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To restore a building is not to maintain it, to epit, or remake it, but to reestablish it in a
state of completeness that can never have exis@digen moment.

Eugene Emmanuel Violett-le-Duc (1814-1879), freanthitect

Introduction

Visiting Angkor nowadays bears resemblance to ekpjosome kind of Disneyland, with masses of
tourists mounting up to the towers of Angkor Watftes Central Castle in the midst of a Fantasyland
inhabited by mythical creatures hidden in an entthforest.

It is exactly this fantastical appeal that stimegatmagination and makes Angkor thus vulnerable to
ideological exploitation. Because so little is kmoabout what Angkor really was, it is easy to proje
own views onto it which more than once were meansdrve the interests of the interpreter. This
paper tries to examine the various ways in whiclammaeological site can be (mis-)used to enforce
political agendas. It is also an attempt to showv e reputed “World Heritage” can be highly
contested at the local level due to its signifieafar personal and national identities. Nationglist
Thailand and Cambodia claim the exclusive rightcédl Angkor their heritage. To advance their
cause, they had to construct the past to jamat timeir line of argument. Starting from their pneise
interest they cut a pass through the shades arhisthis anachronistic projection back in time was
always highly selective. What follows is an attertpexplore different histories of Angkor in gerlera
and to show what had been left out by their redpedauthors in particular. The paper examines
especially the destructive aspects of nationalism.

The starting-point of my approach is 29 January32@own as the day of the anti-Thai riots in
Phnom Penh that led to the burning down of the €hahassy by an angry crowd of students. Without
an understanding of the ideological constructiodogkor asthe focal point of Cambodian identity it
is not possible to comprehend the driving forceifgblihe incident. The question is: How could a
remark on Angkor trigger such a reaction? To ansthet, one has to look at how Angkor is
represented in the national narratives of CambadéaThailand, respectively.

There have been few in-depth studies of those uioti$ [ately. In his paper “Khmerness and the Thai

‘Other’” Alexander Hinton analyzed, inter alia, @ealing cyber-discussion on a web-board of a Thai-
newspaper with comments about the incident intigad- A recent paper by Duncan McCargo is the

first study to extensively theorize the riots aheiit root causes.

Contemporary writing about Cambodia has been géndmaited due to restraints on information
flows from inside the country during the past desaés well as the ideological implications for
Cambodia as a frontline of the Cold War. Both “lii the availability of scholars to develop
sensitive conceptual lensesThis analysis takes the works of post-modernisblsss — especially of
Penny Edwards, Anthony Barnett and Thongchai Wakah — about processes of historical
constructions in Cambodia and Thailand as its backyl. As primary sources | resorted to a colonial
description of Angkor by Henri Mouhot as well assaers by Cambodians to a questionnéihe.

! Cited in: Edwards 2007, p. 125.

2 McCargo’s paper was presented at the™lifternational Conference on Thai Studies”. He Kngitovided me with his
presentation since the paper wasn't ready foridigion, yet.

% Hughes, Ojendal 2006, p. 415.
4 Communication between me and my Cambodian inforsnarts carried out via E-Mail at the end of 2006uskd
questionnaires. Answers were partly translated dgwelopment worker at Siem Reap. | had three irdiots) all working

around Angkor. None of them has received highercation, all are in their late 20s / early 30s. Thasked to remain
anonymous due to the politically charged issue.



addition, general works about the history of Thadland Cambodia as well as about certain critical
phases and problems proved to be of use.

Up to now, most works have been limited eitherhe €Cambodian or the Thai view of Angkor.
Charnvit Kasetsiri has already pointed out thaéféhis a need for an earnest and systematic sfudy o
history of relations between these countrfeAtcordingly, my particular approach is to contrés
ideological constructions on both sides. That sthtxlp to underline the artificial nature of théated
images of the past. Moreover, the study would etrser be limited to the national space it is
implicitly challenging. Hence, this paper closeshathe description of a colonial counter-projectth
never came into effect because history took anatherse.

Rioting against the “Other”

On 18 January 2003, the pro-government newsRagmei Angkoprinted what had been circulating
through Cambodia by hearsay for months. The fanits actress Suvanan Kongying (“Morning
Star” or Phkay Proek) was accused of having saéd“slould only accept an invitation to perform in
Cambodia if the famous Angkor Wat was returned ftoailand and she looked down [on]
Cambodian[s] by saying that if she was reincarnatbd would rather be a dog than be a Cambodian
national.”®

This quotation was then printed on fliers and thsted by students in Phnom Penh.

One of my Cambodian informants, a tuk tuk driver tiourists at Angkor, remembers the tensions
during those days and recounts a scene his friadcithegedly observed:
Just before the incident in Phnom Penh, a largepyod Thai tourists arrived at Angkor Wat and
sat down and cried saying: “l can't believe thatgkor Wat now belongs to Cambodia.” The
Cambodian tour guide [...] didn't say anything hes= he needed the money. But some other
Cambodian moto and tuk tuk drivers overheard amtt 850, that's not true, the temples belong

to Cambodia.” Fights then broke out between theisTaad the drivers outside in front of Angkor
Wat. This was one or two days before the demonstrat

Prime Minister Hun Sen added fuel to the flameshenwidely televised occasion of an inauguration
of a school for the blind and deaf on 27 Janudry] the value of Morning Star is cheaper thamw f
clumps of grass at Angkor Wat. [...] TV channelsGdambodia must reduce or stop showing Thai
movies, especially movies starring Morning Sfar.”

The 29 January was then dominated by riots of hadwrof Cambodian students against Thai
businesses and properties culminating in the bgrdown of the Thai embassy that forced the staff to
escape out of the backdoor and over a fence. Adtndthailand’s Prime Minister Thaksin had called
his Cambodian colleague to ask for protection & &mbassy, Hun Sen hesitated to take action.
Diplomatic ties between the countries had beenrsgvdamaged with Thai-aid being held back and
borders being closed. Although after some weekgpdlitcal pressure eased, tensions remained.

As the tuk tuk driver puts it: “I thought the reiact of the Cambodians was reasonable because saying
Angkor Wat belongs to them is not a small mistdkeen though the two governments still have a

5 Charnvit 2003.
¢ ADHOC 2003, see also U.S. Department of StateTaytbr for details.

" McCargo uncovered further anti-Thai gossip preagdih® riots, amongst others a rumour about “Than@s which may
one day crash into Angkor Wat in a 9/11 style”. Ma§ea2008.

8 ADHOC 2003.
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relationship the people are completely finisheddoh't like Thailand at all.” His wife stopped
watching Thai-TV, but after a while she started aliatg it again. “When she does this | get very
angry with her and turn it off.” Another Cambodiam guide at a workshop for traditional handicrafts
— states: “Any attack on [Angkor Wat] is an attawk all Cambodians.” And his colleague adds: “I
don't feel well about the word ‘Thai’ [...] Whenmmeone reminds [me of] ‘Thai’ or we hear [a] ‘Thar
word, we always get angry and feel repent what &apg to Khmer.”

