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THE “PONGSAWADAN OF LUANG PRASOT™.

.

Notes on the late Dy, Frankfurter's translation of :
(Journal of Siam Society, Vol VI, Part 3).

By W. A R Woon, .1, &,

The Chironiele known as the “Pongsiwadiin of Lunung Prasit”
is a dotwment of the greatest importance to students of Siamese
History, being the means wherehy some of the events narvated in
Bradley's and other old editions of the Siamese © Pongsfiwadin”
can he conneeted with the snials of neighbouring countries.  Before
“ Luang Prasiit’s Pongsiwadin ™ wag discovered in 1907, native
histories of Sism stood by themselves, and bore little traceable
relationship: particulsvly as vegavds chronology, with any other
doenments existing in the world,

The late Dy, Frankfurter's able translation of “Luang Px'msi}b"
entitled by him “ Events at Ayuddhya™ vemains the only English
translation in existence.  The last thing which T desire to dois to
cast auy donbts upon the corvectness of Dr. Frankfurter's translation
as a whole, T think, nevertheless, that it is time to correct one ov
two errors into which the traunslator fell, and which he would
doubtless have himsell eorvected long since, had he been spered to
do sn, _

T the fiest place, T must point oul that the following state-
ment, appesting in Dr. Frankfurter's Introduetion to his translation
is extremely misleading o '

“The dates given in the new version do not agree with those ™
“given in the Bradley edition, which, howoever, agree with those”
“recorded in the History of Burina and Cambodin,  Now that would "
“appear (o militate agninat the genuineness of the new version, if i6"
“ were nob thab the Burmese snd Cembodian chronicles were compiled *
“at & date later than our present version”,

This statement is dinmetrically opposed to the facts. The

dates given in Bradley's « Pongsiwadin” egree with no other doew-
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ment on ewrth, except with a Siamese translution of a Peguan
Chronicle(  (published in Part 1 of the National TLibrary's
“ Prachum Plongsiiwadin ™). T know nothing of the ovigin of this
Poguan Chronicle, and will therefore say no more than that the
translation’s agreement with the dates in Bradley's « Pongsiiwadin,”
which are now known to be false, is most suspicious,

Considering that Part 1 of Nai Thien's excellent précis of the
Burmese chronicle had alveady appearad in the Siam Socieby’s
Journal { Vol V Part 1 ), I cannot understand the above statement
made by Dr. Frankfurter. Almost every important date given in
“ Luang Prasst” is practically identieal with the corresponding date
in the Burmese chvonicle, and also in the annals of Chiengmai,
Luang Prabang, Nin, and Cambaodia.

It is unneccessary for me to cite examples to prove this
Anyone can compare Nai Thien's Préeis of Burmese Histovy with
Dr. Frankfurter's « Events in Ayuddhya,” and with the Iate P'ya
Prajakit’s « P’ongsiwadin Yonok.”, The result of such comparison will
reveal an almost complete harmony among the three works in question,

The dates given in Bradley's and other old versions of the
“«Pongsiiwadan” do not even possess the comparative degree of
mévit of being consistently wrong; they spring about in the most
diseoncorting way, the error ranging from two up to twenty
or’ more years, Very hn]mrt‘,mmb‘ eventy are, moreover, narrated
in their wrong order. The errovs in the ©Pongsiwadin” can
never now he explained or disentangled, ag the original docu-
wents from.  which  they were compiled, after the foundation
of Bangkok, have not been preserved.

Having now, I trust, said enough to show that « Luang
Pragot’s Pongsiiwadin ”, is the only reliable Siamese Chronicle in
existence, I will venture to correct a few slips made by the labe
Dr. Frankfurter in his otherwise excellent translation,

L.« In 740, the yeat of the horse, the King ugam oon(lucred

1) f’e U (”Jnomcle. , '|‘h1‘~. Smme% tranﬁlat ion. was madﬂ in
1857, and the original document has not been preserved.

‘(2) The reference here is to the Chula Sakarit, or * The Little
Born,? (li D ' ‘ o
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« Chakangrao, a,nd abt that time Mahadhararaja (of Chlengmm) v

e “tried to resist the King's army, but as he saw he could not do 80,
“he paid homage.”

Chakangrao is the old name of Kampengp'et, which was the
. western capital of the Kingdom of Suk’ot’ai, Maha Dharmaraja
(I retain Dr. Frankfurter’s spelling) was the generic title of most of
bhe kings of Suk'ot'ai. The ruler here referred to was Dharmaraja
L - The same title was retained for the rulers of Sulcdot'ai after it
‘became subject to Ayut'ia; the*best-known holder of this title was
_the son-in-law of King Maha Chakrap’at, who himself become King
of Siam in 1568, and is known to Siamese historians as King Maha
: Dha,rma,raja, or T'ammaraja.

