Piltdown 2", pp. 405-6; Prasert-Kunming, p. 288. 
42. Ahom does not have vowel I oa I, original I oa I has become I iil. Examples from 

Linguistic Survey oflndia. liit 'blood', mii 'time and hand', miing 'country', ngiin 
'silver', phiik 'white', rii 'boat', riin 'house'. 

43. See Li, Handbook, chapter 14, and Brown, p. 63, section 4.31, par (2), p. 80. I insist that 
the results of methodical linguistics must be preferred to anecdotes. 

44. In modem Thai it is written fln with an unhistorical initials. 
45. Discussion, pp. 80-81. 
46. He said that Dr. Piriyahad already acknowledged the reading I SOfJ I, which is inaccurate. 

Dr. Piriya only said that I soar]/ was equivalent to Isan I sorJ/. See Piriya Krairiksh, 
•n1nWl1'1fU11aJfl1!!'111'J ('The Ram Khamhaeng Inscription'), Bangkok 2532 [1989], p. 68. 

47. Li, Handbook, p. 204, item 14, "silver", comment on it on p. 206, and remarks, p. 281, 
section 15.3. Li' s treatment of words now written with vowel L"" , however, is unclear. 

48. Bradley, pp. 37-38. 
49. Inscription No.1, face 2, line 16. The preferred modem spelling is ~\'I although the Royal 

Institute Dictionary also gives Ln\'1 as an alternate spelling. 
50. "Piltdown 2", p. 402; Prasert-Silp, p. 41. 
51. Prasert-Kunming, p. 288. The two inscriptions were studied by A.B. Griswold and Dr. 

Prasert in their EHS 8, "The Inscription of Vat Jan Lorn", and EHS 7, "The Inscription 
of Vat Tabait Jan Phoak", respectively, both published inJSS, Vol. 59, Part I Ganuary 

· 1971), pp. 189-208 and 157-188. 
52. EHS 9, p. 196. 
53. Respectively faces I lines 2 I 3, 2 I 4, 2 I 5, 3 I 7, 3 I 8, 3 I 11-12, 3 I 25, 3 I 26. 
54. EHS 7, p. 168; EHS 8, p. 208. 
55. Inscription No. 102, bral:z nf (p. 165, line 9), "this holy statue" (p. 167); and-rafiik nf (p. 

166, line 22), "this Forest Monastery" (p. 168). Inscription No. 106 there is nai saflsiirii 
brabuddha nf(p. 197, lines 34-5), "this Buddha's saitsara" (p. 203) and .fit n (p. 200, line 
18), "this throng", referring to monastic buildings and sites, not literally translated by 
Griswold and Prasert. 

56. Anthony Diller, "Sukhothai superscript [']: tone mark or vowel sign?", abstract of his 
paper for the Chiang Mai conference in October 1991. Prof. David K. Wyatt now agrees 
with me that early Ayutthaya was Khmer (see note 11 above). 

57. EHS 1, 4. 
58. EHS 7, p. 169, n. 28. 
59. EHS 8, p. 204, nn. 29-30. Such expanded nasal-infixed forms are a typical Khmer feature 

not found in Thai, although the two terms in question, as glossed by Griswold and 
Prasert, are not found in Khmer dictionaries. Perhaps they are examples of syntactic 
borrowing, or loans from an extinct Khmer or Mon-Khmer dialect. 

60. "Piltdown 1", pp. 32-33. 
61. Prasert-Silp, pp. 89-90. 
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62. I was quite aware, pace Dr. Prasert, that cowries were used in Thailand until the reign 
of King Mongkut. See Karl Polanyi, et. al., Trade and Market in the Early Empires, Glencoe, 
The Free Press, 1957; Dahomey and the Slave Trade, Seattle, University of Washington 
Press, 1966; George Dalton, ed., Primitive, Archaic and Modern Economies, Essays of Karl 
Polanyi, Boston, Beacon Press, 1968. 

63. Prasert-Silp, p. 90. 
64. Discussion, pp. 44-45. 
65. The passage is found in WTo:JJ'lf'YNWI'J~?1nq-3f'f1€JqtJti?~V1l'l'lti'J•:nl1:m1J/ The Luang Prasi:it 

Chronicle, under the date cula era 919. In modem Khmer kOn jon· ( 1'16 ca~ I in Thai 
script m:h'l ti.:~) is perfectly clear as 'anklet'. This is another example of Khmer in 
early A yutthaya which I had not previously noticed, and I thank M.R. Supavat for 
calling my attention to it. 

66. Prasert-Kunming, p. 283. 
67. Chamvit Kasetsiri agrees that in the 14th century the Chinese intended Hsien, their 

rendering of' siam' I syiirrz (as it was written in Old Khmer and Cham), as a name for the 
lower Menam basin, including A yutthaya, not Sukhothai. See his "A yudhya: Capital­
Port of Siam and its Chinese Connection in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries", 
JSS, Vol. 80, Partl (1992), pp. 75-81. Craig Reynolds, "Introduction:", p.4, Nationalldentity 
and its Defenders, Chiang Mai, Silkworm Books, 1993, has added to the confusion, 
saying "Siam had been a term used from ancient times by ... Champa, China, and 
Cambodia to designate the kingdom dominated by the Thai-speaking peoples of the 
Chaophraya River valley". We cannnot know what the Cham and Khmer meant by 
'syiirrz' in the 10th-11th centuries. When the term first appears in their inscriptions with 
a clear ethnic meaning, and as David Wyatt now agrees (note 10 above), the A yutthayan 
region, which the Chinese called 'Hsien' in the 13th-14th centuries, was probably not 
yet Thai. More peculiarly, Reynolds, p. 4, adds that the "kings until the end of the 
absolute monarchy encouraged the use of Siam", which was true only from Mongkut 
on, yet in his note 3 says, "[i]t is not unlikely that say am was coined during Mongkut' s 
reign". This is justified by scepticism that "sayam in Thai is a translation of 'Siam' in 
English (or its equivalent in other foreign languages)". Whichever direction the 
translation, there can be no doubt that the term in Thai and foreign 'Siam' are 

. equivalent. Reynolds seems to have forgotten that the transcription' say am' is no more 
than an arbitrary convention for a Thai spelling (~:un3.1) which could just as legitimately 
be transcribed syiim, for modem Thai equally arbitrary but more faithful to the early 
occurrences in Khmer, Cham and Pali (as in Jinakiilamiilfproduced in ChiangMai) where 
the y was a subscript indicating a cluster sya, not saya. What King Mongkut invented 
was the use of this ancient term of uncertain meaning as an official name for Thailand, 
moan dai. Note further, with respect to the use of 'syiirrz' in Khmer inscriptions, that it 
occurs at least seven times as a proper name, of both common workers and a high 
official, as early as the 7th century, but there is no indication that they were not local 
Khmer and an ethnic identity may not be imputed. Thatterm, moreover, has remained 
as a rather common proper name until the present. It may be useful to call attention to 
a commonly proposed etymology among the faithful who insist that syiirrz/Siam means 
'Thai', Sanskrit syiima 'dark'; Saveros Pou, Dictionnaire vieux khmer-franr;ais-anglais An 
Old Khmer-French-English Dictionary, p. 514, has allowed chauvinism to obtrude on 
science to the extent of glossing syiirrz as' dark-complexioned', 'barbarian', and 'Thai of 

Journal of The Siam Society Vol. 83, Parts 1&2 (1995) 



fuTDOWN 3 185 

Siam'. If one must raise the matter of complexion, it is far better to hypothesize that the 
Thai of the 10th-14th centuries within the area of modem Thailand were light­
complexioned, as are the Thai/Tai of northern Thailand, Laos, and Vietnam today. 

