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Preface 

~ h l s  atlae deal8 wlth the land and marltlme boundarlea of Aela 
and southeast Aela from ~0lOnlal tlmee to the present. Wlth the 
exception of Slkklm and Macau each lnternatlonal boundary le the 
subject of at least one map. Slkklm'e boundary wlth lndla has not 
been shown becauee that terrltory I8 now etfectlvely part of lndla. 
The boundary between Chlna and Macau hae not been shown for 
two reasons: flret It Is only 274 m (300 yde.) long across the narrow 
isthmus of Ferrerra do Amaral, and eewnd because Macau's 
separate ldentlty Is by courtesy of the Chlneee authorltles. Even 
though the terrltory formerly known as Portugueee Tlmor le now 
part of Indoneela, the evolutlon of Its former llmlts Is deacrlbed 

because there doer not appear to be any earller account In 
Englleh. 

The authors are grateful to the Board of Management of 
Melbourne Unlverelty Preea for the euggeetlon that they ahould 
prepare thls atlae, and thank Ruth Terrell and Vlckl Jeseen tor 
typlng the manuecrlpt 80 accurately and qulckly. 

Unlverrlty of Melbourne 
September 1070 





Note on place names 

place nemes used In thls work have been taken from the Unlted 
States of Amerlca Board on Geographlc Names Gazetteers, and 
falling these, from the Times Atlas of the World (comprehenslve 
editlon, 1972). Place nemes of an hlstoric nature not featured In 
either of these sources were obtalned from the texts and maps of 
the orlginal trestles. 

Lacking a more recent listlng the source used for lndoneslan 
names was the second edltlon U.S.B.G.N. (1968) gazetteer. 
lndoneslan nemes in thls atlas therefore reflect the spelling in use 
before Indonesia officially proclaimed a new spelling system In 
August 1972. The prlnclpal letter changes In the new system are d) 
to ), ) to y, tj to c, sJ to sy, and ch to kh. As a result many geo- 
graphic names have been changed. Users of thls work are alerted 
to thls fact, whlch explalns why discrepancies wlll be found In the 
form of geographlc names used In these maps compared with 
works lncorporatlng the new spelllng system. 

Chinese names used In the text and maps are romanlzed 
according to the modlfled Wade-Glles transcription system as 
authorized by the Unlted States of Amerlca Board on Geographic 
Names. There are strong arguments for retalnlng thls form of 
transcrlptlon but the major reason Is that all official Amerlcan and 
Brltlsh maps, charts and gazetteers of Chlna use this system. 

Therefore in order to uee thle publlcallon wlth exletlng reference 
materlal the WadeGIlee eystem has been adopted. An attempt 
ha8 been made to provlde as many names ae posslble In the new 
auxlllary Plnyln system of romanlzed spelllng now belng 
promoted by the Chlneee government. In a separate llat of 
Chlneee names whlch QlveS the Wade-Glles wlth Plnyln 
equlvalents. 

Tibetan, Ulghur and Mongolian place names cause some 
problems In transcrlptlon Into Plnyln, and varlant renderings can 
occur. Unfortunately rule8 for the appllcatlon of Plnyln to 
geographical names do not yet exlst, thus varlants of the same 
name may be found In different atlases. The table of Wade- 
GlleslPlnyln equlvalents Is offered as an ald to those readers who 
mlght need to compare spellings In the two systems. The authority 
used for the compllatlon of thls llst was 'Zhongue renmln 
gongheguo dltu' [Map of the People's Republic of Chlna] Hanyu 
pinylnban dl 1 ban [ le t  edltlon. Hanyu Plnyin] BelJlng. Dltu 
Chubanshe blanzhi chuban. 1974. [Peklng. The Cartographic 
Publlshlng House. 1974.1 1:6,000.000 and 'Zhongue renmln 
gongheguo dltu. Hanyu plnylnban dl 1 ban. Dlmlng suoyln'. 1974. 
[Map of the Peoples' Republlc of Chlna. 1st edltion Hanyu Plnyln. 
Index to geographlc names. 1974.1 



Glossary 

Unuwal term8 

aeollan relatlng to wlnd 
baseline the llne from whlch marltlme clalms are 

measured 
condomlnlum a terrltory jointly admlnlstered by two 

countrles 
delimitation the deflnltlon of a boundary on a map or In 

a document 
demarcation the marklng of a boundary in the landscape 
glacls the near slope of a mountaln range 
interfluve a plaln separating two rlvers 
intermontane surrounded by mountalns 
lsobath a contour of the sea-bed 
jihad a holy war 
karez the plural of khanat 
karst llmestone country wlth underground 

dralnage 
khanat an underground irrlgatlon canal 
llne of equldlstance a line whlch Is always equldlstant from the 

nearest polnts of opposite or adjacent coasts 
maritime league three nautlcal miles 
nautical mlle one mlnute of latltude (1852 metres] 
pedicle a narrow strlp of territory 
permafrost permanently frozen subsoll 
rejuvenation the lowerlng of the base to which a rlver is 

flowlng, causing increased erosion 

rYot a peasant 
shifting cultlvatlon the farming of areas until yields decline and 

then the abandonment of those areas to 
allow natural regeneration 

tahsil a small administratlve unit in the Punjab 
thalweg the deepest continuous channel 
thana a small admlnistratlve unit in Bengal 

NOTE: All quantllles in parenthesis ( ) In text are imperial values 

Foreign geographical term8 

ab stream, lake, spring, well 
altay mountaln range 
baia bay 
ban vlllage 
band dam, lake, mountaln range 
batang stream 
be1 paes 
boeng lake 
bukel hill, mountain 
buklt hlll, mountaln 
bum hill, mountaln 
cao nguyen plateau, mountain 
chah well 

changwat 
chiang 
ch'ih 
ch'on 
chong 
chuan-ch'u 
co 
COI 
con 
dak 
dam 
dao 
dar 
darya 
daryacheh 
dasht 
davan 
dawan 
do 
doab 
don 
dong 
feng 
gall 

gang 
ghar 

go1 
gowd 
gunong 
gunung 
ha1 
hamun 
hawng 
ho 
hol 
hon 
houei 
hslen 
hu 
huai nam 
hwe 
ilha 
llot 
kaap 
kaur 
kepulauan 
klnh 
khlong 
khong 

flrst order admlnistratlve dlvlslon. Thalland 
stream 
lake 
stream 
pass 
admlnlstratlve dlvlslon (speclal dlstrlct), Chlna 
mountaln, hlll 
pass 
lsland 
stream 
cove, bay. lake 
lsland 
stream 
stream 
marsh 
plaln, desert, depresslon 
pass 
pass 
lsland 
lnterfluve 
lsland 
mountaln 
mountaln 
hill 
stream 
mountain 
stream 
depresslon 
mountaln 
mountaln 
bay, lake 
lake, lake bed, stream 
stream 
stream 
marlne channel 
lsland 
stream 
second order admlnistratlve dlvislon. China 
lake, marsh 
stream 
stream 
island 
island 
cape 
stream 
islands 
canal 
stream 
mountaln 
mountain (Laos) 
island (Thalland) 



k0h 
kok 
kowl 
kray 
krebet 
kuala 
kuh 
kum 
kwan to 
la 
laem 
lam 
lam nam 
lar 
laut 
lo1 
lubok 
mae 
mae nam 
more 
moron 
mota 
nam 
nan 
ngoc 
noe 
noll 
nui 
nuur 
oblast 
orgll 
ostrov 
ozero 
pegunongan 
pegunungan 
p'enti 
pereval 
peski 
phanom 
phnom 
phou 
phu 
pi k 
poelau 
ponta 
porto 
POU 
poulu 
prek 
protoka 

mountaln 
polnt 
lake 
administrative dlvlslon, U.S.S.R. 
mountains 
stream 
mountaln 
sand area 
islands 
pass 
polnt 
Stream 
stream 
pass 
sea 
mountain 
pond. pool 
stream 
stream 
sea 
stream 
Stream 
stream 
stream 
mountaln 
stream 
stream 
mountaln, hlll 
lake 
admlnlstrative dlvlslon, U.S.S.R 
peak 
island 
lake 
mountains 
mountains 
basln 
pass 
desert, sands 
mountain, hlll 
hlll 
mountaln 
mountain 
peak 
island 
point 
port, harbour 
hlll, mountaln 
islands 
stream 
channel 

pulau island 
pulau-pulau Islands 
pulu reef 
qal'eh fort 
rach etream 
rechka small stream 
rlo stream 
rowd etream 
rud etream 
san mountaln 
sardoba well house 
selat stralt 
selseleh mountaln range 
sha Island. shoal 
shan mountaln 
shan-k'ou pass 
shelah stream 
sheng first order adminlstrative dlvlslon (province), Chlna 
shul-tao channel 
song stream 
ssu monastery 
stoeng stream 
stung stream 
SU stream 
sungal stream 
suoi stream 
tagh mountaln range 
tandjung cape, point 
tanjong cape, polnt 
tao island 
t'ao bay 
tappeh hill 
tau mountaln range 

tayga mountaln range 
teluk bay, cove 
tivu Island 
tonle stream 
tzu-chlh-ch'u flrst order admlnistratlve dlvision (autonomous 

region), Chlna 

U P populated place 
US well, sprlng, lake 
uul, uula mountaln, mountaln range 
vadi stream 
vam tldal creek, stream mouth 
vlnh bay. blght, cove 
wai stream 
wan bay, harbour 
xe stream 
yoma hllls, mountaln range 
zaliv bay 





boundaries of Indla. Borneo and Ind&China: more recently these 
limits have provided the llnes of cleavage along which the 
Independent countries have separated from each other. 

In 1904 Macklnder delivered a famous lecture in which he sought 
'a formula which shall express certaln aspects, at any rate, of 
geographical causation In unlversai history' (Mackinder, 422). 
Macklnder was not a crude determinist, but he was concerned 
with the constraints which the physlcal landscape placed on 
human, economlc and politlcal actlvity. Whlle he concentrated on 
the heartland of Asla, which constitutes the continental and arctic 
drainage baslns of Afghanistan, the Soviet Union and Mongolia. 
had he shlfted his focus eastwards he would have found plenty of 
evidence of the relationships between geography and the 
formation of empires. A slmilar study today will show important 
correlations between geography and the extent of the Inde- 
pendent states which succeeded those empires. 

Asia Is the largest of the continents, and the portion with which 
this atlas is concerned has a symmetrical structure. (See maps la ,  
l b ,  pp.2-3.) The continental interior consists of high plateaus in 
the Pamlrs and Tibet, from which radlate ranges of high 
mountains. This area also contains major deserts such as the T'a- 
li-mu P'en-ti, the Peski Karakumy and the Peski Kyzyikum. 
Flanking thls interior core on the south and east are the 
peninsulas of Asla. The penlnsulas of India. Malaya. Indo-china, 
eastern Chlna and Korea, defined by the deep embayments of the 
Arabian sea, the bay of Bengal, the gulfs of Thailand and Tonkin, 
the East China sea and the sea of Japan, provided targets for the 
imperial powers of Europe and Japan equipped with strong 
navies. The third territorlal tier is provided by the offshore islands 
and archipelagos stretching from Sri Lanka in the south, through 
Indonesla. Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, and Taiwan, to 
Japan in the north. With the exception of Japan, the islands, like 
the peninsulas became strategic and commercial goals for the 
imperial powers, and then the seats of independent nations. 

Asia's present political boundaries evolved in three phases. 
(See maps l c ,  I d .  pp. 4-5.) In the perlod to 1914, the colonial 
powers Britain. France, the Netherlands, Japan, Portugal, Russia 
and the United States of America carved out their Asian empires. 
Brilain, France, Japan and Russia dominated the Asian mainland 
around the hub whlch was China. Japan was concerned with the 
Korean peninsula; Russia was engaged in the area from 
Vladivostok to Afghanistan; Britain's sphere occupied the Indian 
and Malayan peninsulas; and France was active In Indo-China. 
Britain, France, Portugal and Germany also acquired small 
footholds on the Chlnese peninsula at Hong Kong, Chan-chiang. 
Macau and Chiao-hsien respectively. In the offshore islands 
Britain, the Netherlands, Germany, Portugal and Japan 
established marltime empires by purchase and conquest at the 
expense of the Indigenes, while the United States of America 
became mllitary helr to the Spanish empire of the Philippines. 
During this phase the Indigenous Asian states played minor roles 
in fixing the various international boundaries. Afghanlstan, 
Bhutan. China, Nepal and Thailand survived as independent or 
semi-autonomous states, but they all had boundaries imposed on 
them. Apart from the Sino-Russian negotiatlons of 1689 and 1727. 
the Asian governments always negotiated from a position of 
weakness. The emlr of Afghanistan must have suffered acute 
depression as Britain bungled the boundary negotiations with 
Russia which Inexorably advanced along the Amu Darya and Hari 
Rud valleys. France bullied Thailand into yielding large areas of 
territory which today form parts of Cambodia and Laos. Indeed 
these small states enjoyed a measure of autonomy only because 
the Britlsh authorities had a passion for Interposing buffer states 
between British Indla and the empires of France and Russia and 
China. The colonlal powers tried to achieve strong, secure 
boundaries whlch were also easy to supervise and administer; 
unfortunately the information on which their decisions were based 
was frequently inaccurate. In New Guinea straight boundaries 
were driven through areas for which there was no precise or 
reliable information. Also during this period the British and 
French governments established the internal administrative 

The second period of boundary construction lasted from 1914 
until the end of World War II. During thls phase the status quo was 
preserved. There were some small alterations bul none had any 
great significance. For example in 1921 Britain dlctated a 
boundary to Afghanistan through the Khyber pass. in 1935 s 
Turkish general acted as arbitrator between Iran and Afghanistan 
and produced a boundary which fllled In the gap left by the Brltlsh 
arbitrations In Sistan and Hashtadan. The efforts of Japan to 
redraw the boundarles of its ally Thailand during the 1940s failed. 

Since 1945 the new wine of Aslan nationalism has been poured 
into the old wineskins provided by the colonial boundaries. Thls 
third perlod has wltnessed the decline of all the empires with the 
exception of that belonging to the Sovlet Unlon, suggesting that 
contiguous empires based on strong armies are more enduring 
than overseas empires based on strong navies. The Soviet Union 
has been even more successful than Czarlst Russla in presewlng 
its territorial integrity. Czarist Russia sold Alaska and retroceded 
the ili valley to China in 1881, whereas the Sovlet Union has 
preserved Russia's boundaries In the east and extended them 
significantly in the west. In thls period China has moved from a 
posltion of serious internal weakness to one of considerable 
strength and its hold over perlpheral areas has been re- 
established beyond any doubt. Boundary evolution in this period 
has been marked by five main characteristics. First, new 
independent states have emerged within the internal boundarles 
established by Britaln and France. The boundaries of Pakistan 
and Bangla Desh wlth India, and the common boundaries of 
Vietnam. Cambodia and Laos provlde cases of provincial 
boundaries ralsed to international status. Second, a number of 
Asian stetes have negotiated new boundary treaties with each 
other. China has been in the forefront of thls move by concluding 
agreements wlth Mongolia. Afghanistan. Pakistan, Nepal and 
Burma. In all cases the new lines represent only small devlations 
from the former colonial boundaries, but the important difference 
is that the treaties governlng them have been negotiated between 
equal, independent Asian states. Some of these treaties have 
been concerned with the smooth and efflcient adminlstration of 
borderlands, not with any terrltorlal transfer. 