What happened to the Khmer - the colonial/Cambodian construction

The tradition of “Othering” to integrate the comnityris far from being alien to the Khmer. It statte
long before the French began to exert their inthbeeon Cambodia with the aim to form another entity
they could absorb into their Indochinese possession

Jayavarman Il (r. 802-850) was the first king wielded together an assortment of disparate regions
into some sort of self-aware community” in th& &ntury’ However, the concept of “nationhood”
was limited to the sense of belonging to the kihgkambujadesa”. People who owed allegiance to
someone else were “outsiders”.

While depicting their Angkorean kingdom as an dartfersion of the world of the gods with the
temple-mountain as the centre of the universe lamding bearing resemblance to I&igla, the rulers
tried to integrate their subjects into their realm.

But an imagined community can only exist if it aliefines what it isiot If one studies the symbols

of Angkor we can easily find examples of an eamrgcess of “Othering”. Hence, it is obvious why
Suryavarman Il (r. 1113-1150) chose to depict tttldof Lanka, a scene from tRamayanaon one

of the galleries of Angkor Wat. The story providegool of dichotomies, with thekshasagdemons)

as the ultimate evil, the monkeys as the coopera@vage tribes and Rama and his companions as the
incarnation of righteousness. It is likely that thgth reflects the conquest of Dravidian South dndi

by Aryans from the North. The Angkorean Khmer aggblihe Indian story to their own conditions, i.e.
their constant struggle against the enemies ofittglom of Champ&.

Similarly, Jayavarman VII (r. 1181-12207?) depictbd Chams aasuras(demons or giants) and the
Khmer asdevatas(angels) in front of the gateways leading up te Bayon-temple. As Chandler
noted, “the struggle between the Cambodians an€Cli@ns [...] can be seen as bringing to birth the
new, converted nation of Cambodid™..”

Looking at the bas-reliefs of the Bayon or AngkoaiW is obvious that the Khmer elite had a didtinc
sense of ethnicity. Visitors admire the precise mesinin which the portrayers depicted different
peoples, while some ethnic groups were presentadl tlaus regarded, as evil. But the absence of
popular literature dating from the Angkorean eoairses that could give an insight into the minadet
ordinary people, makes it impossible to detechésk elitist ideas were shared by the society as a
whole.

While at certain points in history the kings of Awg extracted tribute from large areas of mainland
Southeast Asia, it was the Thai-kingdom of Ayudhiyat emerged as the major power in the region

® Chandler 2000, pp. 35-36.
® Roveda 2005, pp. 18-19.
1 Chandler 2000, p. 67.



during the 1# century. Angkor had to stand the attacks of itstesm neighbour. This became a
source of hatred and grief on the Cambodian side:
However, during the Thai retreat [from Angkor], yhéook with them thousands of Khmer
families, including intellectuals and strong, albledies, as prisoners - leaving the capital city

empty of all but the tired, the weak, and the s[cK In addition, the breeding between the Thai
and Khmer yielded offspring of strong physique amdllect [for the Thaif?

Today, Khmer nationalists mourn the “loss” of théhimer territories” like Chantaburi, Prachinburi

and Nakhon Ratchasima during that time. Subsegyetite centre of Khmer-power shifted

southwards towards Lovek, Udong and Phnom Penhlatter being especially suitable for trade.
However, the intrusion of the Viethamese into ti&jl then, Khmer-dominated Mekong Delta by the
1620s cut the Khmer kingdom off of maritime acc&srounded by Thai and the Nguyen, it had to
resist attacks from both sides. From the 1770s oisydahe Khmer were dominated by Siam, with
King Eng (r. 1794-97) being the first Khmer ruleroated by the Thai. His son, King Chan (r. 1806-
1835), was pro-Viethamese to the effect that ttee kingdom was nearly absorbed into the
Vietnamese realm by the end of the 1830s. In 1848j forces brought Prince Duang to the throne
and thus revived Thai-sponsored kingship in Candnodi

Angkor, however, never ceded to be a place of viprahd by the time of the French arrival the city
was still used as a ritual site to worship kingsdgjand Buddh#.It was only forgotten in terms of its
concrete history. If at all, the Khmer attributétlé political significance for the present to thens —

in contrast to what the French would do. Ironicalfybreaching with existing traditions the colamiz
would attempt to establish continuity between 8 dentury Khmer and their Angkorean past.

In January 1860 the French naturalist Henri Mouetelled to the “famous ruins of Ongkdt’He
was impressed:
[...] there are [...] ruins of such grandeur, ramadf structures which must have been raised at
such an immense cost of labour, that, at first yieme is filled with profound admiration, and

cannot but ask what has become of this powerfid,rag civilised, so enlightened, the authors of
these gigantic works.

Unlike his admiration for Angkor he was deeply ged about what happened to Cambodia in the
meantime. But he had a solution in mind:
The present state of Cambodia is deplorable, anduture menacing. [...] the population is
excessively reduced by incessant wars carried @instgneighbouring states. [...] European
conquest, abolition of slavery, wise and protectaws [...] would alone effect the regeneration of

this state. It lies near to Cochin China, the sttije of which France is now aiming at [...]. | Wis
her to possess this land, which would add a mamgrifijewel to her crowH.

These quotations bear the essence of the Freratbgtrto legitimize their domination of the Khmer.
The Cambodian past was great, the present misebieeen those stages lay a continuous decline
from former splendour through attacks of evil fardeom outside But, fortunately, France would be
capable of saving the country from extincttén.

12T So 1999. He is a Khmer living in America. Thisotation was taken from a letter to the editor thas published by the
Phnom Penh Post. He argued against claims of a fdigician who stated that the three Cambodian ipe®s of Siem
Reap, Battambang, and Sisophon belonged to Thailand.

3 Edwards 2007, p. 26.

4 Mouhot 1992, p. 248/Vol. Il. He obviously did rfdiscover” Angkor. It was already “famous”.
%ibid, pp. 278-279/Vol I.

% ibid, pp. 274-275/Vol 1.