The words « of Chiengmai ”, which are not in the original,
are misleading. None of the Kings of Chiengmai were called Maha
. Dharmaraja, and Chakangrao (Kawmpengp'et) at no time formed a
part of the Chiengmmai dominions, ' '

2. «In 781, the year of the plg a report was spread that
_ “the Phra Maha Dharmaraja (of Chiengmai) was dead and that all
~ “the Northern cities were in a state of unvest”,

Here again, the reference is to the King of Sul’ot'ai, Dhar-
maraja LIL, not to the King of Chiengmai. The words « Northern

ities” (Lﬁmmﬁa) mean northern Siamese cities, not cities of the
then independent Kingdom of Chiengmai, or Lannat'ai,
8. «In 806, the year of the rat, the King suppressed the
‘“‘c‘ontendmg factions, and erected a camp at Pathai Khasem, and
“having made 120,000 prisoners of war, the army returned ”.

. The original version reads “ i Wilnmssn . The whole
_mesning is obseure. I suggest that « dﬂuw:zﬂ ” does not mean
. ’c"outending factions” but is a corruption of the name of a place.

£ the reference is to internal disputes, how -could 120,000 prisoners -
e‘ taken 2° On the other hand, histories of neighbouring countries
supply no clue, I confess that I cannot supply a reliable translation,
d should be gmteful if any member of the Siam Somety would
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In a footnote the veader is referred to Professor Bradleys
translation of King Ramkamheng’s stone, published in the Journal

3

of the Siam Society, Vol VI, in which «Saliang ” or ** Chalieng ™ 15
stated to be Milang Long, not far from Phré This is incorreet.
Prince Damrong, in his notes to the Royal Autograph Edition of the
“Pongsiwadin” has clearly shown that «Chalieng” means either
Sawank'alok or some city practically on the same site. A careful
perusal of the “Pongsiwadan Yonok” also makes it quite appavent
that Chalieng was Sawank’alok. Y

5. «In 825, the year of the goab........ the Mahavaj (of
«Chiengmai) sent his son on an expedition for the econquest of
“Suk’ot’al.”

The oviginal says « W@ ‘1/1""1:5\111‘1 an wa Nuo) ilag qiﬂw
©UWINE ‘ﬁﬁaz}ﬂ ” does not mean «the Maharaj sent his son”. Ti iy
the author’s rendering of the name of Maharajn Lok, or Tilok, »
celebrated King of Chiengmai, who reigned from 1442 to 1487, His
death is duly recorded under the year 849 (1487), and herc again
Dr. Frankfurter mistakenly translates « wnwmgn” as “son of the
Maharaja ”, iustead of, © Maharaja Luk, or Lok ”.

Under the year 830 (1468) Dr. Frankfurter correctly trans-
lates « 'ﬁil@ﬂ 7 as “ Thao Lulk ™,

“ Lok (or Luk)” means «Sixth ”, This ruler was the sixth son
(Prince Sextus) of the preceding King of Chiengmai, and seized the
the throne from his father.

Tt used to be very common among the Siamese, Shans and
Laos to name their children on a numerical systom. We voad of
Cheo Ai Pya, Chao Yi P'ya: and Chao Smin Pya (Princes Primus,
Secundus and Tertius) of Ayut'ia, and King Boromoraja I of Ayutia
was known as  Pagnoa”, or « Ngon”, meaning « fifth *.

The names used were :— '

-1 Ai; 2Yi; 38am; 4S8ai; 5Ngoa; 6 Lok; 7 Chet;
8 Pet; 9 Chao; 10 Chong. : :

6. «In 952, the year of the tiger, Civeis s . Somdet Phra

Vriddharaj died ”. ‘ o



Anyone reading the translation through would suppose that
this was some King or Prince, whebher of Siwm or another country,
not mentioned heforo.

The Siamese suys m?ﬁ@‘m:mm&ﬁmm wq&mwaqum”. The
word ” WEA “Is & Sanscrit word meaning « Old™ and the sentence
~means — His Majesty the old King “died”. This old King was
Maha Dharmaraja, whom I referred to under Note No. I, and he is
here called the old King, as opposed to his son Narésuen, the young
King, who was reigning as Uparab in Pitsanulok, as mentioned in
«Luang Prastt’s Pongsawadin 7, under the years 933 and 946.

There are a fow obher eases in which Dr, Frankfurber hus
not quite represented the meaning of the orviginal, but they ave
unimporbant. My intention is not o tvy to provide a betler
translation in -every instance, bubt merely to point oub those cases
in which wisunderstanding might he caused with regard to sowne

actual historical event,