68· "Piltdown 2", pp. 342-343, Tatsuro Yamamoto, "Thailand as it is referred to in the Da­
deNan-haizhiatthebeginningofthefourteenthcentury",JournalofEest-WestMaritime 
Relations, Vol. I (1989), pp. 47-58; Geoff Wade, "The Ming Shi-Lu as a Source for Thai 
History 14th to 17th Century", paper presented at the 5th International Conference on 
Thai Studies-SOAS, London, 1993, p. 25. I wish to thank Dr. Wade for reminding me 
of this information. Chamvit Kasetsiri agrees that in the 14th century the Chinese 

·. intended Hsien, their rendering of 'siam' I syam (as it was written in Old Khmer and 
Cham), as a name for the lower Menam basin, including A yutthaya, not Sukhothai. See 
his "A yudhya: Capital-Port of Siam and its Chinese Connection in the Fourteenth and 
Fifteenth Centuries", JSS, Vol. 80, Part I (1992), pp. 75-81. 

69. "Piltdown 2", p. 337. 
70. Prasert-Silp, p. 89-90. 
71. Michael Wright, in Sinlapa-Wathanatham, Vol9, No 3, cited in Dr. Prasert's response, 

Prasert-Silp, p. 92. 
72. Suriyawut-Silp, pp. 107-108. 
73. Prasert-Kun, p. 289. 
74. In addition to Inscription No.2, they are Nos. 3, 4, 5 (of Lithai), Nos. 38, and 45. 
75. Prasert-Silp, pp. 41, 89; Thawat-Silp, p. 136. See ~u~1um uiu Ill) ua: 1!1 nv iiunndrii'I'HU\tila 

~u~1um ~iivm:L4'1v:rufnf'l, Bangkok, 2512 [1969]. 
76. Prasert-Silp, p. 50. 
77. Discussion, pp. 31-33. 
78. Discussion, pp. 70-73. 
79. ~U~13JtU, P· 173. 
80. Prasert-Silp, p. 41. 
81. Wl1f'f1?~1:rmua/ Bansiivatiir hnoa ('Northern Chronicle'), Guru Sabha edition, p. 11 
82. Vickery, "Guide", pp. 194-5; Wl1f'f11~11L'HUD, p. 11; and on Tao Hung see James R. Cham­

berlain, "Remarks on the Origins ofThao Hung or Cheuang", in Papers from a Conference 
on ThaiStudiesinHonorofWilliam]. Gedney,editedbyR.J. Bickner, T.J.Hudak,Patcharin 
Peyasanitwong, Center for South and Southeast Asian Studies, University of Michigan. 

83. Thawat-Silp, p. 136; Prasert-Silp, p. 91. 
84. The following is from Prasert-Silp, pp. 42-3. 
85. "Piltdown 2", p. 349; Prasert-Kunming, p. 281. 
86. Prasert-Silp, p. 42. It is uncertain what Dr. Prasert meant by a Chinese-type Thai script; 

but later, pp. 87-8, he modified this statement to say that if the Thai Chuang in southern 
China had had a script, it would have been based on Chinese. 

87. The sixteenth-century example of an official Ayutthayan Thai-language document 
written in Khmer script is the Dansai Inscription, the subject of A.B. Griswold and 
Prasert na Nagara, EHS 24, "An inscription of 1563 A.D. recording a treaty between 
Laos and A yudhya in 1560", ]SS, Vol. 67,2 Guly 1979), pp. 54-69; the Khmer-Indonesian 
script is illustrated by the Grahi illscription (Receuil des inscriptions du Siam, II, pp. 29-
31 ); on the special peninsular scripts see Michael Vickery, Review of Prachum phra tamra 
baram rachuthitphu'akalpana samai ayuthayaphak 1, in]SS. Vol. 60, Part! Ganuary 1972), 
pp. 403-410. 
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88. Prasert-Silp, p. 43. 
89. Prasert-Silp, pp. 43, 87-8; Dr. Prasert's arguments were summarized again in Prasert­

Kunming, p. 283 
90. I owe this information about Lamphun Mon script to Dr. Christian Bauer. 
91. It is not pertinent to deny the near identity ofRK and modern tone marks on the ground 

that the former lacks mai trl and mai catva, introduced, according to Dr. Prasert, in 
Thonburi or early Bangkok times, and}~tainly used on foreign loan words. 

92. See Marvin Brown, "Historical Explanations for the Peculiarities of the Thai Writing 
System", pp. 5-16 in Brown, From Ancient Thai to Modern Dialects, 2nd edition; for clear 
examples of ABC tones see the charts in James R. Chamberlain, "A New Look at the 
History and Classification of the Tai Languages", in Studies in Tai Linguistics in Honor 
of William J. Gedney, pp. 49-66. 

93. Prasert-Silp, pp. 50, 88, 92, Prasert-Kunming, p. 284-5. 
94. Prasert-Silp, p. 88. 
95. See Brown, op. cit., and the charts in James R. Chamberlain," A New Look at the History 

and Classification of the Tai Languages", pp. 49-66. 
96. The Crystal Sands, The Chronicles ofNagara Sri Dharrmaraja, translated by David K. Wyatt, 

Data Paper: Number 98, Southeast Asia Program, Cornell University (April1975), pp. 
16-17, 189 and 191 ('enter' I 'mountain'), 193 (pho kha). 

97. Discussion, pp. 66-70. 
98. Quotations from Anthony Diller, "Sukhothai superscript[']: tone mark or vowel sign?", 

abstract of paper for the conference panel in Chiang Mai. His paper, in Thai, was 
entitled "1~LEI03-11""11n1'1'1u (Where did mai ek come from?)". 

99. The results of these influences are very clear in, for instance, Inscription No. 49 of 1417. 
But one Khmer feature which is prominent there, and in contemporary inscriptions 
from Chainat, the connective particle da (transcribed in modern Thai as dha, originally 
written in Khmer as ta) is not found in the Thai Inscriptions of Lithai, although it occurs 
normally in his Khmer No.4. Here is a perfect example of the process Diller has evoked, 
and evidence that it had not affected literate Sukhothai at the time relevant to the RK 
controversy. 