Thlrd, some boundary disputes have emerged between Asian 
states. India and China. Pakistan and India, and Afghanistan and 
Paklstan have been embroiled in conflict over sections of thelr 
common boundaries, and China also has fought with Russia, the 
remainlng European power In Asla. There have also been other 
disagreements over boundarles whlch have been prosecuted by 
peaceful means; the disputes between ttie Philippines and Sabah 
and between Australia and Papua New Guinea are examples of 
thls sltuatlon. Fourth, three military cease-fire llnes were drawn In 
Vletnam. Kashmir and Korea; the last two lines still operate as 
effective international boundarles. 

The flfth characteristic is that marltlme boundaries are now 
attracting a great deal of attention amongst the littoral and 
archipelagic states of Asia. Conflicts over the ownershlp of the 
sea-bed have occurred between Thailand and Cambodia. 
Cambodla and Vletnam, Vietnam and Indonesia, Indonesia and 
Australia, and Australia and Papua New Guinea. The sovereignty 
of islands in the South China sea is also dlsputed by China, 
Taiwan, the Philippines and Vietnam. 

It must be concluded that the boundary evolution of Asia and 
southeast Asia is incomplete. In some areas between lndla and 
China and Chlna and Russla boundaries have never been drawn; 
In other cases boundarles have been delimited on paper but 
never marked in the landscape. Elsewhere some boundaries 
which were demarcated by the imperlal powers are regarded as 
unsatisfactory by one side. It can be expected that the future will 
bring some conflict, some slight changes in alignment and new 
treaties to slmplify border management. 

Macklnder. H. J. (1904). The geographical plvol of hlstory. Geographrcal 
Journal. 23: 421 -44. 











The eastern Sino-Soviet boundary 

Thls sectlon of boundary lylng east of Abagaytuy, on the Argun 
river. was settled by three treatles dated 1689, 1858 and 1860. 
During the first negotiations Chlna, argulng from a posltlon of 
strength, secured a satisfactory boundary; the two later treaties 
contalned major Chlnese concessions reflectlng Russla's 
supremacy at that tlme. 

The treaty of Nerchlnsk In 1689 was welcomed by the Chinese 
and Russian governments for dlflerent reasons. The Chinese 
were glad to have a settlement whlch would allow them to deal 
with a revolt in Outer Mongolia wlthout any meddling by Russla in 
that terrltory. The Russlans were delighted that the treaty 
contained clauses whlch would allow an Increased volume of 
trade between t h m  countries, for at that tlme the Russlan 
exchequer was depleted and the economy was alllng. 

Both sldes sought to secure llnes which gave them the larger 
share of terrltory, and control of the Amur rlver was probably the 
greatest prize. The Chlnese delegates were Instructed In the 
strategic lmportance of the Amur as a gateway for Russlan 
Influence amongst Chlnese trlbes: 

The Amur has strategic lmportance whlch must not be overlooked . . . lnto 
the Amur flow the Argun, the Bystra [Bureye] and the Zeya. Along these 
rlvers llve our people the Orochon, the Gllyak, the Blhar as well as the Ho- 
chen and Fel-ya-ko. If  we do not recover the entlre reglon, our frontier 
people wlll never have peace (Hsu. 52-3). 

The Russlan negotiators had been told to alm for the Amur whlch 
would provlde the easlest access to the Paclflc ocean, but they 
quickly reallzed that such a target was beyond reach and revised 
instructions stressed the Importance of satisfactory commercial 
relations. 

The boundary was deflned In general terms In two SectlonS 
lying east and south of the Gorbltsa rlver. East of the source of the 
Gorbltsa rlver the boundary followed the watershed so that all the 
tributaries flowlng lnto the Amur fell to Chlna while, wlth one 
exception, the area to the north became Russlan terrltory. The 
exception was the terrltory lylng between the Uda and the 
watershed to the south. Thls terrltory was glven a neutral status 
and its final allocation was not declded. South of the Gorbitsa the 
boundary followed the Argun rlver. The treaty must be deemed 
successful because It produced a boundary from Mongolla to the 
Paclflc ocean whlch dld not provoke any serlous lncldents for over 
a century. That fortunate outcome owed more to the low 
populatlon densities In the borderlands, and the light control 
which Chlna exerted over Its northernmost terrltorles than to the 
language of the treaty, because the boundary descrlptlon 
contalned several ambigultles. For example, the termlnus of the 

I boundary on the Argun rlver was not specifled and there was no 
indlcatlon of the course followed by the boundary from the 
junctlon of the Argun and Shilka rlvers to the Gorbltsa. The Latln 
versions of the treaty also allowed conflictlng lnterpretatlons of 
the extent of the neutral zone, but the seml-official Russian and 
Chlnese translatlons clarified the matter. Potentlally the most 
serlous ambiguity concerned the Gorbltsa river. There were two 
rivers called Gorbitsa; one usually referred to as the Little 
Gorbltsa whlle the other also carrled the name Amazar. There 
seems to be no doubt that the Llttle Gorbltsa was the rlver 
intended as the boundary plvot. It flows lnto the Shllka whereas 
the Amazar flows lnto the Amur; the Llttle Gorbitsa Is short 
whereas the Amazar Is long and offers a varlety of routes to the 
watershed; the Llttle Gorbitsa as a boundary excluded the 
Russians from the Amur rlver, whereas the Amazar as the 
boundary would have resulted from a major Chlnese concession; 
and finally the Shllka valley narrowed abruptly above the 
confluence with the Llttle Gorbltsa, whlch marked a sharp change 

would stlll leave Chlna In control of the terrltory lylng between the 
Amur, Its northern watershed, and one of the courses of the 
Adazar rlver. Between May 1858 and November 1860 Ruesia 
acqulred all thls area and the vast tracts of the trans-Ussurl 
reglon, glvlng It a common boundary wlth Korea. 

From the middle of the eighteenth century varlous Russians, 
such as Muller In 1741, Myetlet In 1753. Yakoff In 1758 and 
Shemelln In 1816, had been urging the authorltles to acquire the 
rlght of transit through the Amur valley, elther by negotlatlon or 
conquest. Surveys of the route had been encouraged and many 
expedltlons had traversed the route as Ravenstein records. 1" 
1844 Middendorl discovered that the llne of Chlnese boundary 
markers lay well south of the Amur's northern watershed, and that 
there was an area of 139 800 sq. km (54 000 sq. m) awarded 10 
Chlna in 1689 but apparently not controlled by that country. Of 
course the existence of such markers does not prove that China 
had abandoned Its clalm, but It Is lndlcatlve of the advantage 
whlch Russla held throughout the perlod when these treaties were 
negotiated. 

The Chinese authorltles were beset by the Talplng rebellion and 
external pressure from France and Brltaln; and the northern 
garrlsons were depleted by reinforcements sent to other more 
critical areas. The Manchu government restricted the circulation 
of the indigenous tribes throughout the area to preserve tradlng 
privileges for the Manchus, whereas the Russian authoritles 
actlvely supported the migration of its cltizens to the area. By 1858 
Russians had established staglng posts at several points, such as 
Biagoveshchensk, along the north bank of the Amur, and on both 
banks of the lower Amur north of Mariinskoye. 

It was In these parlous circumstances for Chlna that Muravlev, 
governor-general of Eastern Siberla, presented a memorandum 
to the Chlnese In 1855. It was a remarkable document whlch 
recommended the cesslon by Chlna of all territories on the north 
bank of the Amur. The recommendatlon was based on four 
arguments whlch were uniformly weak. Flrst It was stated that the 
area had been designated as a neutral zone In the 1689 treaty; thls 
was not a correct interpretation of any of the texts of the 1689 
treaty. Second It was noted that Russlans had travelled through 
the area and had built fortresses. Thls argument discounts 
entirely the fact that the Russlans were trespasslng In Chlnese 
terrltory. Third It was stlpulated that the Amur valley was a 
strategic area for defence against foreign aggression. Britaln and 
France were implicitly regarded as the foreign aggressors, but 
China could have been excused for believing that Russia was the 
foreign aggrassor. Fourthly and most remarkably the cession Of 

the valleys of the Zaya, Selemdzha and Niman was urged 
'although they are withln Chlna's domains', because the country 
near the mouth of the Amur was hard to traverse in winter and 
summer! The transparent weakness of the arguments is evident, 
but Russia's milltary superiority was equally clear and Chlna 
accepted Russia's terms in 1858. 

All terrltory on the north bank of the Amur was ceded to Russla 
and a fresh neutral area was created. This new zone was defined 
In the following terms in the Russlan verslon of the treaty: 

. . . from the rlver Ussurl down to the sea the terrltorles wlll as el present 
be under Jolnt rule of the Ta-Tslng and Russlan emplres, pending 
deflnltlon of the frontiers In these areas between the two countries. 

Russla Interpreted thls clause to mean the marltlme regions 
bounded by the Ussurl, the Paclflc ocean and the Amur; the 
Chlnese thought the clause referred only to the south bank of the 
Amur between Khabarovsk and the sea. Withln two years Russla's 
lnterpretatlon had been translated to fact and the present 
boundary was established. 

In the physlcal landscape. Yet despite these arguments several 
travellers in the nlneteenth century selected the Amazar as the 
boundary. Hsu, S. (1926). China and her polltlcalenNty. New York. 

The most partisan Russlan lnterpretatlon of the 1689 treaty Aavensteln. E.G. (1861). TheRusslansontheAmur. London 





3 The central Sino-Soviet boundary 

In 1727 the Chlnese and Russian governments carried their 
boundary westwards for a further 2719 km (1690 m). This 
boundary segmenl crossed one of the major dralnage divides of 
central Asia, linklng the headwaters of the Argun, flowing 
eastwards to the Amur and the Sea of Okhotsk, and the Yenlsey, 
flowing northwards to the Arctlc Ocean. In the eighteenth century 
this was an inhospltabie zone. The unlform permafrost, the dry 
climate and the short growing season militated against agri- 
culture, and the scattered forests reduced opportunities for 
grazing. 

The same national motlves which had prompted the 
negotiations of 1689 provided the mainspring for the settlement in 
1727. China wished to avoid alliances between Russia and 
nomadic tribes in the frontier whlch might diminish the area of 
Chinese sovereignty and encourage disaffection by other 
nomadic groups in Outer Mongolia and Sinkiang. Russia was 
malnly interested in the opportunities for profitable trade with 
China. The commercial relations, which were of benefit only to 
Russia, were tolerated by China as the price for Russian neutrality 
in its relations wlth frontier tribes. Chen noted that. 'If Russia 
flirted with the nomadic enemies of China, it was only done as a 
means to play upon Chinese apprehensions, and thereby to 
derive commercial privileges lor the Russian caravans'. China in 
turn could use threats agalnst commercial arrangements as a 
lever to encourage Russian co-operation. The failure of the 
governor-general of Siberia to return some Mongol deserters in 
1722, according to the terms of the treaty of Nerchinsk, caused 
China to suspend trade relations and dismiss the Russian agent, 
Lang, from Peking. This development alarmed the Russian 
authorities and led to the 1727 treaties. 

The Russians made more thorough preparations for these 
negotiations than did the Chinese. The Russian delegates were 
given precise instructions on the four main subjects: commercial 
relations, deserters, alignment of the boundary, and land for a 
Russian church in Peking. The main commercial gains that Russia 
sought were the admission of caravans to China, the estab- 
llshment of a consular agent in Peking, and unrestricted 
commerce wlthin China. Surveys of the borderland enabled new 
maps to be constructed so that Russian claims could be made on 
the best available geographical knowledge. In contrast, the 
Chinese emperor dld not give detailed instructions to his envoys 
(Chen, 180). The first round of negotiations occurred in Peking 
from November 1726 until Aprll 1727 and ten artlcles were 
agreed, dealing with the treatment of deserters, passports, the 
conduct and receptlon of envoys, and provislon for Russian 
students and priests In Peklng. The negotiators then moved to a 
polnt near Kyakhta, located on a trade route of growing 
importance, to flx the boundary. These discussions lasted until 
August 1727 when the Bur treaty was signed. 

The Bur Treaty defined the boundary east and west of Kyakhta 
in general terms, and made provision for its demarcation. Joint 
survey teams were then despatched to mark these two boundary 
sections and they each exchanged detailed descriptlons in 
October 1727, when the full Kyakhta treaty was also signed. The 
Kyakhta treaty contalned the ten artlcles agreed in Peking as well 
as the boundary descrlption based on the Bur treaty, rather than 
the detailed accounts contalned in the exchanges of letters. 

The 1046 km (650 m) of boundary east of Kyakhta to the river 
Argun was defined by nine places In the Bur treaty. As far as the 
Arakhadain Usu the alignment of the boundary was indicated in 
detall, beyond that point the commlssioners were instructed to 
divide unoccupied areas equally between the two empires and to 
take advantage, where possible, of convenient physical features 
such as hllls and rivers. These commlssloners had an easier task 

placed along this section were defined in the exchange of letters 
by reference to former Chlnese boundary beacons. 

The terraln between Kyakhta and the Argun is generally below 
1525 m (5000 I?), and It is divided by broad rlver valleys which give 
a rectangular graln to the topography, since they are mainly 
aligned northeast and northwest. The boundary, which lles almost 
due east, cuts across this grain and therefore lacks the uniform 
watershed basls 01 the western segment. To avoid future diffi- 
cultles the cornmissloners destroyed Russian winter camps south 
of the line, and the Bratsky people were moved north of the line in 
the Chlkoy valley, while Mongols in the Kyra valley were moved 
into Chinese territory. With the exception of the last six beaconso( 
this boundary, near the river Argun, this boundary has survived to 
the present time. In 191 1 a Sino-Russian treaty concerned mainly 
with the Argun rlver moved the slx boundary markers about 8 km 
(5 m) into Chinese territory along a front of about 97 km (60 m). 

Westwards from Kyakhta the boundary stretched for 1673 km 
(1040 m) to the Shabina Dabaga, and In the Bur treaty its course 
was defined by twenty-three places, principally mountain peaks 
and passes. The commlssioners responsible for marking this 
section were instructed to draw the boundary In accordance with 
the physical features of the landscape. There was no attempt in 
this section to draw a boundary between existing areas of 
authority over indigenous people, probably because Chinese and 
Russlan control in this zone was absent or at best tenuous 
(Mancali. 301). 

Indeed one of the Russian delegates boasted about the 
acquisition of new territories. 