7 To illustrate the vanishing state of the Khmeretaall human figures depicted in Mouhot's origis&ktches of Angkor
were excluded in later publications of his diargwirds 2007, p. 20, 61.
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The legend of the two statupseah koand preah kaewecamepart of this construction. It was first
published by a French scholar in the 1860s antillisised to emphasize the unjust actions of thai Th
neighbours that led to the decline of the Khmercdkding to the legend, the statues contained books
that had been the sources of great wisdom evee.sifiee king of Siam wanted to get these and took
the Khmer capital of Lovek using a trick. He firedins into the forest that served as the capitals
fortification. To get the coins, the Khmer came antl cut the trees. Hence, the Thai were able to
capture Lovek and to take the sacred books of wisdith them. Thereby, it was explained why the
Thai had become superior to the Cambodians, whidHes former power because they acted in greed
and thus againgthamma® In this context it was not mentioned that the TKaig Naresuan took
Lovek in 1593 because he wanted to take revengarfattack by the Cambodian King Sattha who
took advantage of the weakness of the Thai whefattex were once again fighting the Burmese. The
French scholar had his reasons not to mentiorbttkground because active Cambodians stad a
war did not fit into the French line of thought. éyhhad to depict the Khmer as weak, passive and
dormant. They used Angkor to “give Cambodian natiiem an ideological form which in fact
oppressed the people it claimed to represéra’s Anthony Barnett puts it.

For if we think of today’s Cambodia as the politidascendent of Angkor, reality is already on the

run. [...] to suggest that there is a nationaltfie sense of a nation-state) continuity projects th
Khmer as a people sliding down a millennial decthe

However, the indianized Angkoreans were depictethbyFrench as the ideal Khmer who have been
“contaminated” by Siamese and Vietnamese influeBc#.where does Khmer culture begin? Even
Angkor was the result of the cultural dominancéndia. The French presented the Angkorean Hindu-
tradition as “authentic” to the Khmer as opposedh®s Theravada Buddhist version they observed.
They measured the value of a culture in terms ef aktent of territory it was able to dominate,
thereby, perhaps unconsciously, revealing their owestalgic feelings towards rise and fall. A factor
contributing to the French concept of being omiasion civilisatricewas their own decline since the
fall of the First French Empire. To compensatertivferiority of power in relation to Britain they
highlighted their moral strength and declared thedwes saviours of the east.

Therefore, it was necessary to establish a monopbipfluence over the Khmer territory through
cutting historical links with the Siamese and dépi them as the destroyers of a once glorious
civilization. Accordingly, in 1871 the governor @ochinchina, Marie-Jules Duprés, criticised the
Siamese for not conserving the temples of Angkiocesthey claimed to be in charge of the territory.
Duprés declared “that France alone could and shonalserve Angkor for posterity”’Perhaps more
disturbing than the lack of conservatory effortswae obvious presence of Siamese Buddhist objects
in the compound of the temple. Penny Edwards ribtgs

[...] the practice of Buddhist worship at Angkorepented unwelcome challenges to colonial

desires to compartmentalize Cambodge both verfidghitough time, and horizontally, through the
categorization of religion. A key goal in this poning was the political and cultural severing of

18 Chandler 2000, pp. 85-86. It is easy to uncovisrityth in T So’s letter to the editor (T So 199B)ere he states: “Greed,
power, and selfishness have been the downfall ef Khmer race. [...]Yes, Cambodia right now is padnynk, and
undisciplined.” However, he does not refer to #geind but to alleged historical facts of royal gties in the 1470s.

¥ Barnett 1990, p. 102.

D jbid, p. 106. Yet, if the visitor today leaves tt@mpound of the royal Silver Pagoda in Phnom Pkatstill finds himself
standing in front of a statue of Jayavarman Vliirgt in front of a map of “Le péninsule indochineiaux XII-XIIl.s”. A
huge area including almost the whole of present-tlagiland, South-Vietnam and parts of Laos is caduin orange,
showing “'Empire Khmer”. The light-brown silhouettof present-day Cambodia is perishing in this dearange and
appears as an insignificant spot. This map evokssnaitive feeling of loss. A study of Cambodia’apped “geo-body”
waits to be done.

2 Edwards 2007, p. 30.



Cambodge from Siam, with which it had enjoyed atwees’ long traffic of knowledge,
manuscripts, and other ritual objects both withia Buddhist sphere and between roy&ty.

Subsequently, the longstanding religious exchangavden the Khmer and the Siamese was
undermined by the colonial policy to establish tioral, orthodox and genuine Cambodian Buddhism
while at the same time limiting the influence oé tlupposedly British leaning Siamese kingdom over
their Cambodian possessions. The French establighiedchools in order to keep Khmer monks, who
habitually sought religious education in Bangkokthe protectorate. Finally, in 1914, a new travel
restriction prohibited members of the Khmer monkhé&rom travelling to Siam for language studigs.
The removal of signs of Buddhist worship from Anglkend the simultaneous establishment of a
distinct Cambodian Buddhism highlights the incotesisy of French historical constructions.

Admittedly, the task the French set themselves faafrom being easy. To link the Cambodians of
the present with the Angkoreans of the past meartighlight thecontinuity of culture, therefore
traditions had to be invented. At the same timeds necessary to emphasizeangesto evoke a
feeling of decline that would legitimate the rolietbe French as guardians of the Khmer. Sasagawa
Hideo revealed this contradiction in referencelte €ambodian court dance. He explains how the
Orientalist George Groslier traced the dance tokAingn comparing the movements and gestures of
the early 28 century dancers with thepsarasdepicted on the bas-reliefs. Thus, he arguedtheat
“tradition” had been preserved through the ageSiaiese dominance. However, Groslier was aiming
at the control over the royal troupe to “restoreé tradition and therefore he underlined at theesam
time the “decline” of Cambodian arts through thestdection by the Siamese. In 1927 Groslier
assumed the management over the royal tréfupe.

This inconsistency of arguments exemplifies how tteglition of Angkor and the “threat from
outside” had been used to construct a historysbiated French interests.

These representations of the past are being cedtéstlay. Myths of the “decline” of Angkor are
deconstructed by scholars who argue for a “shiftéad. It is evident that at certain points Angkor
was disintegrated and fragmented, far from beingrderly “heaven on earth”. In fact, it were nag th
Thai who brought Angkor to its knees, for “a gresflization is not conquered from without until it
has destroyed itself from within”, as Will Duranhae stated. Michael Vickery suggested that the
maritime trade with the Chinese became more impbrad therefore the centre of Khmer-power
moved from Angkor to lower rivers with better ackés the se& Seen from this perspective, it was
Angkor that was in decline, while the Khmer adapteinselves quite smart to new conditions.

Scholars like Penny Edwards uncover the colonialstaction of the “geo-cultural-bod” of
Cambodia (following the term of Thongchajso-body which was achieved through the constant
replication of Angkorean imagery and the refashignof arts, monuments, religious practices and
administration. Theories that were once presensethets are now uncovered as myths. The focus
shifts from colonial stereotyping of Khmers as lgeabedient and passive to their tradition of maypili
and insurgence. In fact, the French had to cople writests like the rebellion of 1884-86 against the
tightening of French control, the 1916 affair wittousands of Cambodians demonstrating in Phnom
Penh against financial burdens imposed by thewmt&mtors”, or the murderer of a Frendsidentin
1925.

2 |bid, p. 134.

% |bid, pp. 108-114.