100. It seems from Diller's paper, and from dictionaries at my disposal, that the term Jon thOn' 
has not been traditionally used by Thais to designate the mai ek-type sign used as a 
vowel marker.' Fon thoit' is the small vertical mark which turns the vowel sign for short 
/if C )into long /ii/ (' ). 

101. Prasert-Kun, p. 281. 
102. David Wyatt's treatment of Sukhothai-Nakhon Sri Thammarat relations in the 13th 

century, in Thailand: A Short History, pp. 50-56, constitutes historical fiction, but defies 
critical analysis because of the author's refusal to indicate sources for his speculative 
constructions. 

103. Prasert-Kunming, p. 282. 
104. Khmer script is still used today in Thaiiand to write Pali. 
105. See Vickery, Review of Prachum phra tamra bar am rachuthit phu 'a kalpana samai ayuthaya 

phak 1, in JSS, Vol. 60, Part I Ganuary 1972), pp. 403-410. 
106. See particularly EHS 11-1, pp. 120-121. 
107. Prasert-Kunming, p. 289. 
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108. See Piriya Krairiksh, Muang Boran 12/1 (January-March 1986; Piriya Krairiksh, li7:4W­
"''""f"aliluli"l:trlf'r1no f!Vv~iJaunf1mn ('History of Art in Thailand, A Student Handbook'), 
Bangkok 1985; Piriya Krairiksh, Art Styles in Thailand: A Selection from National Provin­
cial Museums, and an Essay in Conceptualization, Bangkok 1977; reviews of Art Styles in 
Thailand by H.G. Quaritch Wales and M.C. Subhadradis Diskul, both of whom, even 
though critical of Piriya' s conceptualizations, nevertheless emphasized the Mahayana 
and Hindu character of peninsular art well into the 13th century; Stanley J. O'Connor, 
"Tambralinga and the Khmer Empire", JSS, Vol. 63/1 (January 1975), 161-175. 

109. "Ram Khamhaeng's Inscription: The Search for Context", published in the Ram 
Khamhaeng Controversy, which is the text cited here. 

110. Woodward, p. 424. 
111. Woodward, p. 427. 
112. The work in question is Woodward's dissertation, "Studies in the Art of Central Siam, 

950-1350 A.D.", Yale University, 1975. 
113. Woodward, "Studies", pp. 128-130. 
114. Note that Woodward ascribed a date, circa 1345, to Inscription No.2, his 'Lo Thai's 

Inscription', which is no longer accepted by Dr. Prasert. Dr. Prasert subsequently dated 
it to around 1361, and with the monk protagonist of its story, not King Lo Thai, as 
author, and most recently as late as 1371 [Prasert-Kunming], pp. 287, 289. 

115. Coedes, Les etats, pp. 336-337. Note that David Wyatt's treatment of the religion of 
Nakhon in the 13th century, in Thailand: A Short History, is quite at variance with all of 
the above, and, p. 51, he inserts the amazing claim that "it was from N akhon that monks 
carried the new Buddhism to the Angkorean empire". 

116. I first heard Dr. Prasert mention this in the Canberra conference. Since then he has 
repeated it in Prasert-Silp, p. 89-90. 

117. Prasert-Silp, p. 89. 
118. G. Coedes, "Documents sur l'histoire politique et religieuse du Laos occidental", 

BEFEO, 25 (1925), p. 131, n. 1. 
119. N .A. J ayavikrama, The Sheaf of Garlands of the Epochs of the Conqueror, being a translation 

of Jinakalamalipakaranam, Pali Text Society, 1968, quotation from p. 168, n. 1. 
120. Jayavikrama, p. 171, Coedes, p. 131. 
121. Jayavikrama, p. 168, n. 5. 
122. Some writers call this a Sinhalese Sect, but that is of no import in the present discussion. 
123. Saeng, inJayavikrama, pp. xliv-xlv (further reference to Dr. Saeng's comments below 

are from the same location); Coedes, p. 106; Jayavikrama, p. 131. In fact Dr. Saeng 
interpolated from Thai and Mon tradition. The Asokan missionaries Sona and Uttara 
are not mentioned in Jinakiilamiilf, nor is any connection between Asoka and Southeast 
Asia; the only mention of the Nagaravasi sect is in an interpolation attributed to Dhanit 
Yupho, p. 108, n. 7. 

124. Dr. Saeng also made the identification with Ram Khamhaeng in his Thai translation of 
Jinakiilamiilfpakan:z, printed as a cremation volume for Mr. Phongsawat Suriyothay, 
Bangkok (2518/1975), p. 148, and n. 3. 

125. Discussion, p. 18, remarks by H.R.H. Princess Galyani Wadhana, contradicting Dr. 
Prasert' s [Prasert-Kunming], p. 289, opinion that Dr. Saeng only appeared to question 
the authenticity of RK as a pedagogical device. 
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126. Thus, moreover, floating around the peninsula from west to east, for at that time ships 
from the west landed on the west side. 

127. Coedes, p. 98-99; Jayavikrama, pp. 120-122. 
128. Jayavikrama, pp. xv (Dhani Nivat), 120, nn.2, 3 (Dhanit Yupho ); Jayavikrama, pp. ix; 

121, nn. 2-3; 168, n. 4. 
129. H.L. Shorto, A Dictionary of the Mon Inscriptions From the Sixth to the Sixteenth Centuries, 

p. 317, where the regnal dates, based on Mon inscriptions, are given as 1426-46. 
130. See the letters of Princes Damrong and Naris, Siin samtec, Guru Sabha edition, Vol. 11, 

p. 320; Vol. 13, pp. 1-3; 18-19. I have discussed them in "On Traibhumikatha", JSS, Vol. 
79, Part 2 (1991), pp. 24-36. 

131. Prasert-Silp, p. 89 and Prasert-Kunming, 278: "King Ram Khamhaeng places all con­
sonants in line, while Indian, Khom, and Mon write some consonants as subscripts ... 
why can the king not place all vowels on line too?" 

132. Thawat-Silp, p. 138. 
133. Discussion-Prasert, p. 35; Prasert-Kunming, p. 278, "The placing of i and ii on line is 

practiced in the north (Ins 62) and in Sukhothai (Ins. 2, 3, 8, and 102) at least as late as 
1379". It is important to know the frequency of these occurrences. If, as in Nos. 2 and 
3, they are isolated, they are hardly significant, and since Dr. Prasert and Griswold 
never mentioned them in their studies of these inscriptions, written before defence of 
RK had become an issue, we may assume they are all isolated cases. 