. . . much land was dellmlted [from Kyakhta to Sheblna Dabaga] whlch 
had never before been in Russian possession, namely: from the Khan- 
Tengeri rlver a dlstance of approximately eight days horseback ride in 
length and in width three days, to the Abakana rlver, and these places had 
never been under the dominatlon of the Russian Empire (Mancall. 301). 

The construction of this boundary into areas where Russian 
authority had never extended and where Chinese authority was 
weak, was designed to remove the problems of the 1689 treaty. 
The regulations in that treaty regarding deserters crossing the 
boundary were hard to enforce if the deserters could turn the 
boundary west of Abagaytuy. The alignment of this section 
probably resulted from two principal factors. First. China 
exercised suzeralnty over the Uriankhy people in the upper 
Yenisey river, who sent annual tributes of sable furs. Second, the 
Sayan mountains on the northern border of the upper Yenisey, 
and the connecting Yergak-Targak-Tayga were shown as 
prominent features, apparently easily identified in maps of that 
time. Modern maps reveal the complex structure of this range and 
make the accurate work of the commissioners in 1727 more 
praiseworthy. 

The commissioners selected a watershed boundary which for 
much of its length followed the Sayan mountains and the Yergak- 
Targak-Tayga separating the upper Yenlsey valley, which 
remained Chinese, from those Important Yenisey tributaries, such 
as the Angara. iaseyeva, Mana and Tuba, which flowed through 
Russlan territory. This western boundary from Kyakhta to the 
eighteenth beacon at the head of the Tengis Gol still forms the 
boundary between the Soviet Union and Mongolia. The remainder 
ceased to be an lnternatlonal boundary when the Soviet Union 
acquired what is now Tuvinskaya Avtonomnaya S.S.R. in 1945. It 
has not been possible to trace any description of the new Soviet- 
Mongolian boundary. 

Chen. A.F.C. (1949). Ch~nese frontler diplomacy: Kiakhla boundary 
treaties and agreements. Yenching Journal 01 Social Studies. 4 :  
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distance much but the terrain was less rugged, and for 
Foust. C.M. (1969). Muscovite and Mandarin: Russia's trade with China 

andits setting, 1727-1805. Unlverslty of North Carolina. 
most of the distance the previous Chinese boundary Was well ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l l ,  M. (1971). Russia and China: their diplomatic relations to 1728. 
known and clearly marked. Fifty-two of the sixty-three beacons Cambrldge. Mass 





A The western Sino-Soviet boundary 

The treaty of Peking in 1860 defined the boundary west of 
Shabina Dabaga in general terms, and left its final settlement to a 
future commission. This commission met in 1864 and quickly 
concluded a treaty at Chuguchak (T'a-ch'eng). Two factors 
encouraged the Chinese to reach rapid agreement. First, a 
Muslim revolt had begun at K'u-ch'e in early June and within one 
month Ma-na-ssu. So-ch'e, Ying-chi-sha and Su-fu were in the 
hands of rebels, while Umruchl was beseiged and I-ning was 
isolated. None of the twelve Muslim uprisings in the previous 
century had spread so quickly. Second, in May Russian forces 
had launched a pincer attack against Kokand and by September 
these forces had linked up after capturing Dzhambul, Turkestan 
and Chimkent. Evidently China wished to conclude a firm 
boundary before an independent Musllm state was established 
which might negotiate separately with Russia, and before the 
Russlan advance reached rebel-held areas. In turn Russia was 
reasonably satlsfled to secure a boundary which lay east of the de 
laclo line established by its armies. 

The commissioners had been instructed to draw a boundary 
related 'to the direction of mountains, the flow of large rivers and 
the line of recently established Chinese pickets'. Thus the 
boundary had to be drawn in a north-northeast direction across a 
landscape where most of the mountains and rivers lay due east- 
west. The resulting boundary zig-zagged wlth east-west segments 
coinciding with ranges such as Khrebet Saur, Khrebet 
Dzhungarskiy Alatau and the Tien Shan, connected by north- 
south segments across plains, coincident with the lines of Chinese 
pickets. Only very short sections of a few rivers were used. 

One of the few disagreements during the negotiations 
concerned the status of 'recently established Chinese pickets'. In 
some areas the Chinese had two types of plckets: permanent 
pickets were manned throughout the year and further to the west 
temporary pickets were established when tribes subject to 
China's authority grazed their herds in these areas. The Chinese 
delegates pressed for the line of temporary pickets, whereas the 
Russians, naturally and successfully as it transpired, argued for 
the line of permanent pickets. The 1864 treaty avoided the serlous 
ambigulties of the 1689 and 1858 treaties, and gave much more 
consistent deflnition of the line than the 1727 treaties. 

The boundary was not immediately demarcated because the 
Muslim rebelllon was galning in strength and by 11 April 1866 
when T'a-ch'eng fell, Chinese authority had been elimlnated from 
all Singkiang with the exception of areas around Pa-li-k'un and 
Ha-mi in the east. The rebellion began to affect Russian interests. 
Trade through the Iii valley worth £1 million in 1863 was being 
disrupted; Russian property in T'a-ch'eng and I-ning had been 
damaged or confiscated; and thousands of refugees had fled into 
Russian territory creating administratlve problems. When it 
appeared that Emir Yakub Khan of Su-fu might invade the Ili 
valley in 1871. Russlan forces occupied the area. The Russian 
government advised the Chlnese authorlties that the terrltory 
would be returned when China was able to exert its authority. That 
situation arose In 1878, by which tlme China had reoccupied all its 
territory except the Ill valley. 

The Chinese sent Chunghow, ambassador extraordinary, to St 
Petersburg in January 1879 to negotiate the return of the Ili valley 
and he met with Russian representatives hoping to obtaln 
territorial, commercial and financial concessions as the price of 
administering the territory on Chlna's behalf. The result of the 
negotiations was the treaty of Livadia which ceded two areas to 
Russia. The first lay northeast of Or. Zaysan and placed the 
boundary along the KO-la-ssu Ho. The second occupied a 
rectangular area in the Tekes valley south of I-ning. Chunghow 
apparenliy thought that the northern area had been lost to the 
Russians during the Muslim rebellion (Hsu, 65). The southern 
area was strategically lmporlant to China because It contalned 
the Muzart Davan, a pass which facilitated communications 
between Chinese territory south of the Tien Shan and the IIi valley 

and areas to the north. Perhaps it was this provision which 
accounted for Chlna's refusal to ratlfy the treaty. A new 
representative was sent to St Petersburg In July 1880 and fresh 
negotiations resulted In the treaty of St Petersburg in February 
1881. 

The treaty contained twenty articles, three of which deal1 with 
the new territorial arrangements. The concession in the Tekes 
valley was exchanged for another of approximately equal size 
west of I-ning. This area was strategically much less important for 
China. The transfer of this reglon of 9320 sq. km (3600 sq. m) 
shifted the boundary eastwards from the Borokhudzlr rlver to the 
Ho-erh-kuo-ssu Ho. It was made on the ground that the land was 
needed by the Russians to resettle Tungan refugees who had fled 
from Chinese territory during the rebelllon. The concession east 
of the Oz. Zaysan was significantly reduced. On the grounds thal 
the 1864 definition had been found defective and that there was a 
need to separate trlbes owlng allegiance to Russia and China, the 
Chinese sallent along the north coast of Oz. Zaysan was 
elimlnated. The treaty also made provislon for commissioners to 
mark the boundary. One of the trade provisions was of interest to 
students of the boundary. Rules governing land trade were 
attached to the treaty and they listed thirty-five frontier posts by 
which such trade was to be conducted. One of these posts was at 
Irkeshtam, which lies about 168 km (105 m) beyond the terminus 
fixed by the 1864 treaty. 

The entire boundary was defined in five protocols by 22 May 
1884, although it took until 1893 before all tribesmen between the 
Khrebet Dzungarskiy Alatau and Khrebet Saur had been 
transferred to the correct side of the boundary. The first protocol, 
dated 18 October 1882 described the boundary from Kara Davan 
in the Alatau range to the Naryn Nalga. On 25 November 1882 the 
second protocol extended the boundary west from Naryn Nalga to 
the Pereval Bedel'. In 1888 the northern sections of the boundary 
were defined. On 31 July the Chinese concession east of Oz. 
Zaysan was flnallzed by a boundary linking the Altai and Saur 
ranges, and on 21 September the section between Kara Davan 
and the Khrebet Saur was completed. In each case the protocols 
made provlsion for the jolnt use of boundary rivers, and for the 
transfer withln a specified time of tribes which considered 
themselves to be on the wrong side of the boundary. 

The final protocol, dated 22 May 1884, described the boundary 
westwards from Pereval Bedel'. The commissioners described 
the continuation of the boundary south of lrkeshtam as far as 
Perevai Uch-bel' although they did not visit the area because the 
terrain was very rugged, there were no roads, and there were no 
places where pillars were necessary. The protocol noted that at 
this pass the Chinese and Russian boundaries diverged, going 
south and southwestwards respectively. That is no longer the Case 
because Russla acquired territory which formerly separated 
Chinese and Russian possessions. This means that for 307 km 
(192 m) north of the Sino-Soviet-Afghan tri-junction, the Sin0- 
Soviet boundary is not flxed by any treaty. 

Territorially Russia galned most from the treaties of 1864 and 
1881, but the terrltory which Chlna conceded had been held 
tenuously in the past, and on some occasions had sllpped beyond 
control. From China's viewpolnt the treaties produced an eastern 
llmit to Russian expanslon which has served China well ever 
slnce. China can also be congratulated on being the only country 
to persuade the Russian authorlties to disgorge territory which it 
had occupied on the continents of Europe and Asia. In that 
respect Chlna's success in the Ili valley is unique. 

Hsu. I.C.Y. (1965) The Ili crisis: a study of Sino-Russian diplomacy 1871- 
81. Oxford. 





, The Sino-Soviet dispute over the Amur-Uasuri confluence 

The boundary between China and the Soviet Unlon in the vicinity 
of the confluence of the Amur and Ussuri rlvers is daflned in the 
treaty dated 2 November 1860. The relevant clause is Interpreted 
in different ways by both countries because each seeks to own the 
large lsland near the confluence. The island which has an area of 
331 sq. km (128 sq. m) was formed by the deposltlon of alluvium; 
it is low, marshy and contalns evidence of many prevlous 
channels. While the island has occupied this positlon throughout 
historical time its shape has changed and Is stlll changing today. A 
comparison of maps at varlous periods shows a varying outline 
whlch is not entirely explained by Improved survey techniques. 
The most recent map, on a scale of 1:250 000 publlshed by Tokyo 
Geographical Soclety shows a number of islands in the channels 
which flank the island, and it is certain that the number, shape and 
locatlon of these alluvial islands will change with seasonal and 
irregular fluctuations in the levels of the rivers and their supply of 
alluvium. 

The triangular island Is bounded by three waterways. To the 
north lies the Amur, or the Hel-lung Chlang as the Chlnese call it, a 
large river with an average wldth of 2 km (1.4 m). The southwest 
coast of the island Is washed by the Protoka Kazakevicheva (K'o- 
tsa-k'al-wei-ch'ai-wo Shui-tao in Chinese) a narrow waterway 
29 km (18 m) long wlth a maximum width of 900 m (1000 yds.). 
The southeast margin of the island Is bordered by a channel 
which the Chlnese would regard as the Wu-su-ll Chlang or Ussuri 
in Russlan, and which the Russian authorities regard as the south 
branch of the Amur river. Thls waterway is 36 km (22 m) long with 
an average width of 1200 rn (1300 yds.). 

The Russian authorities belleve that the proper boundary 
follows the Amur rlver as far as the Protoka Kazakevicheva and 
then that channel as far as the Ussuri river at Kazakevlchevo, then 
south along the Ussuri rlver. The Chinese government contends 
that the boundary follows the Hei-lung Chiang eastwards, past 
the entrance to the K'o-tsa-k'ai-wei-Ch'al-Wo Shui-Tao as far as 
Khabarovsk where It meets the Wu-su-li Chiang, whlch it follows 
upstream past Kazakevlchevo and Wu-su-chen. 

The Chinese and Russlan verslons of the 1860 treaty do not 
favour either of these interpretations. The Chinese verslon states 
that the boundary follows 'the lower part of the Hei-Long river 
(Amur) untll it joins with the Wu-Su-Lee river' and then follows the 
Wu-su-li rlver upstream (Prescott, 57). The Russian translation 
describes thb boundary as a line which follows 'the course of the 
River Amur downstream to the point of juncture of the said river 
and the River Ussuri' (Prescott. 54). The crux of the problem is to 
decide the location of the confluence of the Amur and Ussuri 
rivers. The Chinese place it at Khabarovsk while the Russians 
locate It at Kazakevichevo. 

The following discussion on the relative claims of each slde Is 
based on guesswork because nelther slde has made available to 
the authors their detailed arguments. Presumably the Russian 
authorlties argue that the island is In the river Amur, whlch at thls 
polnt consists of two channels. The maln channel lies to the north 
and the minor channel consisting of the Protoka Kazakevicheva 
and the waterway northeast of Kazakevichevo, lies to the south. It 
then follows that the confluence wlth the Ussuri occurs between 

the bank of the Amoor, and these are the rocks 01 Klrma whlch lorm a 
bold and picturesque headland. A small arm of Ihe Amoor makes a turn to 
the south at this polnt, and runs on towards the mouth of the Oussoure, 
havlng a narrow tract 01 llat land along the bank (Atklnson. 465). 

A llttle below the mouth 01 the Oussoure Is the Toungouz settlement of 
Tourne . . . There are many vlllages on the rlghl bank of the southern 
branch of the Amoor. the bed of the river belng many mlles lo the north, 
and enclosing an enormous Island, round whlch the branch makes a 
considerable curve to the northward, and meets the greet stream at the 
rocks 01 Beree (Atklnson, 471 -2). 

The Soviet authorltles are on strong ground in arguing that it Is the 
hydrology of the area at the tlme the boundary was drawn which is 
important. Any changes whlch may have occurred since 1860 are 
not relevant to the solutlon of the problem. 

The second basls of the Russlan argument must be the period 
durlng which the island has been occupied by Russian and Soviet 
cltlzens. Unfortunately no preclse information is avallable on this 
matter. 

The maln thrust of the Chlnese case must be that the island in 
dispute lles In the course of the Wu-su-ii Chiang, and that thls 
river splits Into two arms east of Wu-su-chen. It must then be 
contended that there is an obvlous difference in the morphology 
of the two channels which flxes that flowing northeastwards 
towards Khabarovsk as the principal course. It is in fact reported 
that the water flows in different directions In different seasons 
along the Protoka Kazakevlcheva, and that on occasions there Is 
no perceptible flow In either direction. The Chinese authorltles 
must then argue that the treaty referred to the maln confluence 
between the Amur and Ussuri rivers, because the Chinese 
authorities at that time would never have agreed to a boundary 
through a waterway which was not suitable for navigation during 
the summer months. There may well be accounts in Chlnese 
which support this view of the area's hydrology In 1860 and which 
offset the oplnions of Atklnson and others. 