2 Sasagawa 2005, pp. 424-425, 427.
% Barnett 1990, p. 104.

% Edwards 2006, p. 423.
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Barnett reproduced a debate about one of the neshging assertions about Angkor: the perfect
control over water through a system of canals baihys (reservoirs) that allegedly provided the
agricultural surplus for the growth of Angkor. Bihis was unlikely the case because ‘tiagaysdid

not hold nearly enough water, the dams had no nmésrna to control the release of watér”.

However, French constructions were internalizedheyCambodian elite and became an integral part
of post-colonial Cambodia. In contrast to the Vaéghese and the Thai, who could borrow a national
identity from their long tradition of indigenouddiacy and chronicles, Cambodian nationalists, in
search otheir history, had to accept the French view due taditeeappearance of Cambodian archives
after the Angkorean period and the advanced stateramch sciences. The lack of sources made
Angkor and its successors vulnerable to orientatigrpretations. The temples may already have
played an ideological role in their heyday as depgidn their iconography, but their all pervading
dominance was clearly the outcome of the colonidlscourse. As Penny Edwards noticed:

In Cambodge, nationalists did nmtoducea national culture. Rather, the elaboration oatomal
culture by French and Cambodian literati eventupityduced nationalisfs.

During the war with Thailand in the early 1940’setvalue of Angkor as a “fortress of the Khmer
soul” intensified. In a time of declining French wer over Cambodia, the Khmer staged
demonstrations and claimed Angkor for themselves @&nuine testimony of their own, intrinsic
greatnes$’

After independence, Prince Norodom Sihanouk anddisessors made use of Cambodia’s “glorious”
past and used the threat of decline and invasiotegidimate their grip on power. A constant
scepticism — sometimes hate — towards neighbowmmtries arose from that. Sihanouk presented
himself as the personification of the nation aracptl himself in line with Angkorean god-kings. He
pointed to the constancy of the country’s cultureotevent social change and depicted Cambodia as
the victim of foreign intervention in harking battkthe myth of decliné’.

The Communists resorted to the martial “traditiasf” Angkor and the ability of Cambodians to

struggle against the enemy. Even the Khmer Rougéctdel Angkor Wat on the national flag of

Democratic Kampuchea. Similarly, the Pol Pot-Regipnaised the ability of Jayavarman VIl to

mobilize the masses with his huge building prograand his break with the past in introducing

Mahayana Buddhism and thus a new “ideology”. Tlyghnof theagricultural revolutionat Angkor,

as noted above, found its tragic repercussion inPets agricultural programs that were aimed at
leading Cambodia to past greatn#ss.

Keeping in mind that those historical myths penrgisti into our days it is now possible to uncoves t
roots of the anti-Thai riots. Like his predecessbisn Sen makes political use of the legend ofidecl
and the hanging Thai sword over the Cambodian’sifeeoined as the “historical and economic
grievance theory” by Duncan McCargo. Its main featis the “emphasis on [the] perfidy of Thais,
[their] neo-colonial involvement in [Cambodian] econy [and] attempts to reassert sovereigfity”.

# Barnett 1990, p. 120. The myth was advanced by BePhilippe Groslier, son of George Groslier.
2 Edwards 2007, p 7.

2 Edwards 2007, pp. 232-233.

%0 Barnett 1990, pp. 121-123; Chandler 2000, pp. 182-1

% Anderson 2006, about the inheritance of colonfali$eumizing” in Cambodia and Indonesia pp. 182-Hbdut the
Khmer Rouge as heirs to official nationalism pp.-15®; Barnett 1990, p. 106, 121; Chandler 20006869, pp. 182-183.

%2 McCargo 2008. Besides the idea of the riots asibatate government plot, McCargo’s insightful pagevelops further
theories, including conspiracy theories about atndmese plan to damage Thai-Cambodian ties, ant eéffareduce the
influence of Thai economy on Cambodia, an oppostiattempt to destabilize the government and ialite-conflicts.
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In order to draw off the attention from internabgicomings Hun Sen tries to unite the Cambodians
behind the threat from “outside”. It is no coinaide that the riots were provoked by a pro-
government paper a few months ahead of the panitangelections in July. Moreover, the violent

protest provided the authorities with legitimacyctack down on anti-government demonstrations in
the run-up to the elections to keep “order andilitgh *

Whoever published Suvanan’s alleged remarks wakamedre of the consequences. Angkor is the
national pride of a people whose feeling of deckmel external threat has been internalized since
more than a century. At the same time, the Cambediad reasons to feel threatened by the Thai.

The Thai claim to Angkor - the Thai construction

Long time it had been assumed that the Thai magie fibst physical appearance in Southeast-Asian
sources on one of the bas-reliefs at Angkor WaerdhtheSyam Kukare depicted as an unordered
troupe of forest-dwelling mercenaries heading almmore disciplined Khmer-army of Suryavarman
II. Thai nationalists refused to see their ancasitothose enslaved savages who “could easily ltkema
to work for their overlords, the Khmer¥"In fact, as Bernard-Philippe Groslier arguedsitmore
likely that Syzm was used as a general term for people with daker and thalkuk may have been
an ornithological term hinting to tribes practicisgme kind of bird cuft At the time of Suryavarman

Il the Tai had not moved into the lowland plaintioé Chao-Phraya Basin, yet.

According to Groslier, the “descent” of the ThaoilCentral Indochina

[...] ne se déclenche qu'a 'aurore du Xllle. Pmgi, elle [la descente tijgrofite essentiellement
de la dislocation de I'empire de Jayavarman VII. t@entre-choc de la conquéte mongole,
généralement considéré comme moteur principal raiefait que la précipitet®

Following Grosliers line of argument, the Tai — wlader became the Thai — filled a gap that was
starting to open during the reign of Jayavarman Whether the extensive building programs of this
king exhausted the capacities of Angkor or ecohlagitepletion and religious upheavals had been at
work remains debatable. What seems obvious is aepshift from Angkor to the West and the
Southeast from the TZentury onwards. However, the ages of Khmer dongeaver the region had

a deep impact on what was to become Thai cultdresides the influence of other ethnic groups who
had settled in this area before the “descent” ef Tthi. The development of the Thai script based on
Khmer and the absorption of vocabulary, grammatrcéés, and syntactical principles into Thai
indicates the continuing influence the Khmer exeda “Thai’-land. Despite (or because of) that, the
Thai refer to themselves as the conquerors of Angko

The only comparative study of Cambodian and Thsitiohy comes from Brigadier General Manich
Jumsai, a Thai historian. His work is especiallgfuk due to its nationalistic rhetoric. Thus, his
account is interpreted here more as a primary sorgeealing the Thai-view on history than as a
secondary source for the events it describes.dotiog the Khmer at the beginning of his book he
states that

Old Cambodians, or Khmers, acted as forerunne&edtern colonizing powers, and when they

lost the territory once they conquered, their rblegan to fear whether the people whom they once
continually harassed, would not now harass therim, since they have become more powerful,

3 Springer 2005, pp. 31-32. Edwards 1996, pp. 57abaut the politcal use of “Othering”, esp. p. 62.
% Manich 1970, p. 2.

% Groslier 1981, pp. 122-123.