134. EHS 10, "King Lodaiya of Sukhodaya and his Contemporaries", JSS, Vol. 60, Part 1 
Ganuary 1972), p. 83. See also their treatment of No.3 in EHS 11, Part I, "The Epigraphy 
ofMahadharmaraj I ofSukhodaya", JSS, Vol. 61, Part 1 Ganuary 1973), p. 79, No.8 in 
EHS 11, Part II, "The Epigraphy of Mahadharmaraj I of Sukhodaya", JSS, Vol. 61, Part 
2 Guly 1973), p. 102; No. 62 in EHS 13, "The Inscription ofWat Pra Yiin", JSS, Vol. 62, 
Part 1 Ganuary 1974), p. 125; No. 102 in EHS 7, "The Inscription of Vat Traban Jan 
Phoak. .. ", JSS, Vol. 59, Part I Ganuary 1971), pp. 157-188. In all but the last, they gave 
careful attention to orthographic peculiarities, but ignored the few cases of i or ii vowels 
written on the line. 

135. See Diller's papers cited in note 4 above. 
136. William J. Gedney, in his "Comments on Linguistic Arguments Relating to Inscription 

One", p. 209, insisted that Sukhothai in the time of 'Ram Khamhaeng' was a B language 
in which the voiced stops had not devoiced. Marvin Brown treated Sukhothai as a 
uniquely bizarre throwback to 'Ancient Thai', but I believe few linguists of Thai now 
accept his proposal. Diller, however (CM-1, p. 171 ), has now proposed that "[a ]11 three 
of these languages [RK, White Tai, and modem Central Thai] have presumably derived 
from Proto-Southwestern Tai...but the exact details of this derivational path need not 
concern us here". 

137. See William J. Gedney, "The Saek Language of N akhon Phanom Province". JSS, Vol. 
58 (1970), pp. 67-87. 

138. Proto-Thai *g, * y, *gr, and *yr have also merged as /kh/ in the PH languages, but this 
may be a separate problem. 

139. Diller, "Consonant Merger 1", p. 171.. 
140. See my remark in "Piltdown 2", note 29. 
141. Examples of defective use of the two velar symbols may be read from some existing 

plates, and even if transcriptions such as those by Coedes and Griswold I Prasert may 
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not be perfect, it is safe to say that they took sufficient care to provide us with many 
useful readings. 

142. For hypotheses about the life span of Srisraddha, see EHS 10, pp. 72-74, 146. The date 
oflnscription No.2 was first estimated at around the 1340s, and its author Lothai. There 
now seems to be consensus that the author was Srisraddha, and its date between 1361 
and the 1370s. See A.B. Griswold, Towards a History of Sukhodaya Art; EHS 10; Prasert­
Kunming, p. 287; comments above, note 15 and associated text. 

143. te that Diller's "Consonant Merger 1" predates my "Piltdown 2". 
144. Prasert-Kunming, p. 279. 
145. Seen clearly in •n1nGtUtJCft'flritJ (Criik samay sukhoday), plate of face 1, p. 119, line 13. 
146. Dieu Chinh Nhim and Jean Donaldson, Tai-Vietnamese-English Vocabulary, Saigon, Bo 

Giao-Duc Xuat Ban (1970) p. 299; Edouard Diguet, Etude de la langue tai [Black Tai], Hanoi, 
1895, p. 170; Li, Handbook, pp. 65-66. 

147. Dieu and Donaldson, p. 169, khh6k. In the table in "Piltdown 2", p. 361, I glossed this 
inaccurately as 'place'. In 'IITnGtU'tJCft'flritJ (Criik samay sukhoday) the plates of faces 1 and 
3 of No. 45 are sufficiently legible, and face 2 does not contain any controversial terms. 

148. Diller, "Consonant Merger 1", p. 171. 
149. The gloss is not at all significant for the problem at hand. For more precision, see James 

R. Chamberlain, review of Historical Dictionary of Laos, JSS, Vol. 80, Part 1 (1992), p. 155, 
"this word appears to derive from an ancient ethnonym for' Austroasiatic', vestiges of 
which are found in the terms Khmu, Khmer, Khom ". 

150. Letter dated 12th Oct 1989. I am treating it at present as a sketch for CM-3, assuming 
that Diller will publish his new findings. Note that No. 45, at the very end of the 14th 
century, still showed almost perfect congruence with WT in the two velar terms in 
question. 

151. Diller, CM-2, p. 493. 
152. Griswold and Prasert, EHS 9, respectively figure 4 and page 183. The full text of the 

lithographic copy was given to Montigny, and I shall refer to it as the 'Montigny Plates'. 
153. "Piltdown 2", pp. 363-64, 371. 
154. Griswold and Prasert, EHS 9, p. 184. Thus those who have argued that because King 

Mongkut made 'many' or 'several' mistakes in his interpretation of RK it cannot be a 
product of his reign are off the mark. 

155. 'Northern Tai' here follows the usage of Li, Handbook, and means a group of Tai lan­
guages most of which are found in China. 

156. Diller, "Consonant Merger 1", pp. 183-4, n. 33 (This anomaly was not illustrated 
correctly in Table 2 of the publication of his "Consonant Merger 1"). Diller hypoth­
esized that the reason was that WT script had been borrowed from the script of a Lao 
dialect in which /kh/ and /x/ were in non-distinctive free variation. Diller also 
suggested that the WT I BT scripts bear a distinct resemblance to Lao inscriptions from 
about 1600 described by Pierre-Marie Gagneux, in "Les ecritures lao et leur evolution 
du XV e au XIXe siecles", AS EMI XIV, 1-2 (1983), pp. 75-95, but this is not supported by 
any of the examples of script illustrated by Gagneux. 

157. There are still a few WT exceptions in the new structure, the terms for 'log', 'joint', 'year 
(of age of children)', 'to open','guest', with WT showing /x/ when /kh/ is expected, 
and vice versa (see Li, Handbook, pp. 194, 209). James Chamberlain informs me that these 
forms "are problematical ones in more than just WT so there may be other things going 
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on ... .ln situations like this we wait for more data"; he cited the Mene language for 
examples (letter 11 August 1991). 

158. Diller, CM-2, p. 501 
159. See Li, Handbook, pp. 227-228 for "drive" (chap); Dieu and Donaldson, p. 373 /tsap/, 

and p. 369, /tsa/ "ethnic minority groups of the highlands of North Vietnam". 
160. Gedney, "Evidence for Another Series of Voiced Initials in Proto-Tai", 12th International 

Conference on Sino-Tibetan Languages and Linguistics, Paris, October 1979, p. 18; 
Li, Handbook, p. 238; James R. Chamberlain, "Mene: A Tai Dialect Originally Spoken in 
Nghe An (Nghe Tinh), Vietnam", draft, 8 January 1991, p. 25. 