The Chinese can probably counter any Russian claim of long 
occupation by referring to the first objection to that tenancy by the 
Chlnese authorities. The Chinese version of the boundary is 
certainly recorded on a Chlnese map prepared by Hung Chun and 
publlshed in April 1890 at a scale of 1:2 268 288, and there may 
have been earlier Chinese protests and assertions about the 
location of the boundary. 

There is one supplementary argument which could be used by 
the Chlnese if it was ever established that the Soviet view of the 
reglon's hydrology In 1860 was correct. China could claim that the 
treaty awarded the land on either bank to the competing 
kingdoms but made no dispositions regarding the islands in the 
Amur. This would be a much weaker argument and there is no 
evldence that it would appeal to the Chlnese authorities. 

The present boundary dispute Is firmly related to the polltlcal 
differences between China and the Soviet Union. So long as the 
present unfriendly relations contlnue there will be no boundary 
settlement and the view of Ancel will find justification. 'll n'y a pas 
de problhrnes des frontlbres. II n'est que des probibmes des 
Natlons' (Ancel, 196). 

the last-named town and Wu-su-chen. The argument must then 
proceed that in order to follow the Amur downstream to the Ussuri 
the boundary must follow the Protoka Kazakevicheva, for if the 
line proceeded down the northern arm of the Amur to 
Khabarovsk, it would then have to proceed upstream along the 
Amur, past Korsakovo to reach the Ussuri confluence. This 
Russian view of the reglon's hydrology finds some support from 
books and pamphlets wrltten at the time the boundary was drawn. 

These [cllffs] contlnue lor many mlles wrthoul any materlel change till 
they reach Khor-Roko, where the river expands into a deep bay on Its Ancel, J. (1938). Les tronfieres. Paris. 
southern shore, end thls Is named Noung-gla . . . Beyond the bay a large Atklnson, T.W. (1861). Travels in the region ol the upper end IOwer 
tract of meadow land runs up lnlo a great curve turned by the mountains. Amoor. London. 
where they sweep round towards the Oussoure, endlng in hlgh clilfs on Prescott. J.R.V. (1975). Map otmainland Asia by treaty. Melbourne. 





The Sino-Mongolian boundary 

This boundary stretching for 4698 km (2920 m) was deflned for 
the flrst time on 26 December 1962 and the descrlptlon of Its 
demarcation was publlshed on 30 June 1964. It Is the most 
meticulously descrlbed boundary In the whole of Asla. It Is 
marked by 678 cement and rock markers located at 639 turnlng 
polnts; the locatlon of each marker and the course of the 
boundary between adjolnlng markers are descrlbed In a text of 
68 000 words, and are lndlcated In an atlas of 105 maps at a scale 
of 1:100 000 and 6 maps at a scale of 1:10 000. The need for such 
detalled demarcatlon Is appreciated when the physlcal nature of 
the Slno-Mongolian border Is understood. Thls Is a dry zone. 
remote from the beneflts of southerly or easterly monsoons In 
summer. Apart from Dornod In the extreme east, the annual 
ralnfall Is generally below 254 mm (10 In.), and even In Dornod the 
annual total rarely exceeds twice that amount. Thus only In the 
east are there perennial rlvers and lakes which can be used to 
identlfy the boundary. Much of the topography conslsts of level 
plateaus and plalns varylng In helght from 450 to 1525 m (1500 to 
5000 n.) above sea-level. Only in the extreme west does the 
Mongollan Altal range rlse over 2100 m (7000 ft.). Thls means that 
apart from the extreme east and west where fluvlal and 
topographic features respectlvely could be used to locate the 
boundary, the surveyors had to trace a line through what is often 
an unrelieved desert where there are few cultural features. 

When the evolutlon of the Slno-Mongolian boundary is 
considered, obvious parallels emerge between the clrcumstances 
of Tlbet and Mongolla. They were both areas where Chlnese 
Influence. though of long duration, was less than complete. They 
are arld areas where herdlng was the domlnant actlvlty, and they 
were located between Chlna and two competing lmperlal powers: 
Brltaln and Russla. Both areas had a long tradltlon of splritual 
rulers and In November 191 1 the lncreaslng tempo of the Chinese 
revolution allowed both to break thelr tles wlth China and exerclse 
a greater measure of autonomy, lncludlng the conduct of forelgn 
relations. But at thls polnt the parallels disappear. Mongolla 
eventually became an Independent country, whlle Tlbet was 
reabsorbed lnto Chlna In 1950. 

Chlnese emperors establlshed suzerainty over flrst Inner and 
then Outer Mongolla In the seventeenth century, but thelr 
authority lay llghtly over Outer Mongolla for two centuries. The 
Chlnese Court seemed satisfied to leave the lnhabltants of that 
area largely to themselves, and the maln Chlnese Involvement 
concerned the dlvlslon of Outer Mongolla lnto reglons wlthln 
whlch Chlnese offlclals fulfilled llmlted functions and occasionally 
quelled rebelllons (Frlters, 156). Indeed speclal regulatlons were 
enacted to reduce the scale of Chlnese Intercourse wlth the 
reglon. Colonlzatlon of the area by Chlnese was forbidden, and 
Chinese enterlng Outer Mongolla were not allowed to take thelr 
famllies or to marry Mongollans. Chlnese travellers could only 
enter Outer Mongolla by speclfled routes and traders were 
forbldden to grant credlt to Mongollans. These pollcies were 
reversed at the end of the nlneteenth century, after defeat by 
Japan In Korea, and pressure by other powers, lncludlng Russla, 
made the Chlnese court fearful for the securlty of Its borderlands. 
The laws agalnst colonlzatlon, lntermarrlage and the Immigration 
of Chlnese famllles were abrogated, and there was more dlrect 
Chinese Involvement in matters of trade, communlcatlons and 
border survelllance In Outer Mongolla. Thls pollcy change came 
too late to prevent the loss of Outer Mongolla whlch declared Itself 
independent in November 1911 as dlsorder spread throughout 
Chlna. 

The next decade was very eventful In Mongollan hlstory. Flrst 
there wee an agreement wlth Russia whlch noted that 'the old 
relations between Mongolla and Chlna thus came to an end' 
(MacMurray. 11. 992). Thls was qulckly followed In 1915 by a 
tripartite agreement wlth Russla and Chlna whlch recorded that 
China exercised suzerainty in Outer Mongolla, but that this 
region was autonomous. The terrltory of Outer Mongolia was 

deflned as 'the reglons whlch have been under the jurlsdlctlon of 
the Chlnese Amban of Urge [Ulaan Baatar], the Tartar-General of 
Uliassutal, and of the Chlnese Amban of Kobdo' (MacMurray, 11, 
1067). Thls agreement also noted that because there were no 
detalled maps of the borderlands, and because some boundaries 
were uncertain, the boundarles would be settled at a later date, 
Before thls work could be started events In Europe, and especially 
In Russla, allowed Chlna to reassert Its authority In Outer 
Mongolla. Frlters (183-93) hrs  descrlbed thls last phase of 
Chlnese ascendancy In Outer Mongolla and the confused 
clrcurnstances lnvolvlng Whlte Russlan, Chlnese and Soviet 
forces, whlch eventually resulted In Outer Mongolla becoming 
Independent as the Mongollan People's Republlc In 1924. 

Curiously Mongolla's tlrst boundary negotlatlons were with 
Japan whlch In 1931 -2 establlshed Manchukuo and then In 1938 
captured the provinces of Chahar and Sulyuan In Inner Mongolia. 
These advances created a common Japanese-Mongolian border 
of 1700 km (1060 m). Unsuccessful attempts to negotiate a 
boundary In 1935 and 1939 were followed by a successful 
agreement In 1942. 

The flrst step to the final agreement of the Slno-Mongolian 
boundary was taken on 14 August 1945, when Chlna agreed wlth 
the Sovlet Unlon to recognize the lndependence of Outer 
Mongolla, If that was deslred by a majorlty of the Mongollans 
votlng In a pleblsclte. The pleblsclte on 20 October 1945 provlded 
an overwhelming vote In favour of lndependence whlch Chlna 
recognized on 5 January 1946. 

No details have ever been made avallable about the course of 
negotlatlons between Chlna and Mongolla whlch led to the 
successful demarcatlon of the boundary. A comparison of the 
locatlon of the boundary clalmed by each slde before December 
1962 reveals some dlscrepancles, although It Is lnterestlng to note 
that these dlscrepancles dlmlnlshed In the perlod 1951 -60 as the 
Chlnese clalms on publlshed maps apparently retreated. Indeed, 
In 1962 It appears that there were areas In the borderland whlch 
were not clalmed by elther slde, lncludlng the Nomln Gobl In the 
west and smaller zones east of Dzamin Uud and south of 
Jargalant. The boundary descrlptlon is so detalled that only 
occasional points can be located on maps of 1:l 000 000, whlch 
are the best generally avallable. There seem to be two areas 
where Chlna galned terrltory whlch Mongolla clalmed. The 
boundary lles wlthln 3.83 km (2.38 m) of the rallway statlon of 
Dzamln Uud, whlch accordlng to the traditlonal Mongolian 
boundary lay 20 km (12.5 m) lnslde Mongolla. In the extreme east 
Chlna secured the Halhln Gol as the boundary for 61 km (38 m) of 
Its course, and access to the northwest shore of Buyr Nuur, whlch 
was shown on Mongollan maps as lylng entlrely within Mongolia. 

The twenty-slx segments of the 1962 treaty were preserved In 
the 1964 descrlptlon, although the llmits of all cannot be precisely 
Identltled. Each polnt on the boundary is deflned In terms of Its 
lmmedlate locallty, Its dlstance and dlrectlon from the prevlous 
marker, and Its bearlngs from nearby promlnent features. Cultural 
features are rarely used, the only exceptions belng roads on three 
occasions, the Slno-Mongolian rallway, and two animal 
enclosures; thls Is a reflectlon of the lnhospltable nature of the 
landscape and the point Is underlined by the number of times 
bearlngs are glven to solltary trees, showlng that these are 
noteworthy occurrences. 

The boundary Is now establlshed so clearly and permanently 
that the relevant protocols could serve as a model for statesmen 
and surveyors dellmltlng and demarcatlng lnternatlonal 
boundarles. 

Frllers. G. M. (1951). Outer Mongolla end its lnlernetlonel Posltlon, 
London. 

MacMurray, J. V. A. (1021). Treaties with end concerning Chlne, 
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7 The Afghan-Soviet boundaries of 1872 and 1895. 

The Afghan-Russian boundary was defined by Anglo-Russian 
agreements between 1872 and 1895, and conflrmed by Sovlet- 
Afghan treaties after 1945. The first agreement was contained in 
an exchange of letters in October 1872 and January 1873; It 
deflned the boundary from Oz Zorkul in the east to the frontler 
between Persla (Iran) and Afghanistan in the west. A serles of 
protocols dated 1884-8 settled the boundary between the 
Zulflkar pass in the west to KwaJa Salar on the Amu Darya. The 
short concluding boundary behnreen Oz Zorkul and the Chinese 
border was settled in 1895. Thls section considers the lines 
established In 1872 and 1895; the more complex negotiatlons 
associated with the protocols of 1884-8 are described on the 
following pages. 

The origins of the 1872-3 agreement can be traced to cor- 
respondence In 1869 when both the Russian and British 
governments showed a desire for a neutral area between thelr 
respectlve territories in Asia. The delay in reachlng agreement 
was caused by the different requlrements of each side. Britain 
wanted the neutral zone to be as wide as possible so that Russia 
would remain dlstant from Afghanistan; it was certainly 
consldered that the khanate of Khlva (41°25' N., 60'49' E.) should 
form part of the neutral zone. Russia's prime interest was in 
securing a safe avenue from the Caspian to central Asia which 
would allow the newly acquired territories to be made 
commerclaily profitable. The bast routes to serve this purpose lay 
south of the Aral sea through the territories of Khiva and Mary, to 
the Amu Darya. Thls Russlan ambltion was clearly recognized by 
the Britlsh representatlves In St Petersburg and Teheran, but their 
warnlngs were dlsregarded (Prescott, 99-100). indeed, the 
detailed story of these negotiations is largely a history of Russian 
success as they finassad and trumped the British high cards to 
take most of the tricks. 

The establishment of a neutral zone properly requlres the 
definition of two boundarles, one with Russia and the other with 
Brltish territories. This simple point escaped the British 
authorities who flnally settled for a deflnition of the northern 
boundary of Afghanlstan. Thls meant that there was a clear line 
limiting the expanslon of Britlsh Influence into the supposed 
neutral zone, but no corresponding iine to halt Russla's advance. 

At the very beglnning of the detailed discussion about 
Afghanistan's northern boundary Britaln proposed the upper Amu 
Darya, south of Bukhara as 'the boundary iine which neither 
Power should allow their forces to cross'. The Russians raised two 
problems about the river as a boundary. Flrst, there was the 
question of flxing its western terminus; second, there was the 
problem that Bukhara owned territory south of the line. 

The lndlan admlnlstration informed the British negotiators that 
Kwaja Salar was the proper western terminus, and this was duly 
proposed to the Russians. There was some confusion about the 
actual iocation of Kwaja Salar. The lndlan officials referred to the 
ford; the British authorities referred to the port in the final 
agreement; the commissioners charged with marklng the 
boundary discovered that the name also applied to a ferry, a 
tomb, a house, the narrow portion of the river, and a district east 
of Kerki. In a Russian report, prepared by General Kaufmann, 
Kwaja Salar was identlfled as being located near Tash Gozar. 
which is 77 km (48 m) east of the iocation favoured by Britaln. Yet 
after a long debate between the two countries Kwaja Salar was 
agreed to be the point at whlch the boundary left the river without 
any precise agreement on Its location! By contrast the eastern 
terminus at Oz Zorkul, created no debate and no problems. It was 
apparently consldered that the Pamlrs were so inhospitable that 
there was no risk of colllslon between Russian and British forces, 
and a gap was left between the lake and the Chlnese border. The 
British ambassador in St Petersburg noted that Russla had 
exhibited such frlendly feeilngs in that quarter that any fears of 
conflict were only a phantom of timld minds. To which the Russlan 
foreign minister replled 'A phantom indeed: even if man were 

wlcked enough to entertain such designs, nature is there to sto,, 
him'. (Prescott. 105). 