% |bid, pp. 113-114.
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and also to moan the loss of her past glory.[[[]le Khmers [...] always seized chances to annex
a defenceless country”..

Thus legitimizing Thai attacks against the explomaimperialists in the East, Manich describes how
the Thai “fought their way to independence” and hbes Khmer king felt “that the Thai were getting
too clever’. He mentions a first devastation of Aomg by the Thai in 1296 under King
Ramkhamhaeng of Sukhothai who “[had] not only mdde Thai people free but had made it quite
strong and impossible for the Khmers to ever reglanmastery of Sukhothai”. But “if King Rama
Khamhaeng has once and for all crippled the impsti@powers of the once dominating sovereignty
[...], the Thai kingdom of Ayudhya put an end te tfreams and aspirations of Cambodia to soar up
again...®

We will soon come back to Manich’s revealing acdsuifo put them into a context one has to ask
why Angkor has to be described in such negativagdry Thai nationalists. In presenting the Khmer
as imperialists, the Thai invasion of Angkor appeas a justifiedeaction Thus, the Thai legitimize
their successive wars against the Khmer — a legitymthat was questioned by the French and used
against the Thai during conflicts over Siamese @esens in the Angkorean region. The Thai prefer
to explain away their own expansionism. This tabtis been described by Thongchai in relation to
the French-Siamese crisis of 1892 projecting the “geo-body” of Thailand back ime it appears
as if the Khmer occupied a country that belongedthers (as the French accordingly did in 1893).
Hence, the myth of the harmony-loving Thai fightingself-defence is saved and an irritating chapter
of what could be described as Thai imperialisneigritten. Keeping in mind that the Thai entered the
stage at a time when the Angkorean influence wain@shing, the heroic appeal of this account fades
away.

Manich goes on to justify Thai actions, otherwige dould not defend the Siamese cause when it
comes to the question of the “Alsace-Lorraine” aintbodia (see below). He explains how the
“Cambodians came to be recorded in Thai historyrescherous, because whenever the Thais were
engaged at war [...] or there was a change indigm rthen Cambodia would attack”. He gets straight
to the point:
This led the Thai to rule Cambodia as a tributaayes and of course not always with success since
Cambodia revolted from time to time, and at lastught in the Vietnamese and then the French,

which further complicated the issue, because itttethe dismemberment of Cambodia little by
little and at last complete loss of independenateurrench rulé®

Here one meets again the all pervading myth of Qalials steady decline, although Manich
acknowledges that Cambodia was at times capabléttofg back. He recounts, for example, how
King Chan of Cambodia subdued the Thai in the n@tidentury near a town that was called Siem
Reap (defeat of the Siamese) thereafter.

Manich also emphasizes that Thai domination waset@referred to French colonial rule because it
was less demanding. Seen from this angle, the Sutdenly appear as the guardians of Cambodia. In
resorting to the myth of decline to legitimize thedle as “saviours”, the Thai did it just like the
French. Accordingly, it was the Khmers’ own fadiat they fell victim to imperialism — as opposed to
Thailand —, because the Cambodian king lackeddbeation and the enlightenment of Rama IV. He

% Manich 1970, p. 13, 17.

% |bid, pp. 19-21.

% Thongchai 1997, pp. 140-163 (chapter eight).
4 Manich 1970, p. 26.
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was not clever enough to play the game of balanpmgers! Thus, the Khmer should have been
thankful to Bangkok instead of resorting to Vietres® and French help against Thai demands.

Those demands led to the transfer of control owvattaBnbang and Mahanokor (the region around
Angkor) to Siam in 1795. In exchange for the resion of Prince Eng as the King of Cambodia by
Thai hands, Rama | rewarded himself in putting yalmfficial in charge of the region. Manich
describes this as the wise action of a righteong Whoseproposalwas “willingly consented” to by
King Eng®

The French officials in Indochina later referredthese “lost territories” as the “Alsace-Lorraing’
Cambodia. Emphasizing that the Thai had no wridecument at hand to proof their claim to
Battambang and Angkor, the French on the spot gabus when the Quai d’Orsay in Paris
acknowledged the Siamese possessions by treatydimaege for the acceptance of the French
protectorate over CambodiasStill in 1996, Pierre Lamant lamented over thisréar historique et
faute politique” because Thailand never ceasedmsider those provinces as part of their assets due
to this official acknowledgement of their claffnHowever, with the rise of the Frenphrti colonial

in the 1890s the French reversed the horse tradié they eventually “got back” Angkor for
Cambodia in 1907.

As already mentioned, this period has been analggethongchai in his influential study about the
construction of what he called the “geo-body” o&r8j i.e. a border-bound and “mapped” territory
which provides a source of pride, loyalty and demive concept of the self. The “geo-body” repléce
indigenous concepts of political space that werelhmmore ambiguous. To appear as victims of
western imperialist powers the Thai had to expéairay these ambiguities and to extend the existence
of the geo-body back in time. Thus, the “loss” efritories could be mournéélin the Cambodian
case the pre-colonial ambiguity is obvious. Thegkof Cambodia had to send tributes to both
countries, Vietnam and Thailand. However, Manichas reluctant to state that “the French wrested”
the Thai king of hisovereigrnrights over Cambodia. To emphasize this claimdpeats that Thailand
received annual tributes whereas Vietnam was palyg @ triennial tribute® Hence, to Manich, the
Thai held more rights over the territory. But therch did not hesitate to make use of this ambjguit
and as inheritors of the Viethamese claims theh@digor an own stake in Cambodian affairs. Manich
fails to see the conflict as a dispute between itmgerial powers but rather prefers to overlook the
flimsiness of Thai argumentation. In fact, “itilmpossible to figure out exactly what Siam had been
before the ‘loss’ or even whether there was reallyss of territory™’

Yet, many Thais felt that they had been deprivedrofsset. Under the government of Field Marshall
Plaek Phibunsongkhram this feeling gave way to mewed annexation of the provinces of
Battambang and Sisophon. Manich puts it like that:

Now that it looked as though France was going & lall her colonies to the Axis Powers, it

would be unfair that an old territory, once belangto Thailand for centuries should pass to third
hands [...] instead of being returned to fier.

“\pid, p. 96.

“21bid, p. 62.

4 Manich 1970, 175-180; Tuck 1995, pp. 28-30.
4 Lamant 1998, p. 226.

“Thongchai 1997, p. 147.

4 Manich 1970, p. 82, 89, 106.

4" Thongchai 1997, pp. 151, 152.