161. There is no third possibility. Sukhothai was either PH/Proto-B>PH or P /Proto-B>P. 
All records of the area indicate that it must have been of the PH type. No one has ever 
proposed that it was a PI B> P language, and such a hypothesis, particularly that it was 
a P language of the White Tai type, would lead to even more difficulties than the ones 
we now face. David K. Wyatt, Thailand: A Short History, p. 53, seemed to suggest this 
in his remark that "[t]he language of their [early Sukhothai kings] earliest 
inscriptions ... suggests an affinity with the White Tai", but Wyatt clearly did not 
understand what is at issue. Wyatt, even more incongruosly, was referring to Pha 
Miiang and Bang Klang Hao, mentioned in Inscription No.2, but who lived, and wrote 
if they did, a century before there is any evidence for the language of Sukhothai. In fact, 
Wyatt contradicts himself in the following sentence by noting correctly that "[t]hey 
themsleves .. .left no record of their background or early careers". Nor is there any 
evidence whether or not, pace Wyatt, they "believed that certain spirits--dwelling in 
caves or on mountains located to the north up the Nan River valley and the Nam U 
valley of north Laos--would protect them". 

162. A reflex of another old cluster, *xr, was preserved in the writing of some Lanna P 
languages as late as the 15th century. For examples see No. 76 from Phrae dated 1456, 
line 2 hrok 'six'; No. 67 from Lamphun dated 1488, lines 10, 13, 14, hra 'seek' and lines 
14-15 hrok 'six'. No. 66 from Chiang Ray dated 1484,line 14, has hrin 'stone' (PT *thrin). 

163. nan:u1tJ~11i.f1:Uf17>3 ('Laws of the Three Seals'), Guru Sabha edition, Vol. 4, p. 86, Vol. 2, p. 
71, and Vol. 4, p. 118. I wish here to emphasize the great utility of the Japanese KWIK 
computerized index for this type of research. Diller, "Consonant Merger 1", p. 165, 
notes that' request' was already being spelled with the incorrect ('ll) in the 17th century. 
Diller made much of the erratic use of ("ll)/ ('ll) in the rather large corpus of extant 17th­
century writings to show that there was already then complete confusion and therefore 
no modem faker could have reproduced so many historically correct spellings. Those 
considerations are less relevant than the evidence in the Three Seals Code for actual early 
19th-century usage among Bangkok scholars with respect to particular terms, whether 
or not there was global consistency throughout the entire vocabulary. 

164. Piriya Krairiksh, •n1nwvvun:uf'i7un>J ('The Ram Khamhaeng Inscription'). Dr. Piriya has 
made valuable comparisons with citations from A yutthayan and Ratanakosin litera­
ture which I have not consulted. For lack of space I have not cited details of Dr. Piriya' s 
work, but in general I agree with the points he has made about the influence of other 
inscriptions and literature on the composition of RK. 

165. See Vickery, "A Guide through Some Recent Sukhothai Historiography", JSS, Vol. 66, 
Part 2 (July 1978), pp. 197-98. In his <'11\11~1'1~ ['Fundamental Works'], p.65, Dr. Prasert 
I).a Nagar a objected to my dismissial oflndrapatindrdity as unhistorical, and suggested 
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that it represented the name of the Cambodian capital, Indrapat, plus the king' s title 
'fndradity'. This is impossible for two reasons, one historical and one linguistic. 'lndrapat', 
sometimes written indraprat}th, or in a more colloquial manner "Inthapat", as name of 
the old Cambodian capital did not evolve until its history had become lost in legend, 
and its earliest recorded use is late in the 16th century (see Michael Vickery, "Cambodia 
After Angkor, The Chronicular Evidence for the Fourteenth to Sixteenth Centuries", 
Ph.D. thesis, Yale University, 1977, p. 237; and Saveros Pou, Dictionnaire, p. 36, citing 
'indraprastha' as a "name given to the city of Angkor" in "l'Ep[ oque] my. [ moyenne ]", 
which for Pou, p. II, began in the 15th century). The' sruk indrapariiss', which Pou, p. 36, 
cites from an eleventh-century inscription, may not be assimilated to 'indraprastha', 
and in that context it does not refer to the capital. The linguistic objection is that had that 
name been used as suggested by Dr. Prasert, the full title would have been 'lndrapatindradity', 
with short IiI in the fourth syllable, for the long Iii I of "Indrapaffndradity'' represents 
sandhi ofpati+indra. Nevertheless, I may have been too hasty in my original statement, 
for 'Indrapaffndradity' might be interpreted as 'Lord of Kings', with 'Indra' taken as 
'king' rather than' god' .It would still be a retrospective enhancement of title, not a title 
borne by the person in question. 

166. The Thai contexts are respectively in EHS 10 (Inscription No.2), p. 96,line 69; and EHS 
9, p.197,line 8. Their translations are EHS 10, p. 116, and EHS 9, p.204. 

167. EHS 9, p. 206; EHS 11, Part 1, p, 109 and n. 125. 
168. William}. Gedney," A comparative Sketch of White, Black and Red Tai", The Social Science 

Review, Special Number, 14 December 1964, p. 42; Li, Handbook, p. 148, n. 39. In White 
Tai and Lao the equivalent term is 'phai', perhaps from pha tai, and In Black Tai it is fai. 

169. Inscription No. 45 is in EHS 3, "The Pact Between Sukhodaya and Nan", JSS, Vol. LVII, 
Part I ijanuary 1969, pp. 57-108, and the phrases in question are from Face I, lines 17-
18 and line 32; Inscription No. 15 is in EHS 16, "The Inscription of Vat Bra}). Stec, near 
Sukhodaya", JSS, Vol. 63, Part I ijanuary 1975), pp. 143-160, with the relevant phrase 
in Face III, lines 12-13." A Glossarial Index of the Sukhothai Inscriptions" is by Yoneo 
Ishii, Osamu Akagi, and Noriko Endo, The Center for Southeast Asian Studies, Kyoto 
University, November 1972. 

170. EHS 9, pp. 206-207 and n. 28. 
171. EHS 11, Part I, p. 110, n.140. { ... }indicates my explanatory interpolation. 
172. In addition to the long notes in EHS 9, p. 206, nn. 27-28, see Bradley, pp. 48-49, Coedes 

"Notes critiques", pp. 3-6. 
173. EHS 9, pp. 206-7, modified to show the uncertain status of plurals. 
174. As the Dutch representative in Ayutthaya, Jeremias van Vliet, reported in the 1630s, 

one of the controversies surrounding the struggles preceding the enthronement of 
King Prasat Thong was whether legitimate royal succession was from brother to 
brother or father to son. The Bangkok kings tried to firmly establish father to son 
succession, as seen in their Palatine Law, which of all the Three Seals Code shows the 
most evidence of rewriting. See Vickery, "Prolegomena to Methods for Using the 
Ayutthayan Laws as Historical Source Material", JSS, Vol. 72, Parts 1&2 ijanuary and 
June 1984, pp. 37-58; and Vickery, "The Constitution of Ayutthaya", paper presented 
at the Fifth International Conference on Thai Studies, SOAS, London, 4-11 July 1993. 