By clalmlng the Amu Darya as the northern boundary of 
Afghanlstan. Britain was laying claim on that country's behalf to 
the terrltories of Badakhshan and Vakhan. Thls claim was 
dlsputed by Russia, whlch believed the territories to be 
independent. Russia justlfled its opinlon about the country's 
Independence on the grounds that Bukhara and Kokand held this 
view, and because there were no apparent trappings of Afghan 
authority; there were no Afghan officials and no tax collections on 
behalf of the Afghan treasury. Britaln retorted that Afghanistan 
acqulred Badakhshan In 1859; that Bukhara had refused to help 
Badakhshan throw off the Afghan yoke in 1863 on the ground that 
it was properly subject to the Afghan government; and that 
Badakhshan had a different adminlstrative structure to 
Afghanistan because the emlr had established an experimental 
form of government1 

Indeed, at first the only agreement was that both states were 
weak and that Vakhan was usually subject to Badakhshan, which 
made it sensible to treat them together. Russia, noting the state of 
peace between Badakhshan and Its northern neighbours, argued 
that this deslrable condition would be maintained by leaving the 
terrltories outslde Afghanlstan, whereas If Afghanistan and 
Bukhara had a common boundary the risk of conflict would be 
increased. Britain took the contrary view that If these weak states 
were left Independent they would Invite aggression from both 
major nelghbours. This protracted debate ended abruptly when 
Russia accepted Britain's position, and with It the Amu Darya as 
the boundary from Oz Zorkul to Kwaja Salar. Russia's decision 
was clalmed to ba In recognltion that Britain had a better facility 
for collectlng informatlon about the area, and because it was not 
desired to glve the matter unwarranted importance. It seems 
more llkeiy that Russia had recognized that an apparent 
concesslon at this polnt mlght bring more valuable compensation 
later; fourteen years later Russia referred to thls concession In 
extractlng advantages west of Kwaja Salar. 

The 1872-3 agreement made no reference to the ownershlp of 
islands in the Amu Darya. Fortunately this was not a matter which 
caused any dispute and the issue was placed beyond doubt by the 
Afghan-Sovlet treaties after 1945. 

As exploration of the Pamirs proceeded it became apparent 
that the Amu Darya did not coincide wlth the poilticai boundary 
between Afghanistan and Bukhara. Darwaz, a Bukharan province. 
extended south of the river, while Roshan and Shignan were 
Afghan areas lying to Its north. Russia Insisted on the terms of the 
1872-3 agreement and demanded the withdrawal of Afghan 
troops from those areas of Roshan and Shlgnan lying north of the 
river. Sir Mortimer Durand was sent to Kabul in 1893 to persuade 
the emlr to withdraw hls troops. The emlr eventually agreed to 
exchange the areas of Roshan and Shignan north of the river for 
the area of Darwaz to the south. The Russian explorations also 
made it clear to Britain that it was necessary to draw a boundary 
between Oz Zorkul and the Chinese border to limit Russian 
expansion. Britain tried unsuccessfully to interest the Chinese 
in this boundary construction and in March 1895 agreed with 
Russia to extend the boundary eastwards to peak P O V ~ ~ O  
Schveykovskogo. The boundary deflnition was remarkably 
imprecise, reflecting the lack of geographical knowledge of this 
area. However, nelther side took advantage of this situation and 
the boundary was demarcated by twelve plllars in 1895. To 
insulate the Russian and Britlsh empires from contact the British 
authorltles, with Russian agreement, persuaded the emir of 
Afghanlstan to accept sovereignty over Vakhan, thus creating the 
curious extension of Afghan territory which gives it a common 
boundary with China. 

Prescott. J.R.V. (1975). Map 01 mainland Asia by treaty. Melbourne 





The Afghan-Soviet boundary between the Amu Darya and the Hari Rud 

The sector of the Afghan-Russian boundary whlch stretches 
563 km (350 m) west of KwaJa Salar was settled durlng the period 
1882-8. Two maln features characterized these long and difficult 
negotlatlons. Flrst, whlle Brltaln and Russla were both anxious to 
create a boundary to promote and preserve peace in the area, 
there were strong differences about the best locatlon for the Iine. 
As mentioned on the previous page, throughout the negotlatlons 
Russia seemed to hold the upper hand, and the flnal boundary lay 
much closer to the Ideal Russlan llne than to the limlt whlch Brltaln 
would have considered to be perfect. There may be many ex- 
planations for this development, but an Important consideration 
seems to have been Russia's conslstent and clear alm throughout 
the negotiations. To make the areas of Russian central Asla 
profitable, a practical route was needed by drawing the line as 
far south as possible so that it secured some habitable terrltory 
south of the Yugo-vostochnyye desert, as well as the important 
centres on the Darya-ye Morghab and Amu Darya whlch flow 
northwards through thls desert. Presumably It was always 
Brltaln's counter elm to keep Russla as far from Afghanlstan as 
posslble, but there was no conslstent pollcy to achleve thls elm. At 
flrst Brltain pressed for a neutral zone between Afghanlstan and 
Russla; then an anempt was made to persuade Iran (Persia) to 
accept a buffer role In the desert. Only after these two pollcles 
were discarded did the Brltlsh authorltles begin to work towards a 
satisfactory boundary between Russla and Afghanlstan. By that 
time many valuable opportunltles had been lost, both to secure a 
llne well to the north of the flnal boundary, and to collect 
Information about the borderland. 

The second lmportant feature of these negotiations was the 
Importance of geographlcel factors. For example, when the 
Brltlsh authorltles flnally came to real grlps wlth the problems. 
they ldentlfied three features whlch could not be ylelded to 
Russia; they were the Zulfikar pass on the Harl Rud. Mari Chaq on 
the Darya-ye Morghab, and Kwaja Salar. Although the flnal 
boundary trended south of the direct llnes jolnlng these polnts 
there was plalnly a llmit to the depth of Russlan sallents which 
would be allowed. The dlfferent alignment of rlvars east and west 
of Marl Chaq, the complex patterns of canals and flelds In the 
Kushka and Kashan valleys, and the recent changes in population 
dlstrlbutlon following Turkoman raids Into the Afghan border 
lands, all complicated the negotiations. Flnally the geographlcel 
ignorance of both sides at dlfferent tlmes played an lmportant role 
In allowlng the other side to gain an advantage, and resulted In 
questlonsconsldered settled being re-opened. The flrst stage of 
the negotlatlons lasted from February 1882 untll April 1884. 
Britaln tried to become Involved In the dlscusslons between 
Russla and Persla (Iran) but was rebuffed by Russia. However that 
country offered to negotlate a boundary from Kwaja Salar to 
Sarakhs on the Harl Rud. That proposal was decllned by the 
Brltlsh authorltles because 'the proposal did not In any way meet 
the requirements of the case'. That was the best offer Russla ever 
made and the ultlmate terminus on the Harl Rud lay 100 km 
(60 m) south of Sarakhs! 

On 14 February 1884 the Brltlsh authorities recelved a rude 
shock. The Mary trlbes made submlsslon to Russla and were 
accepted. Although the Brltlsh authorltles were able to catalogue 
Russian assurances that this event would not occur, there was 
now no cholce but to accept the Russlan offer to negotlate a 
boundary west of Kwaja Salar. Brltaln lmmedlately proposed a 
jolnt commlsslon of Russlan, Brltlsh and Afghan members but 
Russla vetoed the membership of Afghanlstan. There was then an 
Involved dlscusslon about where the Anglo-Russlan commlsslon 
should begln Its efforts to select the maln polnts on the proposed 
boundary. Brltaln wanted the work to begln at Sarakhs because 

they could reach that place quickly; Russia preferred to start at 
Kwaja Salar because the 106s of time would be Inslgnlflcan( and 
'would be amply compensated by the fact of beglnning at a known 
polnt agreed by both Governments'. Further Russia belleved that 
it would be posslble to make faster progress In the eastern sector 
of the boundary and that thls would avold the problem of glvlng a 
bad lmpresslon to the local population because of dl~agreernent~, 
Whlle thls dlscusslon continued It became clear that there was a 
sharp dlvlslon of oplnlon about the principles whlch should guide 
the commlssloners. For Brltaln the commlsslon's task was to 
ascertain the 'true llmlts of the Ameer's territory', thls meant that 
the members must be concerned with the polltlcal relations 
exlstlng between trlbes In the borderland. A subsldlary task was to 
draw a boundary whlch would not Impose on the emir territorlal 
obllgatlons he would be unwllllng to assume or unable to fulfll. 
Russla was not Interested In llmltlng the commlsslon to 
dlscoverlng the current polltlcal status quo; Instead, looklng to the 
future it was asserted that lastlng peace would only be secured by 
drawlng a llne colncldent wlth the geographlc and ethnlc dlvlslons 
of the borderland, so that all Turkoman tribes and the land they 
occupled were excluded from Afghanlstan. In the end the Britlsh 
sent thelr commlssloner to the borderland where he gathered 
much valuable Information, but the Russlan commlssloner dld not 
appear; the Russlans had declded that closer definltlon of the llne 
was requlred before any commlsslon could be effective. 

To secure closer deflnitlon Russla suggested that the boundary 
should be sought in a triangular zone. The northern edge was 
fixed from Kwaja Salar to Dowlatabad on the Harl Rud; the 
western slde was the course of the Harl Rud and the trlangle was 
completed by a llne whlch flrstly followed the Parompamisus hills 
of the Selseleh-ye Safid Kuh and then turned northeast to pass 
south of Mari Chaq and follow the courses of the Darya-ye Qeysar 
and Darya-ye Andkhvoy past the northern edge of Andkhvoy to 
Kwaja Salar. The Brltlsh authorltles raised objections to the 
southern boundary of thls zone and In January 1885 Russia 
proposed a flrm boundary whlch lay wlthln 16 km (10 m) of the 
ultlmate Ilne. Thls proposal so early in the negotlatlons revealed 
Russla's greater appreciation of the geographlcel, ethnlc and 
polltical reallties of the borderland. While these suggestions 
passed between St Petersburg and London, Russian forces 
advanced from Sarakhs to Pul-I-Khatum to the Zulflkar pass and 
from Sary Yazy to Pendjeh. 

By now the compromise llne was defined falrly closely and In 
September 1885 a protocol deflnlng the boundary was slgned. It 
dld not deflne the whole boundary wlth equal clarlty as the jolnt 
demarcatlon commlsslon dlscovered. From the Zulflkar pass to 
Hauz-I-Khan the boundary was precisely defined and the 
commlsslon slmply had to mark the Iine. Between Hauz-i-Khan 
and Marl Chaq the llne was deflned In principle; the land occupied 
by the Saryks and the pastures used by thelr herds had to be left 
to Russla. There were problems about deflnlng these areas, 
because Saryk lands were often lrrlgated from canals orlginating 
in Afghan terrltory. However a llne was constructed eventually and 
condltlons were lald on both sldes to avoid confllct over water 
rlghts. East of Mari Chaq the boundary had to be drawn north Of 

the Darya-ye Qeysar and west of the Darya-ye Andkhvoy. There 
was much disagreement over thls l lne as the British 
commlssloners made one last effort to deny Russla any habitable 
land south of the desert. Thls effort felled but the commissioners 
were unable to agree about the boundary from Andkhvoy to 
Kwaja Salar. Thls sectlon was the subject of a separate protocol In 
1887 and the boundary demarcatlon was completed In January 
1888. 





a The boundary between Afghanistan and lran 

The 837 km (520 m) of boundary between Afghanistan and lran 
was dellmlted In three sections at dlfferent times. In 1872 274 km 
(170 m) of the line was determined in the Sistan basin in the south 
of the borderland, and thls llmlt was confirmed in 1905 after 
dlsputes about terrltory and water supplies lollowlng major 
changes In the course of the Darya-ye-Helmand. The northern 
161 km (100 m) of boundary through the Hari Rud valley was 
settled In 1891. These termlnal sections were both lald out by 
Brltlsh army officers, whose decisions were endorsed by the 
Afghan and lranian governments. The central, connecting section 
of 402 km (250 m) was defined by a Turkish general In 1935, and 
thls officer also removed some doubts about a short section of the 
northern boundary. The arrangements made for each section 
were qulte separate from each other and it is a tribute to the 
officers concerned that the total boundary has served both 
countries very well. These comments are related to the northern 
and central sections. 

The northern area was known as Hashtadan, and it was a seml- 
arid area where cultivation could only be supported through 
irrigation. In Aprll 1885 the local lranian governor ordered that 
certain khanats near Pardeh should be cleared of sand and 
repaired. A khanat or karez is an underground canal which taps 
subterranean sources of water at the foot of apparently dry hllls. 
These canals convey large volumes of water for many miles; they 
are constructed by digglng shafts at Intervals, to the required 
depth, and then tunnelling sideways to connect with flanklng 
shafts. Afghan patrols attacked the labourers sent to do the work. 
confiscated their tools, and drove them away. A simllar pattern of 
events had occurred eleven years before and thls time both 
governments requested arbltration by the Brltish authoritles. 
General MacLean was sent to the area to Investigate the rival 
clalms and propose a deflnite boundary. After some months 
gathering evidence in 1888-9 he announced his award in 
December 1889. The shah of lran accepted the line immediately, 
but It was a year before the emlr of Afghanistan also concurred. 
and MacLean marked the boundary with thlrty-nine pillars in 1891. 

The area of Hashtadan lles southwest of the great northward 
bend of the Hari Rud at Kuhestan. It Is bounded on the north by 
the Sangittl range; on the south by the Kadaona and Yal-i-Khar 
ranges; on the east by the watershed whlch passes through the 
peak Sang-i-Dukhtar; and on the west by an unlnhabited belt of 
arid steppe which also marks the eastern watershed of the Karat 
basin. The region measures about 39 km (24 m) along its 
northwest-southeast axis, and is about 27 km (17 m) wlde. It Is 
drained by the river Shorab, whlch flows northwards through the 
Shorab pass in the Sangltti range. North of the pass the river is 
called the Kal-I-Kalla, and thls river swlngs eastwards to joln the 
Hari Rud northwest of Kuhestan. MacLean distinguished three 
zones in Hashtadan. Flrst, just south of the Shorab pass of the 
same name, there were the rulns of former vlllages and obvlous 
signs of previous cultlvatlon. Except on the north the area was 
surrounded by a level alluvial steppe, whlch had no signs of 
surface drainage and practically none of settlement. This steppe 
zone was surrounded by the gentle slopes leadlng to the fringlng 
watersheds. MacLean was unable to detect any connection 
between the dralnage of these slopes and the khanats of the 
steppe and cultivated reglon although he consldered that in tlme 
ol heavy rains some water from the hills might reach the Shorab. 

MacLean's fleld-work led hlm to three important conclusions. 
First, the dllapidated condltlon of the rulns, the barely dlscernlble 
fleld patterns, and the khanats choked with sand convlnced hlm 
that the area had been deserted for a century. He noted that 
'neither Persians nor Afghans can produce proofs of recent 
possession in support of thelr respectlve clalms, nelther havlng 
fell inclined to stand the brunt of colllslons, in such an exposed 
locality, with the Turkomans'. MacLean discovered that an 
epidemic throat dlsease In 1788 had been a major factor In 
causing the depopulation of the valley, and the devastatlon had 

been, completed by 'Uzbek. Hazarah and Turcoman raiderst, 
Second, the water of the khanats were not solely used in the 
Shorab valley. MacLean managed to trace an old, large canal 
whlch passed through the Shorab pass to 'the Darband and ~ ~ f i ~  
Kala lands'. This fact was Important because Afghanistan 
possessed these lands, and was able to argue that if lran 
controlled the entlre area of Hashtadan, potentlal supplies of 
water through the Shorab pass would be at rlsk. In fact the canal 
through the pass was as choked wlth sand as the khanats of 
Hashtadan, but MacLean was trylng to reconstruct the economic 
geography of a century before. His problem was to select a line 
through or round thls wasteland whlch was historlcally fair to both 
sldes, so that both would be induced to accept it. His task was not 
made easler by thls thlrd conclusion, whlch was that despite its 
present rulnous appearance, Hashtadan had the potential to 
become a flourlshlng arable area once more. 