“€ Manich 1970, p. 203.
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Hence, in 1941 a treaty was signed between FrandeThailand through Japanese mediation in
favour of the Thai. Let us end the account of tigpute with Manich’s sarcastic remark on the
retrocession of these territories after the Worldr\&: “France did not recognize the treaty signied a
Tokyo because it was done under duress (as thdwgtetritory given to France [...] was done out of
Thailand’s own free will...)1*

Like the French construction, the Thai image of plast is inconsistent. Although they are depicting
Angkor as treacherous they are claiming to be dwgitilnate heirs. Thus, they are highlighting a clea
cut break between Angkor and the post-Angkoream@ean Cambodia. Some refer to a legend,
telling that the Khmer king who moved the capitaini Angkor to Phnom Penh descended from the
gardener of the last Angkorean ruler. This gardéwaer killed the king by accident, seized the throne
himself and “therefore did not belong to the AngkorKhmer dynasty of the old Khmer Empir&”.
Moreover, the metaphor of a new kingdom foundedalgardener fits nicely into the Thai-image of
the Khmer as uncivilized, nature-bound barbarians.

Somehow the Thawerethe heirs to Angkor. Khmer kings bestowed royaésitto Tai leaders even
before the foundation of Sukhothai. Khun Pha Muamg of the “founders” of Sukhothai, owed his
title, his royal regalia and even his wife to Kidgyavarman VIIl. The Thai created a cult around the
monarchy that was derived directly from Angkor. iflginciples of statecraft with its vocabularygth
seclusion of a mysterious monarch and its brahrahoaurt ceremonial led David Wyatt to proclaim:
Ayudhya “is the successor of Angkd®In its heyday, Ayudhya reinvented its “traditioimks to
Khmer civilization. The dynasty claimed distant tom Angkorean Cambodia. More Brahmans were
imported [...]. New temples were built on planspinsd by Angkor Wat.* Later, King Mongkut tried
to strengthen the monarchy for upcoming changesaafernization by reviving Ayudhyan — and thus
Angkorean — rituals. Anticipating French aspiraidme ordered the disassembly of the Angkorean
temple of Ta Phrom to rebuild it in Siam. Mouhotswan eyewitness to the dismantling of towers
during his stop at Angkor:

The mandarins of the provinces of Ongkor and Bditarg are at present occupied of taking two

of them to pieces, in order to transport them todkak, the king having issued orders to that
effect>

Rama IV was obviously trying to symbolically reinfe his claim to Angkor in the face of colonial
threat. However, he was not successful. The work stapped by furious Khmer attacking the men
who tried to take the stones away — this, by thg, wlaes not mean that the Khmer were conscious
about the temple as their “national” heritage; la#,a religious site, there was obviously a feeling
about the temple belonging to them.

Mongkut’s plan could not be carried out. Henceplgered the construction of a miniature replica of
Angkor Wat. Even if that model was small, the Kiifiged its symbolic value sky-high by placing it in
the compound of the centre of the kingdom’s powet potency, the Wat Phra Kaew which houses
the royal palladium, the Emerald Buddha. At thatetj the Thai-view of Cambodia was already that of
a “savage country®. Thus, the Siamese did not acknowledge any Caimbathim to Angkor.

“|bid, p. 207.

% |pid, p. 26.

"1 Keyes 1991, p. 264, Wyatt cited in Charnvit 2003.
%2 Baker, Pasuk 2005, pp. 14-15.

% Mouhot 1992, p. 14/Vol. II.

% Manich 1970, p. 103.
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This idea became more sophisticated during the afmailitary rule under Phibun. The ideological
foundations of his fascist-leaning policies were Ilay the Thai thinker Luang Wichit Wathakan,
whose officially sanctioned ideas about Thai natlem have been pervasive until today. One of the
theories he put forward was, that the Khmer of yduave no connection to the ethnic group that built
Angkor, which he termellhom Althoughkhomis simply derived from the ancient Thai wdtdmer
krom for “lowland Khmer”, Wichit used the old term tovient a new ethnicity to emphasize a clear-
cut break between Angkor and Cambodia. At the dames he tried to incorporate the Khmer into the
Thai race to raise popular support for upcomingtamy} undertakings in Cambodia. In Wichits play
Ratchamanuabout a military commander who led an army agalrstek, the main character
proclaims that the Khmer used to occupy the lkdildmterritory and “came to be called Khmers. In
fact, we're all really Thai brothers”. He goes oreiplain that “all of us on the Golden Peninsula a
the same... [but remember] the Siamese Thais arelder brothers [...F".

Although the ethnic continuity between the buildefsAngkor and today’s Khmer is beyond doubt,
Wichit was successful in enforcing Thai claims &nodia.

During the 1950s and early 1960s those claimsdedl drisis between the countries whose dimension
can be compared to the anti-Thai riots of 2003. pbiat at issue was whether the Khmer temple of
Preah Vihear (Thai: Phra Viharn) belonged to Timailar Cambodia. At a time when both countries
were wrapped up in the Cold War with differing lties, the temple situated on a hill top near the
border became a political issue. To strengthebatsidaries, Thailand had established a policeipost
the Dangrek mountains north of the ruins. The Tihaisted that the temple lay to the west of a
watershed that — according to the treaty of 190Femarcated the frontier between Thailand and
Cambodia. The latter brought the case before ttegrational Court of Justice which, in 1962, ruled
in favour of Cambodia pointing at a map that haenbattached to the treaty indicating that the templ
is situated on Cambodian soil. Violent protests rgme in Bangkok and throughout the country,
borders were closed and a trade delegation fromnpthe home of the President of the court (who
was labelled a “Polish communist” by the Foreigmidlier of Thailand), was sent baékStill in June
2007 Preah Vihear made headlines when the Unespeisded its decision to list the temple as a
World Heritage Site due to Thailand’s concern awesettled border issues. When at the beginning of
2008 the Thai military domestically lost face aftiee electoral victory of the PPP, the follow-uptpa

of the disbanded TRT whose leader Thaksin had baested as prime minister by a coup in 2006, the
generals put Preah Vihear back on their agendartopsanti-Cambodian and nationalistic sentiments
in favour of the military. Similar to rumours thide unrest in Thailand’s South had been provoked by
Thai soldiers to boost their political and econorstanding, the recent attempts to misuse Preah
Vihear for ideological purposes raised similar dguwes “whether there is an ulterior motive behind
this uncalled-for protesf”. Whereas the defence ministry’'s spokesman warnat @ambodia’s
unilateral attempt to get the mountaintop templgstered with the Unesco “could affect diplomatic
relations between the two nations” and that Thdilsshould... prepare for unrest which could arise
from the dispute, which could provoke military hivsés along the border”, his superiors responded
quickly in dismissing the statement as a misundadihg®®

% Barmé1993, p. 125. The Golden Peninsular is alswkrasSuvarnabhumiThis name was chosen for the new Bangkok
International Airport and is far from being apalél because the location of this ancient kingdoreisated. Thus, the name
of the airport is an expression of a Thai-clainStovarnabhumi

% Singh 1962 pp. 23-25; Manich 1970, p. 214. Mamiehies any military or police occupation of the pégrby the Thai. He
recounts that a “group of police constables, withinstruction from anybody, and following in the keaof a flow of tourists,
went to see the temple [...] as simple privatevildials. [...] The Cambodian Government, or rath@mnd® Sihanouk, took
this to be Thai occupation...”.