175. Coedes, in Receuil des inscriptions du Siam, did not offer a translation; and it has not been 
treated by Griswold and Prasert. 
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176. Bradley, p. 26; Coedes, "Notes critiques", pp. 4-6; Griswold and Prasert, EHS 9, pp. 206-
207. 

177. Linguistic Survey of India," Ahom", pp. 97, 124; Li' sentry, Handbook, pp. 236-37 suggests 
the gloss 'pass' is rather widespread. 

178. Khmer, as recorded since the seventh century, has only velars /k/, I g/, /kh/, and 
possibly I gh I in ancient Khmer, with written forms corresponding to Thain, fl (but in 
Khmer unaspirated), and 'ti, 'J.l respectively. There is no symbol in Khmer correspond­
ing to Thai kh khan (fl). 

179. Griswold and Prasert, EHS 11, Part I, "The Epigraphy ofMahdharmarj I ofSukhodaya", 
]SS, Vol. 61, Part I Ganuary 1973), pp. 71-182, p. 110, n. 140; Prasert-Kunming, p. 282, 
where in contradiction to his own spelling in EHS 11/1, note 140, and to the Phayap 
Dictionary, 'l'llfnm1n1ntJw?tiw p. 440, ·,he said that the Chaing Mai ('Tai Yuan') word 
was written with kh khan; for the merger see Li, Handbook, p. 214. 

180. EHS 9, p. 207. 
181. EHS 11-1, p. 154. 
182. EHS 9, p. 207, n. 34; EHS 11-1, p. 155, n. 17. 
183. Three Seals, vol, 3, "bra~ iiyalcar pet srec", pp. 164 (art. 139), 165 (art. 140), 178 (art. 167 I 

146). These are the only occurrences of these expressions in the entire Three Seals Code, 
and this probably indicates that they were special legal terms at a particular time. 

184. The transcription of the sentence from art. 139 is, phu2 ray2 deeit sam diar tay ca: tai2 
mi phit pheek tvay2 phii.~ tai ha mi tai2. The passage contains other terms needing 
further elucidation too, but not relevant to the present subject. At least the meaning of 
'phit pheek' seems certain. 

185. Three Seals, Vol. 4, p. 55. 
186. This type of Khmer loan word is also found in zok/<JJfln 'a narrow passage' <Khmer jark 

( ~~~ ), zp/on'lJ 'soak, imbue'< Khmer jrp ( f"" ) 'soak up water', zrau/ <JJ71 'crevice' 
<Khmer jrau ( 'fiJ ) 'deep', also reflected in Thai drau I t'YI71, as in the name Cha Choeung 
Sao/ ~ti\lt'YI71 'deep river' [cha choeung <Khmer stan,.q~. ]. 

187. The principal date of the pet srec law, and under which the first context of phit pheekzeek 
occurs, is Buddhist Era, and is one which I have questioned in Vickery, "Prolegomena 
to Methods for Using the A yutthayan Laws as Historical Source Material", JSS, Vol. 72, 
Parts 1&2 Ganuary and June 1984, pp. 37-58); butthecontentofthe law, and its true date 
in aka era, could conceivably be from the 14th century. Chit Phumisak, tNflu7ntJiiiuuaJ 
" . 

U1!~1'W1ZtJ?rienmirtlf'f1€J~tJtJ1 ('The Society of the Chao Phraya Basin Before the Ayutthaya 
Period'), p. 45, claimed that the date of the royal preface preceding the second context 
of phit pheek zeek, which he read as 1156, instead of 1146, should be understood as aka, 
equivalent to A.D. 1234. For him this was evidence of a pre-1351 Thai kingdom in the 
vicinity of A yutthaya. I would agree that there was a state in that location at that time, 
that post-1351 Ayutthaya was built on it, and perhaps even represented a direct 
continuing phase. I do not, however, believe that the earlier state, or even 14th-century 
A yutthaya, was Thai; I consider that the preface in question is by King Rama I of 
Bangkok, in cula year 1146, A.D. 1784, but with a content which was already part of an 
old Ayutthayan law, perhaps with some modifications, but with old Ayutthayan 
terminology, such as phit pheek zeek iin. 
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188. SoSethaputra, NewModelThai-EnglishDictionary, Vol. I, p. 315; WitThiengburanathum, 
Thai-English Dictionary, p. 340. Similar glosses in Thai are listed in the Royal Institute 
Dictionary, 2525 Edition, p. 277. 

189. Three Seals, Vol. 3, p. 197, Bra~ aiyakiir ltiksana vivad, art. 29. 
190. I now reject the interpretation I offered in the first version of this paper, presented in 

Chiangmai, "perhaps phit vail in No.5 is a misreading, by all readers, of what was 
intended as phit ail, a type of misreading, confusion of the independent a vowel and 
consonant v symbols, that is rather easy in many types of Thai script"; although I 
maintain, from another point of view, my continuing explanation, "we might suspect 
that late authors of RK had seen No. 5, misunderstood it, and interpolated what they 
read into a legal phrase they knew from the Three Seals Code". 

191. EHS 9, p. 207; EHS 11-1, p. 154, for translations. 
192. See EHS 9, p. 207 and EHS 11-1, p. 110, where the interpretation, given the size of the 

lacunae, is fanciful. 
193. See EHS 9, p. 208 and n. 47; EHS 11-1, p. 155. 
194. See Jay W. Fippinger, "Black Tai Sentence Types, A Generative Approach", in Studies 

in Tai Linguistics In Honor of William J. Gedney, edited by Jimmy G. Harris and James R. 
Chamberlain, p. 157, (130), "hau pa:i siik pa:i siia", "we flee enemy flee enemy", or "We 
fled from the enemy". For Ahom, see Ahom Primer, Gauhati, 1968, p. 12. 

195. See respectively EHS 9, p.212; and EHS 11, Part 1, pp. 156 for No.5 and 139 for No.4. 
In discussion of No. 4 I have suppressed the s in siimi, incorrect both in Thai and in 
Sanskrit (svami). 

196. The title pu gru is also unusual in Sukhothai, and Griswold and Prasert found it 
awkward to explain. EHS 9, p. 212, n. 81 and p. 211, n. 77. 

197. Suriyavut-Silp, p. 117. 
198. Betty Gosling, "Sukhothai Religious Architecture and its Relevance to the Authenticity 

of Inscription One", p. 244, note 10. The Inscriptions of Lithai's time show less 
admixture of Khmer in Thai than do later Thai inscriptions, particularly after the end 
of the 14th century, probably influenced from Khmer Ayutthaya rather than from 
Cambodia. If the RK Inscription were taken as genuine, and studied from this point of 
view, it might be considered evidence against the hypothesis of Khmer domination of 
Sukhothai. 