Both sldes clalmed the whole area; lran insisted that It had been 
part of Bakharz, whlle Afghanistan declared that it formed part of 
Kohsan and Ghurlan. Both sldes also showed great imaglnation In 
provlding evldence to bolster thelr clalms; a Persian tombstone 
dated 1426, tltle deeds, documents glving power of attorney, and 
payments of compensatlon for robbery and damage, were 
presented by one slde or the other. Even though he welghed this 
evldence carefully, MacLean was no closer to findlng the correct 
hlstorlcal boundary, and so, like many other arbitrators before 
and slnce, he offered a compromise. MacLean's boundary 
followed the Kal-I-Kalla through the Shorab pass and contlnued 
southwestwards to a point due west of Farizna, when the line 
swung southeast and ended at the southern edge of the Yal-i- 
Khar range about 34" 20' north and 60" 55'east, at the head of the 
Chah Surkh valley. The shah's immediate agreement was secured 
by two small concesslons. Flrst the Hashtadan mound with an 
area of 0.8 hectare (2 acres) was included within Iran; second, the 
name Hashtadan was written on the lranian side of the boundary 
on the award map! Perhaps this strategem enabled the shah to 
represent the award as a total success for hls country. 

MacLean did not define the boundary north of the Kal-I-Kalla, 
presumably because It was understood that It followed that rlver 
to the Hari Rud and then that river north to the Zulfikar pass where 
the Russlan-lranlan border began. General Altal made thls 
boundary explicit in his award of 1935. 

The conclusion of MacLean's work meant that there was a gap 
of 402 km (250 m) between his thirty-nlnth plllar and the pillar on 
Slah Kuh, whlch was the termlnus of the Sistan boundary. 
Occasionally problems arose In connectlon wlth land and water 
rlghts along the border and In 1928 lran and Afghanistan agreed 
to provlde commissloners who would live In the borderland and 
meet regularly to resolve problems whlch developed. This 
arrangement did not prove to be a complete answer and in 1934 
lran proposed that Turkey, a country with which both states had 
cordial relations, should be asked to arbitrate on the boundary. 
General Fahreddln Altal was appointed by the Turkish 
government for thls task and he worked in the borderland from 
October 1934 until May 1935. The approximate line of the 
boundary was already lndlcated by the two exlstlng termini and 
Iran's possesslon of Yazdan; thls collection of farms lay almost in 
a straight line wlth the termlnl. Certaln features, such as an Afghan 
cemetery on the southern slopes of the Kadaona range and the 
large salt lake of Namaksar, persuaded Altal to draw the 
bounrlary sllghtly west of the dlrect Ilne. Hls task was easier than 
that of hls Brltlsh counterparts in Sistan and Hashtadan because 
there was an absence of settlement and the area possessed only a 
low economic potentlal. The only complertlty Involved the 
occasional use by nomads' herds of winter pastures after good 
summer ralns, and the quarrylng of millstones from some hills. 
but Altal was able to qulckly solve these problems and design an 
acceptable Ilne, whlch he demarcated by thlrty-nlne pillars. 
Sykes. Slr P. (1940). A history ot Alghanistan. 2 vols. London. 





10 The Afghan-Iranian boundary through Sistan 

The Sistan basin, which has a general elevation of about 550 m 
(1800 R). comprises about 18 000 sq. km (7000 sq. m). The basin 
is the focus of an interior drainage pattern with a catchment of 
325 000 sq. km (125 000 sq. m). whlch origlnates principally on 
the eastern and southern slopes of the Afghan plateau. The chlef 
river of this system is the Darya-ye Helmand, whlch Is 
Afghanistan's largest river. It Is a perennial river and floods durlng 
the late spring and early summer when melting snow on the 
uplands augments the early summer rainfall. The other rlvers, 
such as the Khash Rud, Khospas Rud and Farah Rud sometimes 
cease to flow at the surface In late summer and autumn. The lower 
reaches of all these rivers are used for Irrigation, and surplus 
water flows into the Hamun e-Helmand, a lake which seasonally 
fluctuates in area. In spring it may be 8-24 km wide and 160 km in 
length (5-15 m by 100 m). During extreme floods. as in 1885 and 
1903, water from the Hamun e-Helmand drains southeastwards to 
another landlocked depresslon called Dasht-e Gowd-e-Zereh. 
For thousands of years the Darya-ye Helmand and other rivers 
have been carrying silt into the Slstan basin and constructing a 
delta in the lake. The growth of this delta has been irregular and 
there is geomorphological and cultural evidence to show that the 
Hamun e-Heimand has occupied different locations in the basin. 
Today as in past periods the Darya-ye Helmand builds levees 
which eventually means that it is flowing above the general level of 
the surrounding country. Heavy floods wlll sometlmes breach 
these levees and allow the river to seek a new course. Further, 
between May and September thls basin is swept by strong north- 
westerly winds which can remove fertile topsoil and bury settle- 
ments, water-holes and crops. 

Desplte these disadvantages the area is still superior to any 
surrounding districts for settled agriculture. it was thus a target for 
conquest by many groups and in 1872, when the boundary was 
first drawn, Slstan had a complex ethnic structure of 45 000 
Persians. Afghans and nomadlc Baluchis. 

in the period following 1860 there was an increasing number of 
disputes over water rlghts between Persian and Afghan groups. 
Towards the end of that decade Persian advances alarmed the 
Afghan authorities and a war threatened. It was at this point that 
Britain belatedly took action under the terms of the treaty of Parls 
of 1857. and offered to help settle the issue. This offer was 
accepted by both sldes and Major-General F.J. Goidsmid was 
sent to act as arbitrator. His decision was binding on both parties 
and he was instructed to take into account both ancient rights and 
recent occupatlon. Goidsmld spent two months in Slstan and for 
most of that time his work was obstructed by the Persian repre- 
sentatlve. This meant that Goldsmid dld not manage to collect all 
the facts needed and he had to rely largely on oral and wrltten 
evidence from both sides. 

Goldsmid dlstingulshed between Slstan Proper, which was 
awarded to Persia and Outer Sistan which was given to 
Afghanistan. Sistan Proper was bounded by the Hamun e- 
Helmand on the west and north, by the Darya-ye Helmand on the 
east, and by the Dasht-I-Sangbar in the south. This last feature is 
a desert plain about 5 km (3 m) wlde standing about 21 m (70 ft) 
above the surroundlng plain; it formerly marked the southern 
edge of the Hamun-e-Helmand. Most of this area was irrigated 
from the Rud-I-Sistan, a canal into which water was diverted by a 
dam of tamarlsk branches at Band-i-Sistan (McMahon. 217-18). 
Darya-ye Helmand and Its northern distrlbutary, the Siksar rlver 
marked the central section of the boundary norlh of the Band-l- 
Slstan. South from the dam Goldsmld drew a straight line to a 
prominenl mountain Kuh-i-Malik Slah. He was not able to survey 
the land through which the boundary was drawn and thus might 
not have realized that he was partitloning an area known as 
Tarakhun, which had prevlously received water via the Rud-e 
Blaban. The fact that Persia was awarded the irrlgable area of 
Tarakhun while Afghanistan relained the headwaters of the river 
and canals which couid supply the area was guaranteed to ensure 

that the zone was not rehabilitated. North of the mouth of the 
Slksar rlver the boundary followed the southern edge of the 
Nalzar, or reed bed, as far as Slah Kuh. 

In the short term Goldsmid was successful In producing a 
boundary whlch averted war between Afghanistan and Persia, but 
he also offended against most of the cardinal rules in boundary. 
making. He drew lines through areas he had not vlsited; made the 
boundary coincldent wlth physical features such as rivers and the 
reed beds which were subject to changlng locations; he dld not 
demarcate the boundary. It was therefore not surprising that the 
work had to be done all over again by McMahon thlrty years later. 

In 1896 an exceptional flood burst the west bank of the Darya- 
ye Helmand forming a new outlet to the lake called Rud-i-Pariun. 
This meant that no water flowed through the Siksar channel and 
the Afghan irrigated areas on the Siksar's east bank were put a1 
risk. The Persians agreed that the Afghans couid dam the Rud-I- 
Pariun, and divert enough water along the Siksar. These friendly 
arrangements ended in 1902 when there was an exceptional 
drought and severe competition for water by both groups. A 
climax was reached when Afghans occupied a Persian vlllage in 
the tract known as Mian Kangi whlch lies between the Siksar and 
the Rud-i-Pariun. This persuaded the Persian authoritles to Invite 
British arbitratlon once more and Colonel McMahon was sent to 
reconstruct Goldsmid's boundary and to set regulations for the 
general allocation of water in Sistan. 

McMahon's commission was composed of 1500 men, and it 
spent from February 1903 until May 1905 in Sistan. Afghanistan 
was most anxious that Goldsmid's boundary should be 
maintained, but Persia proposed an alteration. Goldsmid defined 
the boundary south of Band-I-Sistan in the following terms: 

. . . the llne of frontler to the hills south of the Slslan desert should be so 
drawn as to Include wlthin the Afghan limits all cultivation on both sldes of 
the rlver [Helmand] from the bund upwards, the Malik Siah Koh . . . 
appearlng lo be a flning polnt (Altchison. 11: 321). 

This has been shown on maps as a straight line between Band-i- 
Sistan and Kuh-i-Malik Siah. Persla argued that the llne could 
equally well meet Goldsmld's requirements if it was curved closer 
to the banks of the Darya-ye Helmand, glving Persia a greater 
share of the Tarakhun. McMahon rejected this argument and 
carefully marked Goldsmid's line by nlnety pillars whlch were 
clearly marked on maps accompanying the award. 

McMahon then turned hls attention to the allocatlon of water. 
He discovered from historical research that excess of water was a 
more frequent problem for cultivation than drought, and that 
when drought occurred it affected the spring crops when the river 
was at its lowest. He therefore stipulated Persian water-rights with 
the needs of spring crops In mlnd, and decided that one third of 
the water whlch flowed via the Darya-ye Helmand at Khamal Khan 
should be available for Persian use. Unlike Goldsmld's award 
McMahon's was a model of boundary-making. It is a pity that 
McMahon is remembered for a devious line between India and 
China which has created trouble between those two countries. 
rather than for this llne which was meticulously and sensibly 
measured. 

Aitchlson. C.U. (1 909). A collection of treaties, engagements, sanads etc. 
vol. II. Calcutta. 
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The Afghan-Pakistan boundary 

This boundary extends for 2430 km (1510 m) from the snow- 
covered peaks of the Hlndu Kush In the north to the baked desert 
plains of Baluchistan in the south. Thls borderland has two 
important qualities which help to explain the difficulties faced by 
British and Afghan authorlties when they began to draw this line. 
First, the physical landscape Is generally unfavourable to settle- 
ment. A local proverb notes that when Allah finished making the 
world he dumped the rubbish on the northwest frontier of lndla 
and Baluchistan. South of the Khyber pass the availability of water 
is always a matter of concern, except near the main perennial 
rivers such as the Kabul, Gumal. Zhob and Bolan. Solls are thln 
and In the hills and ranges the narrowness of valleys restricts 
opportunities for irrlgation; this is in sharp contrast to the wide. 
alluvial plains of the Indus. Although the shortage of water is not a 
problem north of the Khyber pass, the valleys are narrower and 
the growing seasons are shorter. 

Second, the pattern of ethnic communities and political 
organizations is complex throughout the borderland. The 
successive waves of conquerors, frontiersmen and nomads which 
broke across this region have produced a complex mosaic of 
unique, fragmented cultural communities. In the second half of 
the nineteenth century when British areas of administration 
marched with Afghanistan, there were also frequent and complex 
movements of nomads through this borderland. Some were 
traders, some sought grazlng for thelr herds, and others searched 
for work. 

The need for a clear boundary through this area was evident to 
the British government in India, which was painfully aware of the 
sharp difference between the ordered arrangements In British 
lndia and the near anarchy throughout much of Afghanistan. But 
there was a real dilemma for the British authorities. There was no 
obvious line and any unilateral limit which Britaln placed upon the 
advance of its forces always produced eventual problems with 
neighbouring tribesmen who ralded into Ihe British areas. When 
British forces advanced into these tribal areas Anglo-Afghan 
relations were endangered and there was the chance that the 
tribesmen would unite in a common anti-British front with the emir 
in Kabul. Two quotations summarize the Brltish problem: 

In both cases [the Brltlsh advances Into Slnd and Punlab] the 
fundamental underlylng cause was the juxlaposition of stability and 
instabllity, of ordered government and mlsrule: the Empire pushing on in 
its search for a frontier and finding no halting place, no physical or man- 
made barrier, on whlch its outposts could be aligned and behind which its 
nationals could move In safety and freedom (Fraser-Tytler. 122). 

So long as hungry trlbesmen Inhabit barren and almost waterless hills. 
which command open and fertile plains, so long will they resort lo 
plunder~ng incursions In order lo obtain the necessaries of life (Davies. 
179). 

In the serried ranges fringing Afghanistan there was nothing to 
recommend one watershed rather than another. Only a few rlvers 
flowed north-south and they made poor boundaries in a region 
where similar groups settled on both banks. Further, the 
tribesmen did not understand the concept of fixed immovable 
boundaries. Their limits had always fluctuated in direct proportion 
to their military strength. These facts would have complicated any 
boundary policy but there was the added problem of frequent 
changes of government in Britain. Davles commented that lndia 
was 'the sport of English political factions' and that the sudden 
advances and ill-timed retreats were the signs of a disastrous 
frontier policy. 

By the 1890s the effective boundary of British administered 
districls lay wesl of the Indus. It started at the mouth of the Hab 
river and skirted jusl west of Mehar. Jacobabad, Taunsa, Bannu, 
Kohat and Peshawar, being never more than 100 km (60 m) wesl 
of the rlver. 