5" The Nation N.N. 2008.
8 \Wassana 2008a, b.
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In such cases, Thainess is manipulated for pdlitmaposes and “culturally extended beyond
Thailand to include the threshold of the Angkoré&anpire”, as Thongchai analysed for the debate
about the “purloined lintel”, a piece of Khmer #rat was demanded back in 1988 by the Thai from
the Art Institute in Chicag®. The Thai claimed that the lintel had been “stoley” Americans and
was to be reinstalled at Phanom Rung, a Khmer iruithe Thai province of Buriram. As Keyes
commented about the incident, the

lintel became the focus of a major campaign [edduse the shrine from which it was taken had

been raised from one of local [...] importance @ @epresenting an Angkorean heritage which

Thai have incorporated into their national traditio [And] it occurred at a time when some in

Cambodia were once again bidding to have [...]gaitmn for an exclusive claim of the Khmer to

this heritage?
Regarding the question of Prah Viharn, the Thavedotough. On 11 February 1972 the cultural
theme park “Ancient City” (Mueang Boran) was operiedhe presence of Queen Elizabeth Il in
Samut Prakan, 33 km south of Bangkok. This opemaseum presents Thailaed miniatureon 130
hectares. Besides the two undisputed Khmer monwari&minom Rung and Phimai, a model of Phra
Viharn occupies a large area in the east...

Today, Thailand is presenting its Angkorean heetag various forms to the world. Phuket, for

example, offers the Las-Vegas-style show “Phukeitd®ea” presenting the myths of Thailand in a
theatre called “Palace of the Elephants” that it boainly in Khmer style (though labelled as

“Sukhothai-era” stone building). The model of Angktvat can still be found at Wat Phra Kaew, and
Ancient City “opens a door to the cultural heritagfeSiam” while displaying a temple that does
legally not belong to Thailand.

At the same time, ethno-chauvinism towards Cambpdigists. “Khmer” is used to label someone
with bad habits, “because we think Khmer are noy \@vilized”, as one Thai puts it. The Thai are
exhibiting a feeling of supremacy against the bamlgd of Cambodian insecurity. The tekimomis

still being used by a “considerable number of eteatd hai and members of the ruling classes” for the
builders of Angkof?

In spring 2006, the Foreign Ministry of Thailanddh# apologize twice to neighbouring countries

about two movies that lacked cultural tactfulnéddak Tae" (Lucky Loser) was about a Laotian

football team that made it to the World Cup. Viang found that it “mocks Laos and attributes the
team’s success to its Thai coach”. The other filBhost Game”, told the story of 10 candidates of a
TV-Show who had to stay in a haunted prison whéey tmust confront the atrocities that had

happened there — the prison resembled Phnom P&nbisSleng, the interrogation camp where the
Khmer Rouge had tortured and executed nearly 13p@@ple. The film-makers had been audacious
enough to ask for a permission to shoot the filn€Cambodia. Phnom Penh refused due to “cultural
insensitivity”. Hence, the film was done in Thaitbr without any alteratiof?.

A third way - the French vision

The outcomes described above may seem inevitable a¥times another version of Southeast Asian
geopolitics seemed highly likely.

% Thongchai 1997, p. 169.

€ Keyes 1991, p. 282.

1 Charnvit 2003.

62 Supalak 2006The Nation N.N. 2006. See also reports at www.nationmultiiedm.
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It is common knowledge that Siam owed her indeproelepartly to her status as a buffer state
between the French and the British spheres in $asthAsia. Yet, while the British aimed at a
consolidation of power and the restriction of tlewme of frontier responsibilities, to the French
colonialists it was less appealing to keep Siara bsffer®® The long coast-line of their possessions in
Indochina made them vulnerable to a potential ktigcBritish naval forces anyway. To the French at
the spot, an incorporation of Siam into their damaias tempting because it could protect the
extending frontiers in the Mekong valley from pddsiBritish invasions. While the policies of the
Quai d'Orsay in France were led by the necessdfeSuropearrealpolitik, the French Navy, local
diplomats, and later the colonial party followed expansionist line that could be directed against
British interests if needed. However, French attsnp provoke frictions at the Siamese court, tp bu
out British influence in Siam and, from the 189@svards, to annex the country, proved fruitless. The
French and British foreign ministers resisted thespure of their respective colonial interest gsoup
British mediation and Siamese resistance to Fréoialying limited the outcome of French colonial
policy.**

Yet, with different actors on stage there couldehbeen a Siam incorporated into Indochina, indeed.
Whereas the cultural policies the French would happlied in this case can only be guessed, the
strategies that were actually followed by the pxpamsionists at the spot give us some hints. One
staunch advocate of the aggressive approach tow&ieda was Auguste Pavie. Working for the
colonial telegraph service in Cambodia he was adkedssist the Siamese government with a
telegraph project from 1878 to 1879. Touring SidPayvie was at the same time trying to find
archaeological evidence to prove that Siam once teeh Khmer territory and thus belonged
culturally and politically to Cambodia.

Another strategy to undermine the notion of Siamdpa culturally and ethnically defined nation-stat
was the Frenclprotégéspolicy. Article 9 of the traité d’amitié, de commerce et de navigatitin”
concluded on 15 August 1856, granted extrateratarghts to French citizens living in Siam. The
rights of theserotégésncluded the exemption from Siamese jurisdictiod &eedom of trade. Later,

in 1893, Article IV of the Convention annexed te fBctober-treaty obligated the Siamese to “place at
the disposal of the French Minister at Bangkok &ll. French, Annamese and Lao subjects from the
left bank [of the Mekong], and Cambodians detaifeedany reason whatsoeve?f This provision was
used by the French to register former inhabitaritthe left bank now living in Siam as French
subjects to provide them witprotégé status. Soon, the question arose about how Tlmiwes
measured. As the French saw it, “the Siamese wer@ proper race because they had become too
intermixed [...]. Hence, the true Siamese were r@onitly within their country...*® Pavie, now minister

at Bangkok, started to register anyone who claitodae of Lao, Viethamese or Khmer descent, even
if his ancestors came to settle in Siam centurges aither by their own free will or as prisonefs o
war. The Siamese tried to limit the provision t@jple who were born to the east of the Mekong and
immigrated to Siam after 1893 — all others werddoregarded as Siamese. However, as there were
more and more commoners in Siam who wanted to esmapéelabour through French protection,
the latter were about to control Siam without eaenexing it. “Even the King of Thailand could be
proved to be of Cambodian descent”, as one Endlgbmat put it. In 1895 the French tried to extend
their protection over Japanese and Chinese citizecause they belonged to their “friendly natidiis”.