199. Betty Gosling has opined (personal letter 25 October 1991) that on the basis of 
thirteenth-century Sri Lankan usage, in which "mahathera appears to have been an 
early classificatory title, whereas mahasamin ... was bestowed on especially notable 
monks, or mahathera. in the thirteenth century", "at Sukhothai I can see a mahathera 
being honored as mahasami in the Luthai period but probably not in RK' s ... ". I do not 
find this argument convincing, and it requires more precise demonstration. The 
important detail, for me, is still that RK resembles Lithai's Khmer No.4, which King 
Mongkut possessed, more that his Thai-language No. 5. 

200. Linguistic Survey of India, "Ahom", pp. 93, 127. It is stated there that the same feature 
is found in Khamti and Shan; Dieu and Donaldson, pp. 23, 24, 135. Note that in Dieu 
and Donaldson the letter 'c' represents the consonant I k I. 

201. I have not seen Wright's first presentation, and became aware ofit through Dr. Prasert' s 
rejoinder in Prasert-Silp, p. 92. Wright mentioned it again in Wright-Silp, p. 99. 
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202. Letter, 25 October 1991, citing McFarland's dictionary, p. 51 (also in the Royal Institute 
Dictionary, p. 50). 

203. EHS 9, pp. 209-210. 
204. Without any attempt to comment on its significance, it may be worth noting that the 

authority for the definition of krn kahin in the Royal Institute Dictionary is the ~'lluvn:;H 
('Ordination procedures') written by Prince Patriarch Vajirayana Varorot, a son of 
King Mongkut.The term n'Tl'" in connection with kahin is also found in one passage of 
the Law on the Sangha of King Rama I (Three Seals Code), Vol. 4, p. 197. 

205. I have discussed the gifts presented at these festivals with reference to 'cowries'. See 
above. 

206. See Vickery, "The Old City of 'Chaliang'- 'Sri Satchanalai'- 'Sawankhalok': A Problem 
of History and Historiography", JSS, Vol. 78, Part 2 (1990), pp. 15-29, and note 6 on the 
orthography of this name. 

207. See Inscription No.4, face 4, lines 7 and 16 which are visible on the plate published in 
Ciiriik samdy sukhoday, p. 240. 

208. Vl1:::TJ'l1Vh'll'l11fl11n1"';fl'"1ni'"'Yimmt=~~ 6) ('Chronicle of the First Reign'), National Library 
Edition, Bangkok (2505 I 1962), p. 235, when King Rama I was having Vat Bra. Jetuban 
(Wat Pho) constructed in 1789, he had 1248 damaged images brought fromPhitsanulok, 
Savarrgalok, Sukhothai, Lophburi, and A yutthaya to be repaired and placed in Wat 
Pho. 

209. One inscription on a Buddha image from 'Sagalok' is that of Ny Dit Sai, to which 
Dr. Prasert called attention (see above). See EHS 7, p. 158, on the "primate of the 
monkhood in the Sukhodaya region, who had had some experience in reading Old 
Siamese", and who tried to help Prince Vajiravudh read an inscription which Griswold 
and Prasert believe may have been No. 102. 

210. James R. Chamberlain, "The Efficacy of the P /PH Distinction for Tai Languages", in 
The Riim Khamhaeng Controversy, Chapter 12, pp. 453-496, see p. 475. 

211. Inscription No. 1, Face 3, line 6; EHS 9, p. 214; EHS 3, "The Pact Between Sukhodaya 
and Nan", p. 83, n. 24; Vickery, "The Old City of 'Chaliang'-'Sri Satchanalai'--' 
Sawankhalok'," note 19; and No. 98 in 'll1;mu:rEJ~1,.'ti'EJ, pp. 361-367. 

212. Coedes, French translation of No. 1 in Receuil des inscriptions du Siam, premiere partie, 
p. 46, from which I have made an English translation. Coedes, with his knowledge of 
Khmer, saw that khbu was Khmer khbait/kh.poi)./ ( a~ ), 'top or ridge of a mountain' 
(The gloss here is from Robert K. Headley, et. al., Cambodian-English Dictionary, Volume 
I, p. 101). In fact, the context of Inscription No. 98 indicates that khba might have been 
no more than a name of a hill. George Coedes, "Les premieres capitales du Siam aux 
XIIIe-XIVe siecles", Arts asiatiques, ill/ 4, pp. 264, ff., cited in EHS 9, p. 214, n. 95, but 
which I have not been able to consult; Griswold and Prasert, EHS 9, p. 214, and their 
Thai transcription of RK, p. 200, Face 3, line 6, where kbu appears as 

213. From respectively WitThiengburanathum, Thai-English Dictionary, p. 288, and The Royal 
Institute Dictionary, p. 198. 

214. Three Seals, 3/109/15, [1/156/02,] 3/115/18; D.B. Bradley, Dictionary of the Siamese 
Lansuage, Bangkok (1873), p. 94, 'Ltl'" ~m ~ fl£1'" q ~ ~"'· fim ~'~'" ,.'" L£11 fi'" 3.11 .IJ'" ;Y'"· \Vi Lll'" Lii'" 

~\'1 '"'"'. 
215. C.B. Bradley, "The Oldest Known Writing in Siamese", JSS, Vol. 6/1 (1909), p. 28. 
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216. Dr. A. Bastian, "On some Siamese Inscriptions",Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, 
34/1 (1863), p. 34. Bastian was not mistakenly referring to the dam (~7~m~), which he 
had paraphrased in his previous clause as "pretty lake with plenty of fish". On kok see 
Vickery, "Some New Evidence for the Cultural History of Central Thailand", The Siam 
society's Newsleteter, 2/3 (September 1986), pp. 4-6. Mon /kok/ ,like Thai and Khmer 
1fln, is written with original initial g. 

217. Griswold and Prasert, EHS 3, "The Pact Between Sukhodaya and Nan", p. 83 and note 
24. 

218. Chamberlain, "The Efficacy", pp. 472-73. 
219. Michael Vickery, "The Constitution of Ayutthaya", paper presented at the Fifth 

International Conference on Thai Studies, SOAS, London, 4-11 July 1993. 
220. Note that one Thai scholar, Jit Phumisak, would have none of such idealization, and for 

him RK showed an ex.Ploitative feudal society not long after the transition from slave 
society. See ~fl'l" .IJilfi'n~ ~3.1~31'£1 1'17~'Ylwmrn f~a.nnZ1tfn~u11nll ('The Face of Thai Feudal­
ism'), Bangkok 2518/1975 pp. 126-28. 

221. See discussion above, pp. 11-12. 
222. See Griswold and Prasert, EHS 9, footnotes, 20, 26. 
223. See Griswold and Prasert, EHS 7, "The Inscription of Vat Traban Jan Phoak", JSS, Vol. 