The opportunity to negotlate a boundary with Afghanistan 
arose in 1893, when Sir Mortimer Durand was sent to Kabul to 

persuade the emlr to surrender areas north of the Amu Darya to 
Russla under the terms of the Anglo-Russlan agreements of 
1872-3. Sir Mortimer also had the responslblllty of cajoling the 
emir to accept Vakhan and SO place hlmself between Britlsh Indie 
and Russlan central Asia. These were Britain's main alms and the 
Anglo-Afghan boundary was a bonus, although the mission is 
generally recalled because it negotiated what became known as 
the Durand Ilne, whlch forms the basis of the present boundary 
between Afghanlstan and Pakistan. The agreement on 12 
November 1893 mlght have proved an unsatisfactory basis, 
because, as a document deflnlng a boundary, it lefi much to be 
deslred. Most of the boundary was deflned by a line on a small 
scale map which varled significantly In the accuracy wlth which it 
portrayed different sections of the borderland. Unfortunately 
Durand was not accompanled by a surveyor because it was 
feared that the emir mlght suspect such an expert as being a spy! 
When the time came to demarcate the boundary the surveyors 
found difficulty in relating a line on this small scale map to the 
landscape. The text of the short agreement dld specify some of 
the distrlcts whlch fell to both sldes, and did descrlbe one short 
sectlon of boundary west of New Chaman, but these textual 
deflnitions only complicated the interpretatlon of the map, wlth 
which they did not always agree. 

By 13 May 1896 most of the boundary had been marked by six 
demarcation teams. The outstanding sectlons lay north of Chakha 
pass, in the high Hlndu Kush, where no human demarcation was 
necessary, and astrlde the Khyber pass which was easlly the most 
sensitive section of the whole border. The teams which marked 
the boundary faced a number of common problems, amongst 
which the most important were dlffering instructions about the 
interpretation of the agreement by the two governments; maps 
which did not correspond with each other or with the terrain; 
overlapping clalms to small, prized areas by neighbouring 
communities; periods of adverse weather and several sections of 
very difficult terrain. The commissioners managed to solve all the 
difficulties which arose and adlusted the line so that it 
corresponded to the realities of the landscape and the distribution 
of tribal lands. 

The boundary from Sikaram peak to Nawa pass was settled 
after the Third Afghan War. After King Hablbulla was assassinated 
in February 1919 there was a struggle for successlon between 
Nasrulla Khan and Amanulla Khan, which was won by the lalter. 
He attempted to overcome the dlscontent engendered by the civil 
war by proclaiming a Jlhad against Britain. British lndia was 
invaded but the Afghan troops were repulsed and Brltaln dictated 
the peace terms to the emir, lncludlng a boundary through the 
pass, which was finally agreed on 22 November 1921. 

The concept of the Durand llne was challenged by Afghanistan 
when Pakistan was formed in 1947. Afghanistan championed the 
cause of Pushtunistan, a state comprislng Pathan tribes in the 
westjrn borderlands of Pakistan. It argued, in support of the case, 
that Britain never controlled the area between the boundary of 
administered distrlcts and the Durand line at the tlme the 1893 
agreement was slgned under duress. Paklstan resisted these 
arguments which seem an obvlous effort to create a puppet 
Pathan state giving Afghanistan access to the sea. The dispute 
seemed to be abandoned in the late 1960% and when President 
Bhutto was installed after the Bangla Desh crisis of 1971, his first 
visit outslde Pakistan was to the king of Afghanistan. However the 
new military rulers of Afghanistan revived the issue in 1973 and 
the problem may continue to disturb relations between the two 
countrles. 

Davies. C.C. (1932). The problem 01 the Northwest Fronlier. 1890- 1908. 
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12 The boundary between lran and Pakistan 

The boundary between lran and Pakistan stretches for 877 km 
(545 m), from Gwatar bay In the south to Kuh-I-Malik Siah, the 
mountain which stands at the trl-junctlon of Afghanlstan, lran and 
Paklstan. With the exception of some oases, such as Goranl and 
Maksotag, thls country conslsts of inhospitable desert with an 
annual rainfall of 178 mm (7 ins). The region's topography IS 

varied with stark sandstone mesas rising from clay plalns near the 
coast and steep limestone peaks standing like ribs above less 
resistant sandstones In the Kuh-I-Siahan in the Mashkel valley. 
The most favoured areas have underground supplies of water, 
supplemented Irregularly by summer floods, which allow the 
cultlvatlon of date palms, beans, wheat and cotton. The largest of 
these is a sectlon of the Sarbaz valley in lran called Dashtiarl. Only 
in such zones Is the populatlon settled, elsewhere the population 
conslsts of nomadlc pastoralists. 

Thls boundary was settled in three distlnct phases. The first 
phase occurred In 1871 when the boundary was defined from the 
coast to the Rud-I-Mashkel by Major-General F.J. Goldsmid, who 
also drew the boundary between Afghanlstan and lran in the 
Slstan basln. The need for a definite llne became apparent In 1868 
when General Goldsmld was laying a telegraph cable along the 
coast, westwards from Gwadar, to provide an alternative means of 
communication to the submarlne cable through the Persian gulf. 
The borderland between Iran, then Persia, and the Brltish 
protected state of Kalat was in a state of anarchy. West of the Kej 
chieftancy there were a number of minor authorities, such as 
Mand and Zamuran, whlch had been ralding westwards into Iran. 
Hughes provlded an excellent map showlng the location of these 
groups. These hostile acts provoked retaliation from Iran, whlch 
began to extend eastwards at the expense of Kalat. The British 
government secured the agreement of the Shah to the propositlon 
that Britlsh and lranlan officers should lay down a line separating 
the two territories. 

Goldsmid's experience In Slstan was repeated for he received 
no effectlve cooperatlon from hls Iranian colleagues, and so he 
based his award on a rapid survey by Major Lovett and 
Information which he had gathered himself In the period 1861 -4. 
HIS declslons were made In Teheran in 1871 and accepted by the 
shah on 4 September 1871 (Curzon. 256- 7). Goidsmid deflned 
the boundary in prlnclple by allocating the various chieftancies 
and small states to lran and Kalat. Kaiat acquired control over 
Kuhak. Pangjur, Parom, Zamuran, Buleda. Mand. Tump. 
Nasirabad. Dasht and Kej, while Dizak. Jalq. Kalagan, Bampusht. 
Sarbaz, Plshin, Bahu Kalat and Dashtiarl were left to Iran. The 
approximate llne of the boundary was marked on a map. With one 
exception this boundary has survived to the present. The 
exception Involves the former state of Kuhak. Goldsmid, knowing 
that the shah coveted thls territory had made the strongest case 
possible for placlng it in the sphere of Kalat, or leaving it as an 
independent territory. Soon after the boundary had been agreed 
the shah raised agaln the questlon of Kuhak's status. The Britlsh 
authorities dld not want a small independent state in the area, and 
they dld not consider that the area was sufficiently Important to 
risk the cordial relations which had been established with the 
shah, and so they ralsed no objections to Kuhak's Incorporation 
into Iran; the area was occupied by lranian forces in May 1874. 

For nearly quarter of a century a gap persisted between the 
northern limlt of the Iran-Kalat boundary in the Rud-i-Mashkel 
valley, and the southern limit of the Iran-Afghanistan boundary at 
Kuh-I-Malik Siah. This gap measuring 467 km (290 m) was 
sealed on 27 December 1895 by an Anglo-Iranian agreement, 
which marked the beginning of the second phase. The sketch 
map which eccompanled this agreement revealed the paucity of 
geographical knowledge about this area. As far north as Jalq 
there were a number of place names, but north of that settlement 
there were only five names, In a dlstance of 322 km (200 m), and 
only Kuh-i-Mallk Siah, the northern termlnus was near the line. 
The agreement contalned provlsions deallng with the formation of 

a joint commlsslon, which promptly began work in February 1896, 
The Britlsh delegate. Colonel T.H. Holdich was anxious to 
complete hls task before the onset of the hot season and so he 
persuaded the lrenlan delegate to accept published Britlsh maps 
and recent Brltish surveys as being' accurate. in fairness to 
Holdlch it must be mentloned that he was also concerned to 
deflne a boundary without putting the lranian delegate within 
range of the governor of the province of Khurasan, who was under 
the Influence of the Russian consul in his capltal. 

The survey work began on 28 February 1896 and withln sixteen 
days the line had been deflned and marked as far north as the 
banks of the Tahlab river. Eleven plles of rock or sand 3nd brush 
had been erected to lndlcate the location of the boundary, which 
In three Instances devlated from the line set out in the sketch map 
accompanying the agreement signed two months earller. Flrst, 
instead of running the boundary westwards from the Rud-1- 
Mashkel, along the southern spurs of the Siahan range as far as 
Bonsar pass, the llne was placed along the watershed formed by 
the range. This was done to ensure that the settlements of 
lsfandak and Kuhak, which drew water supplles from sprlngs 
rlsing on the southern face of the range, should retaln control over 
those springs. Second, the boundary was not carried to the hill 
whlch commanded the Bonsar pass from the east. Holdich argued 
that slnce the pass was lranian the Baiuchistan authoritles should 
not be given a strategic rlse which would make the pass insecure. 
The third deviatlon involved a larger area. Instead of proceeding 
directly northwest towards Kuh-I-Malik Siah from the mid-point 
between Jalq and Qila Ladgasht, the boundary was deflected 
north for nearly 45 km (28 m) to the western edge of the Hamun-l- 
Mashkel. This deflection preserved lranian control over the 
northern date groves of Gorani and Maksotag. The Persian 
delegate was quite sure that the shah could not have realized lhat 
the sketch map left these groves to Baluchistan, and he Indicated 
that he would have to refer the matter to Teheran. Holdich was 
able to accept his arguments because the cession of these oases 
had been foreshadowed in a letter from Sir Mortimer Durand who 
drew the sketch map. 

All these deviatlons were in Iran's favour and Holdich used this 
fact to obtaln what he regarded as two concessions. Flrst he 
arranged for the local lranlan governor to keep the Damanis, who 
occupied the oases, in check, because they were regarded as 
notorious raiders. Second he secured the acceptance of the 
continuation of the boundary along the llne he had selected. This 
line followed a straight line from Kuh-I-Malik Siah for 47 km 
(29 m) to the Kacha Kuh peak In the range of the same name. 
From this point the boundary followed the watershed of the range 
as far as a point 21 km (13 m) from the southern tip of the range, 
and then proceeded directly to the Tahlab whlch it followed to link 
up with the surveyed boundary north of Maksotag. 

By 24 March 1896 all the boundary descriptlons had been 
completed and they were incorporated in an agreement which 
both parties slgned. This agreement should have settled the 
boundary flnally but the maps on which the northern section were 
based were inaccurate, and problems of reconcliing the boundary 
description with the landscape emerged within a few years as the 
next sectlon shows, when it describes the third phase of boundary 
evolution. 
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The boundary between Iran and Pakistan in the Kacha Kuh 

The northern sectlon of the boundary between Afghanlstan and 
Paklstan was deflned In the followlng terms: 

From plllar 11 northwards the Talab rlver becomes the boundary to Its 
junction wlth the Mlrlawa rlver. From Ihe point 01 Iunctlon It Is carried by a 
stralght line to the nearest point on the watershed 01 the Mlrlawa range. 
which llmlts the drainage into the Mlrjawa rlver on the north. Thence it 
follows the maln watershed northwards to the hlghest point 01 the Kacha 
Koh. From the highest polnl of the Kacha Koh the boundary is carried 
straight to the hlghest polnt of the Mallk Siah Koh (Prescotl. 216-18). 

This boundary was based on Britlsh maps whlch Holdlch belleved 
were accurate, because they had been prepared by hls 'ablest 
asslstants wlth all the advantage of cold weather atmosphere and 
ample opportunltles'. Holdlch was looklng for a strong strateglc 
boundary and was convlnced he had found one. 

There is however nothing to compare with a rugged immovable llne of 
watershed for boundary definition. Every nomadlc robber in the frontier 
understands this, and is perforce obliged to respect it as being beyond 
the limits 01 his powers 01 interlerence. 

It was these considerations whlch decided me to adopt, if possible, a 
line of boundary from the Malik Siah Koh to the Mashkel date groves 
which should be marked by such strong natural features as would render 
artificial demarcation unnecessary . . . No more perlect boundary than 
lhat afforded by mountains and river combined could be devised. The 
bank of craggy watershed is a feature which stands up like (a) solid wall 
when viewed across the eastern desert, and the river course winding 
through the dashl, whilst free from the besetting evils of river boundaries 
in general is the only sure and certaln mark which could possibly be 
recognisable in such a wilderness as the desert of the Mashkei Hamun 
(Prescotl, 215). 

Holdich was so obsessed with the line he had selected that he 
refused an offer by the Persian representative whlch would have 
allowed the boundary to follow the Mlrjawa river to Its source and 
on to Zahldan, before turning north to Kuh-I-Malik Siah. Such a 
boundary would have galned about 1326 sq. km (512 sq. m) for 
Britain, and glven that country control over the glacis of the Kacha 
Kuh range. Holdich explained why he rejected the temptation in 
the following terms: 

Kalat has no possible clalms in this direction, and It would have defeated 
the object 01 securlng a strongly-marked and almost Impassable natural 
frontier, which will conduce more than anythlng else to peace and security 
01 the northern borderland (Prescotl. 216). 

Two sets of criticisms can be levelled against this boundary; the 
first set deal with Its strateglc weakness, the second wlth the 
problems of ldentlfylng the boundary In the landscape. The Kacha 
Kuh range was not Impassable, even in 1896. There are at least 
nine passes with elevatlons of less than 1830 m (6000 R), and 
many more polnts marginally above that height which determlned 
forces could cross. The straight llne boundary between Kuh-i- 
Mallk Slah and Kacha Kuh peak was crlticlzed on three strategic 
grounds by McMahon. First, it placed the boundary too close to 
the Brltlsh post of Robat Qlla which was only 387 m (423 yds) from 
the Ilne. Second the boundary lay too close to the maln trade 
route leadlng north to Sistan, and gave Persla sprlngs of water 
whlch commanded thls trade route. Third, the boundary 
intersected the alternative route north via Kacha. Bug and Plran 
Zlarat and deprlved Brltain of Its use. 

Two problems must be faced in trylng to flt the boundary to the 
landscape. Flrst, there Is no junctlon of the Tahlab and Mirjawa 
rivers. These are alternative names for the same rlver; Tahlab is 
used towards the south and Mlrjawa towards the north, but there 
Is no agreed point at which the change occurs. Holdlch's map 
showed the junctlon 1 1  km (7 m) south southeast of Mlrjawa, 
which is shown to Ile In latltude 28"59' north. In fact Mirjawa is 
located at 29"l' north. The name Mlrjawa on Holdich's map is 
shown agalnst the rlver which today Is called Kaurl-I-Khan, and on 
Brltlsh maps of 1940, at a scale of 1:253 440, the boundary Is 

shown as leavlng the Tahlab 1 1  km (7 m) south southeast of [he 
confluence of the Mlrjawa. Kaurl-I-Khan and Dar-l Glaban. 

The second difflculty IS  caused by [he use of the term Kacha 
Kuh, a name whlch applies to a range Of hills and the hlghest hill In 
the range. The text could mean that the boundary followed the 
watershed untll It reached the hlghest polnt on that watershed and 
then proceeded to Kuh-I-Mailk Slah, or It could mean that it 
followed the watershed untll It reached the Kacha Kuh peak. 
only the peak had been located on the watershed the difflcul(y 
would disappear, but headward erosion by the Kacha and Piran 
rivers has pushed the watershed 10 km (6 m) west of the peak. In 
fact Holdlch meant that the boundary should pass through the 
peak; thls Is made clear by the report which accompanied the 
agreement. If thls clarlflcatlon is accepted, there still remalns the 
difficulty of drawing the boundary between the watershed and 
peak. 