% Tuck 1995, p. 10, about the British strategy.

% For a detailed analysis of the “very real” Fretinteat see Tuck 1995, pp. 239-253.
® For a full translation of the treaty and conventsee ibid, pp. 291-295.

% Baker, Pasuk 2005, p. 63.

7 For a thorough account of the Fremebtégépolicy see Manich, pp. 185-192.
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In sum, the French strategy was aimed at cuttirak loaltural-based territorial claims of Siam and
presenting it as a mere appendix to their Indod@r@ossessions. If the Quai d’'Orsay had been less
careful and the colonial party at critical point®nam present, a French absorption of Siam into
Indochina would have been a possible option. Yendhough this paper tries to challenge existing
national constructs, it would be exaggerated teetelthat a joint Thai-Khmer nation could have
evolved — although the French would have tried &ga large parts of the Siamese and Cambodian
dominion into one entity. At the same time, theooadlists would have suppressed Thai nationalism
to secure their hegemony like they had done inndiet beforé® As a reminder: In Cambodia, the
French had to invent a national history to justifgir exclusive occupation of the territory as atitg

and to legitimize their role as saviours of a denlj nation. In contrast, an already existing anong
historical consciousness in Siam and Vietnam pataattes to French aims. In depicting the Thai as a
mixture of Asian tribes, they tried to deprive themtheir self-perception as a distinct power ie th
region.

However, due to the long historical tradition ira®i this strategy would not have been successful. A
Thai realm in the Maenam valley could not be exmdiaway. Thus, after colonial rule, theveuld

still have been a Siam — but a different, smallet ensecure Siam. Cambodia would have gained all
the “lost territories” it is longing for today. Oof sympathy for the “altruistic, innocent and nityra
superior” Khmer — the “fallen angels” of the Oriemho reminded the French of their own painful
history — the colonialists would have remappedréggon in favour of the Cambodians.

The nationalists in the respective countries wddgle been challenged by the new state of affairs.
The Cambodian elite could no longer have mournkegyedi losses. It could no longer have exploited
their alleged victimhood and decline. The Thai tlegir part, would have found it difficult to handle
this paralysing situation. There would have beeemsible feeling of decline and loss, but after the
French crack-down on Thai identity it would haveb®f more importance to search for an own and
exclusive Thai heritage. As already mentioned, finench would have depicted the Thai as an
appendix to Indochina. To counter this image thai™would have highlighted their own, distinct
history and culture as different from their Easteeighbours. The self-image as a superior powdr wit
Angkorean roots would hardly have emerged.

This version is by no means better than what dgthappened, but was developed to emphasize two
facts. First, nations and their ideologies oftepesgy self-evident and as logical consequences of a
linear history. In fact, they are constructed batkime to give a form to multi-linear historical
developments that are guided by luck or misfortiBexond, if Siam would have been colonized by
the French, the nationalist approaches could haea kotally different. Cambodians would have won
territory but would have lost their convenient ragthe victim. Angkor would not have been an
unachievable dreamland but a real life challengee Thai would have suffered from a sense of
decline and “loss” while being in search of theientity — Angkor would not have played a decisive
role in that process.

That proves how easily the ruins of Angkor can deologically reconstructed in any way to fit the
political agendas of the present.

% The French tried to prevent a Vietnamese natiobaiming the use of the word “Vietnamese” in favofitAnnamese”
and by dividing it into the three territories Anna@ochinchina and Tonkin.
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Conclusion

Although with a fraudulent intent, the French wenaking an interesting point with their trans-
national policy towards Siam and Cambodia. In facth countries share more than they differ. As
Charnvit Kasetsiri put it, “among the neighbourioguntries of Southeast Asia, none seems more
similar to Thailand than Cambodi&’Both do have a share in Angkorean heritage dueultoiral
legacies like mythology, royal cults, dance or #@sstture. Just as Angkorean culture was based on
Indian tradition, aspects of Thai culture wereusficed by Angkorean customs. But at the same time,
both countries are much closer to each other thap are to Angkor. Since the beginning of their
relationship the two began to converge in a giva-take process. Linguistically, Khmer had a deep
impact on Thai, whereas in the course of time timgkdbrean syntax of the Khmer language was
displaced by its Thai counterp&ttAngkorean dance arrived at the Thai court wheveai altered to
be resumed later by the Cambodians. Whereas raya of the Khmer based on Hinduism were
adopted by the Thais, the Theravada Buddhism gadh@omentum in Cambodia through an (often
forced) exchange with Ayudhya. David Chandler chifke cause of these changes the “emulation
factor™

By the 1400s, Ayudhya and [...] Cambodian [tradioies looked to each other rather than to a

brahmanical past [...] “Phnom Penh” (or “Lovek” 8ddong”) and “Ayudhya” considered
themselves not separate polities, but participmnashybrid culture?!

Because they were aware of these cultural links,Slamese never claimed to be on a “civilizing
mission” in times of political dominance over Cardt#o— contrary to Vietnam and France. However,
with the emergence of new concepts of space, tleé-Tambodian relations fell victim to myths of
nationalism. These myths and their artificial nathave been described in this paper.

Just recently a collaboration between Cambodian Hral researchers proved how fertile it is to
overcome national boundaries in jointly tracing tinecient route linking Cambodia’s Angkor and
Thailand’s Phimai. As Sanitsuda Ekachai commentethe project:

When relations between Thai and Cambodia are aftetined by ultranationa-lism and conflicts

over ownership of archaeological sites, it is r&fiiag to see how the researchers' sheer dedication

to knowledge can free them from nationalism [.hjak is also in line with the Buddha's teachings

on letting go of self to attain peace and trutharifhaeological ruins can remind us of the law of
impermanence to reduce our greed and ego, thepest serve our preseft.

Beyond academic cooperation, there seems to baeanin the minds of many Thais and Cambodians
of the bond that connects them. The tuk tuk dratekngkor who won't allow his wife to watch Thai-
soaps admits that “many Cambodian women watchedTWhas we have very similar culture”. In
Thailand, there are voices challenging the attitofdsuperiority, because “a Thai society that feils
teach its people cultural sensitivity should hasdiad in shame”, as one journalist pit And even

if one of the Cambodian workshop-guides does kettd buy Thai food because “they use chemical
formula for their products”, as a Buddhist he triesbe calm and “feel normal” towards the Thais,
because they are “like every people in the worl@. &In be friend. Some people are very kinky, like
everywhere.”

 Charnvit 2003.

0 Chandler 2000, p. 97.
" Chandler 2000, p. 80.
2 Sanitsuda 2007.

3 The Nation NN. 2006.
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