59, Part I ijanuary 1971 ), pp. 189-208. I do not agree with Griswold and Prasert that this 
insctiption is a record of Ayutthayan intervention in Sukhothai. 

224. See Griswold and Prasert, EHS 8, "The Inscription of Vat Jan Lom",JSS, Vol. 59, Part 
I ijanuary 1971), pp. 189-208. 

225. I am not convinced by the argument that 'Y'lU should be construed as 'breast father' (and 
therefore 'foster father') by analogy with m.l'\.1 LL3.l'\.13.1, 'breast mother', that is, 'wet nurse', 
but the point is not relevant here. 

226. See Griswold and Prasert, EHS 2, "The Asokrma Inscription of 1399 A.D.", JSS, Vol. 
LVII, Part II ijanuary 1969), pp. 29-56. 

227. Information on Black Tai is from Georges Condominas, From Lawa to Mon, from Saa to 
Thai, on which. however. see my review in the Thai-Yunnan Project Newsletter, 13 ijune 
1991), pp. 3-9, Edouard Diguet Etude de la langue tai:.., and corrections concerning the 
terms kuo and fiok fromJ ames Chamberlain, personal correspondence. The Lue data are 
from Jacques Lemoine, "Tai Lue Historical Relation with China and the Shaping of the 
Sipsong Panna Political System", in Proceedings of the International Conference on Thai 
Studies, The Australian National University, Canberra, 3-6 July 1987, Volume 3, pp. 
121-134. In the following table I have regularized transcriptions in accordance with 
standard conventions, retaining some of the Black Tai and Lue features. Where 
confusion might result, I have inserted standard Thai spellings. 

228. The Lue category lUk liin tiiv phyii suggesting equivalence with Sukhothai lUk cau lilk 
khun, indicates low-ranking descendents of nobility, who are free peasants. The 
Sukhothai rank should probably also be interpreted as lower nobility and royalty 
(riijakula) who occupied lower levels of the administration, such as going to meet 
honored official guests as they did in Inscriptions No. 4 and No. 5. 

229. See the description of Naresuan's reign in Jeremias van Vliet, The Short History of the 
Kings of Siam, translated by Leonard Andaya and edited by David K. Wyatt, and my 
review article inJSS, Vol. LXIV, 2 ijuly 1976), pp. 207-236. 
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230. In whatfollows 'Indic' means the early Khmer, Mon, and Cham scripts, not scripts used 
earlier in India. My Mon examples, in so far as possible, are taken from the Mon 
inscriptions of upper Burma published by G.H. Luce in Old Burma-Early Pagan. This is 
the variety of Mon considered relevant by B.J. Terwiel who believes that Ahom script 
originated in Mon (personal correspondence with Terviel). The Black and White Tai 
examples are based on George Coedes, fi1U1'1.UJmnl'YI!! ('Story of Thai writing' [Black and 
White Tai]), Bangkok, Guru Sabh, 2507 I 1964; LouisFinot, "Recherches sur la Litterature 
laotienne" [Black and White Tai], Bulletin de l'"Ecole Franfaise d'Extreme-Orient, Tome XVII 
(1917), Pl. I; Dieu Chinh Nhim and Jean Donaldson, Tay-Vietnamese-English Vocabulary 
[White Tai], Saigon, 1971; Edouard Diguet, Etude de la lange tai [Black Tai], Hanoi, 1895; 
andJamesR. Chamberlain, "The BlackTai Chronicle ofMuangMuay Part!: Mythology", 
typescript, December 1984, kindly supplied by Chamberlain. As noted below there is 
some variation in forms among these sources. 

231. Whether they were really pre-glottalized or something else is not signifiant here, and 
that question is ignored. 

232. In Dieu and Donaldson the Tai script is illustrated in the introduction, but the 
Dictionary entries are in romanization, without distinction of high and low series 
consonants. 

233. Coedes and Finot show the second White Tai kh symbol as representing the low con­
sonant; Dieu and Donaldson do not explain it, but it is listed with the other low series 
consonants; Diguet also shows it as a second series kh in Black Tai, but lists only two 
words, neither of which have cognates in modern Thai. Thus the standard Black Tai kh 
is that shown to the left of the slash in Table A. 

234. Dr. Prasert [Prasert-Silp, p. 88] has objected to this analysis, saying that originally 
Ahom did not have ad dek (original Indict )symbol, and that only in the Ratanakosin 
(Bangkok) period did they adapt their n to make a symbol for their I dl, because I nl 
and I dl are phonetically similar in many Thai languages. He did not explain how 
words with initial I d<*?dl were originally written in Ahom. Dr. Prasert's view is 
contrary to everything I have seen written about Ahom; and one person now under­
taking special studies of Ahom, Dr. B.J. Terwiel, has written that "the consonants 'd' 
and 'n' seem originally to have been separate letters, distinguished only in that the 'd' 
possessed a markedly larger loop at the lower right-hand side of the letter ... but in 
manuscripts the two are usually indistinguishable .. ". (B.J. Terwiel, draft of "Ahom 
script: Its Age and Provenance"). A glance at Table A shows that a certain similarity 
between symbols for d and n goes back to the Old Khmer, Mon, and Cham scripts. 

235. Terwiel, op. cit. 
236. As evidence that such a suggestion has really been made see Craig J. Reynolds, "The 

Plot of Thai History", in Patterns and Illusions Thai History and Thought, Edited by Gehan 
Wijeyewardene and E. C. Chapman, Singapore, Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 
1991, p. 323, Luang Vi chit Vadakarn "even likened the Thai writing system of AD 1283 
to the European one, because it placed all vowels and consonants on a single line, a sign 
of Thai liberation from Cambodia and the khom writing system, as well as of equality 
with Europe". 
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237. The superfluous character of aspirate consonants as perceived by Austronesian 
speakers is seen in their use in Javanese as a sort of capital letter; and there are examples 
in Cham of their use, not to represent original aspirate consonants, but phonetically 
aspirate situations where a vowel had been elided, as tahun 'year'> thun in Cham. 

238. This is illustrated in A. Cabaton, Nouvelles recherches sur les Chams, Paris, Leroux (1901 ), 
pp. 73, 76 for two varieties of early 20th-century Cham. 

239. This statement is somewhat unclear, for after the 8th century there are important 
differences between Khmer and Javanese script. Eighth-century Cham is rather close 
to Cambodian script. 

240. For a clear example see the illustration of inscription m. 1, in Chiang Mai, on p. 208 of 
u1-:~tmnnrnm~ 1~-Jt•un~~-J (Miss Kannika Vimolkasem), !ln~7~n'i11!-J~'WuLu~lll1'l11nmtn'l'lileJ ('Fak 
Kham Script Found in Inscriptions of Northern Thailand') Silpkon University, 2527 I 
1974. 
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