Holdich would have avolded these problems If the flying survey 
party had been sent to vlslt the area as he orlglnally arranged. 

The Illsham [Perslan representative] agreed to the proposal to send a 
llylng survey party to demarcate the llne provisionally adopted, as already 
indicated, and to test for accuracy of details: he promised lo nomlnale a 
hlgh Perslan olllclal In order to conflrm the flnal reports as to the nature of 
the dlstrlcts north 01 Ladls. Thls however depended on the assistance of 
the Asad-u-Douiah [Persian governor], and lhat functionary finally failed 
to make proper arrangements (Prescott. 219). 

The British government became aware of the problems in May 
1901. A British border officer established an outpost on the west 
bank of the Tahlab rlver close to Mirjawa. Promptly a Persian post 
was established at the same slte. It is hard to understand why the 
British officer thought he had any rlghts on the west bank 01 the 
river. He was instructed to withdraw and he establlshed his post at 
Padaha. The immedlate dlfflculties disappeared but the British 
government asked McMahon to lnvestlgate the situation. 

McMahon criticized the northern section of the boundary along 
the lines indicated and also suggested that there was some risk 
that a direct llne from the Tahlab to the watershed may deprive 
Britain of Padaha. He urged that the boundary north of Kacha Kuh 
peak should be renegotiated and that a firm tltle should be 
establlshed to Padaha. McMahon argued for a llne along the 
watershed as far as Padagi Kuh, and then a continuation 
northwestwards through Bandl pass and Lar Kuh and then to 
Kuh-i-Malik Siah. He also suggested grounds on which the matter 
might be ralsed, including the failure of the flying column to be 
sent, the failure of the Persian governor to control the Damanis, 
and the fact that Britain had received no consideratlon for the 
three concessions made in the south of the Ilne. The matter was 
pursued by the British without success, and in 1905 a new 
agreement slmply conflrmed the boundary definition produced by 
Holdich. 

In 1957-8 the Iranian and Pakistan governments discussed 
and settled thelr boundary on the basis of the agreements already 
mentioned. The terms of the agreement are secret, which is 
unusual in respect of international boundaries. It must be 
presumed that this is a sensitlve political area and that one or both 
sides made concessions which they do not wish to publicize. 

Prescott. J. R. V. (1975). Map 01 mainland Asia by treaty, Melbourne. 
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14 The Sino-Afghan boundary 

Afghanlstan acqulred a common boundary with Chlna by the 
terms of the 1895 Anglo-Russian agreement; the Vakhan strlp was 
left as a sllver of Afghan territory separating Brltlsh India from the 
possesslons of Russia In central Asla. The Slno-Afghan boundary 
was drawn slxty-elght years later In 1963. We know that the 
Chinese were aware of the terms of the 1895 agreement and the 
exact locatlon of the boundary's termlnus at peak Povalo 
Shveykovskogo, from the writlngs of Holdich, who was one of the 
British commissloners. He ventured down into the valley of the 
K'a-la-ch'u k'u-erh Ho just before the commission's work ended 
and was stopped by well-equipped Chlnese cavalry charged wlth 
maintainlng peace on the border. As a result of this meetlng he 
made the following comments: 

There could be no doubt that a cereful welch was kept on the border. 
Macertney soon discovered that not only were our movements on the 
Pamlrs pedectly well known, but that the posltlon ol the boundary-even 
the last declslon alfectlng the Chlnese frontler-was also known. 
Presumably the frontler onlclals were satlstied end content to leave the 
matter In our hands (Holdlch. 303). 

The other termlnus of the Sino-Afghan boundary was settled in 
March 1963 when China and Paklstan deflned their common 
boundary. The Pakistan-Chinese-Afghan junction was speclfled 
to be an unnamed peak. 5630 m higher (18 460 ft), at coordinates 
74"34' east and 37"03' north. The two termini lay 34 km (21 m) 
apart, on opposite sldes of the K'a-la-ch'u k'u-erh Ho valley, on 
the watershed whlch marks the catchment of that rlver. There 
seems to be a degree of geographical lnevitabllity that the 
boundary would follow the watershed, and Fraser-Tytler had 
predicted the alignment of this boundary many years before it was 
agreed. 

It seems in lacl certain that had the Chlnese taken part In the Commission 
[1895], they would have asserted a clalm to possesslon of the 
Taghdumbash Pamlr, lrom Baylk [P'I-I-k'o-k'-a] lor 40 mlles 164 km] 
westward up to the watershed of the Wajhljlr Pass, ever slnce they 
reoccupied Eastern Turkestan in 1877, and I do not suppose that anyone 
would have conlested thelr clalm, however shadowy thelr authority mlght 
be (Fraser-Tytler. 345). 

Holdich had drawn the de lacto boundary on hls map of 
Afghanlstan in 1900, and it was reproduced In many atlases 
(Holdich. 596). 

The Chinese and Afghan delegates apparently reached speedy 
agreement and deflned the boundary by the names of the various 
passes lylng along the watershed. Both sldes attached their own 
maps to the agreement because maps of thls area, based on 
different sources, are rarely Identical. The Chinese have ueed this 
technique of both sides uslng thelr own maps in a number of 

boundary dlscusslons to produce a rapld and satisfactory 
conclusion. 

A Slno-Afghan boundary commlsslon prepared a common 
map of the area in 1964 and this map was attached to the 
demercatlon protocol slgned In Kabul In March 1965. The 
unnamed peak whlch marks the Afghan-Paklstan-Chlnese trl- 
junctlon is glven dlfferent locations In the treatles whlch Chlna has 
with each country. The Slno-Afghan treaty deflnes the locatlon 2' 
of longitude east of the Sino-Paklstan document. This difference 
would amount to about 3 km (2 m), but It Is safe to predict that in 
thls mountelnous region thls anomaly will not cause any problems 
for the Pakistan or Afghan authorities. 

Although the Chlnese and Afghan commissioners based their 
selection of the boundary on a mutual understanding of the 
area's historlcal and polltlcal geography, It Is Interesting to reflect 
that thelr declslon would have met wlth the approval of General 
Gerard, the chlef Brltlsh cornmissloner in 1895. 

Geographically, polltlcally and ethnographically watersheds . . . are the 
only true and stable boundarles In lhese reglons; and whether In Ihe 
hlgher valleys lor nomad grazlng, or Ihe lower where cultlvallon Is 
dependent on Irrlgatlon, the possesslon up to Ihe headwaters of each 
system by one people constltutes the only lrontler that has survlved the 
lapse of tlme (Pamler Boundary Commlsslon. 2). 

Fraser-Tytler. W.K. (1967). Alghanlsten: a study olpollllcal developments 
in centrelandsouthern Asia. 3rd ed.. revlsed by M.C. Glllett. London. 

~oldlch, Sir T.H. (1900). An orographic map of Afghanlstan and 
Baluchlstan. Geographlcal Journal, 18: 527-30. 596. (1909). Indian 
borderland. London. 

Pamir Boundary Commlsslon (1897). Reporlol Proceedhgs. Calcutta. 





15 The Sino-Pakistan Boundary 

When Chlna and Paklstan concluded an agreement In November 
1963 It was the first tlme that a boundary had been dellmlted 
between Chlnese Slnkiang and that part of Kashmir occupied by 
Pakistan. The boundary stretches for 523 km (325 m) from the trl- 
junctlon wlth Af~hanlstan In the west to the Karakoram pass In the 
east. The Slno-Pakistan agreement drew protests from the lndlan 
government whlch alleged that Paklstan had conceded about 
34 000 sq. km (13 000 sq. m) to Chlna. Thls Is a clalm whlch Is 
dlsputed by Lamb (1964) who concludes that the flnal boundary 
lay reasonably close to the de facto boundary observed by Brltlsh 
authorltles when they controlled the sub-continent. 

Rao who vigorously champlons the lndlan case and Lamb who 
reaches confllctlng conclusions dlffer on many aspects of detall. 
but they are agreed on the reasons why Brltaln was trylng to settle 
a boundary wlth Chlna In thls area at the end of the last century. 

It Is precisely thls fulfllrnent of a Russlan deslre [to occupy passes In the 
Parnlrs] that I belleve can be frustrated by closlng up Afghan and Chlnese 
terrltory to e common frontler llne across the belt In question (Nay Elles 
auoted In Rao. 45). . . 
Recent reports . . . ernphaslze the posslblllty that Sarlkul and Rashksm 
may at e not lar dlstant date pass Into the possesslon of Russla, who 
mlght then, unless the Taghdurnbash ware protected, overlap Iha 
boundary Just demarcated [the Anglo-Russlan boundary In norlhern 
Afghanlstan In 18951 . . . The present moment, when It may be possible to 
obtain concessions from Chlna . . . appears favourable for settllng the 
Chlnese boundary with Kashmlr. Hunza and Afghanlstan, and we lnvlte 
earnest attention to the posslblllty of effectlng en arrangement whereby a 
definlte llrnlt would be placed to posslble extenslons of Russlan terrltory 
towards the Mustagh and Karakoram mountains (Elgln to Hamllton. 
September 1895. quoted In Lamb (1964a), 99). 

Britain's fears would have been dlminished if a Slno-Russian 
boundary had been drawn north of peak Povalo Shveykovskogo, 
but such a boundary dld not eventuate and has never been 
deflned In any subsequent treaty. Macartney, a Brltlsh offlclal In 
Su-fu, suggested that Brltaln should attempt to make use of the 
authority whlch the Mlr of Hunza and the Maharaja of Kashmlr 
claimed to exercise north of the Karakoram range. The Mlr used 
to recelve grazlng taxes collected by Chlna from nomads in the 
upper valleys of the north face of the Taghdumbash Pamlrs. 
These rlghts applied In the Raskem and lower Kara Chukur 
valleys. Kashmir had once maintained a fort at Shahldulla on the 
Kara Kash during the Moslem rebellion agalnst Chlna In 
Kashgarla. Macartney belleved that Chlna could be persuaded to 
recognize these rlghts In a treaty If at the same time Brltaln agreed 
to walve these rights for as long as Chlna was In control of the 
area. Then the treaty could also stipulate that if China lost control 
of these areas they reverted to Britaln. There Is no evidence that 
China would have accepted thls arrangement. 

Sir John Ardagh. Director of Military Intelligence, was in 
favour of a boundary which lay north of the Karakoram range. He 
regarded the approach to the passes In the Karakoram range as 
belng eesler from the north than the south, and as a soldler he 
preferred to hold the glacis of any range; such control created 
options of both defence and attack. Ardagh's line included most 
of the Raskem and Muztagh valleys wlthln the Brltlsh sphere and 
coinclded wlth the Kun Lun Shan for much of Its length. The 
Brltlsh authorlties In lndla were not convinced that Chlna would 
agree to such a line any more readlly than they would recognize 
claims from Hunza and Kashmlr, north of the Karakoram range. 
The viceroy of the day summarlzed thelr posltlon clearly. 

be to us as an obstacle to Russlen advance along thls llne (quoted In R ~ ~ ,  
48). 

This vlew held sway and Brltaln offered the followlng boundary to 
Chlna In 1899: 

Commencing at the Llttle Pemlr, from the peak at whlch the Anglo. 
Russlan Boundary Cornmlsslon of 1895 ended thelr work. It runs south. 
east crosslng the Karachlkar stream at Mlntake Aghazl; then proceeding 
In Ihe same dlrectlon It jolns at the Karchenal Pass the crest of the main 
rldge of the Mustegh range. It follows thls to the south pasalng by the 
Khunjerab Pass, and contlnulng southwards to the peak Just north of the 
Shlrnshal Pass. At thls polnt the boundary leaves the crest and follows a 
spur runnlng east appro~lmately parallel to the road from the Shlmshal to 
the Hunza post at Derwaza. The llne turnlng south through the Darwaza 
post crosses the road from the Shlmshal Pass at that polnt, and then 
ascends the nearest high spur, and regalnS the maln crests whlch the 
boundary wlll agaln follow, passlng through Mustagh. Gasherbrum, end 
Saltoro Passes by the Karakoram (quoted In Lamb. 1964a. 181 -2). 

Chlna recelved thls proposal and considered It but dld not eccept 
or reject It, and another sixty-four years passed before China 
agreed wlth Paklstan about the location of the boundary In this 
area. 

Once agaln the boundary agreement was accompanled by two 
maps, one from each country, because they dld not precisely 
agree; the Chlnese used slmllar technlques In thelr agreements 
with Afghanistan and Burma. A demarcatlon commlsslon was 
appointed under the terms of the fourth artlcle and Its work was 
completed by 26 March 1965, when the flnal protocol was slgned. 
Thls has not bean publlshed, but apparently a satisfactory 
common map was prepared and the boundary was marked by 
about forty plllars whlch were malnly located In the rnosl 
Important passes and the lower areas In the Uprang Jllga and 
Shaksgam valley. The boundary shows two maln deviations from 
the 1899 llne proposed by Brltaln. Flrst, the boundary dld not 
begin at peak Povalo Shveykovskogo and cut across the Kara 
Chukur rlver. Instead It began on the southern watershed of that 
valley whlch remalned part of Chlna. Thls is certainly a devlatlon 
of whlch the Brltlsh authorltles would have approved at the end of 
the last century; they were most anxious that Chlnese and Afghan 
terrltory should be coterminous. It seems llkely that the 1899 llne 
started at peak Povalo Shveykovskogo because there was no 
Slno-Afghan boundary and therefore no proper termlnus south of 
the Kara Chukur. Paklstan gained at the expense of Chlna In 
terms of the 1899 llne when the boundary was deflected 
northwards In the vlclnlty of the Shlmshal pass. Thls was an even 
larger deflection than that proposed by Lord Curzon in 1905. The 
present boundary seems to be falr to both sldes, and the 
agreement was scrupulously observed that when the Kashmir 
dlspute was settled between lndla and Paklstan, Chlna would 
negotiate wlth the soverelgn power, provldlng that, In the event of 
Paklstan remaining in control, the boundary should not be 
altered. 

The country between the Karakorarn and Kuen Lun ranges is. I 
understand of no value, very inaccesslble and not llkely to be coveted by 
Russla. We rnlght. I should thlnk, encourage the Chlnese to take It. If they Lamb, A, (1964,, The ~ l ~ ~ - p ~ k l ~ ~ ~ ~  boundary agreement of 2 March 
showed any ~ncllnatlon to do so. Thls would be better than leavlng a no 1963. Australian Outlook, 18: 299-312. 
man's land between our frontler and that of Chlna. Moreover the Stronger - (1964a). The China-India boundary. Chatham House Essays 
we can make China at thls polnt, and the more we can Induce her to hold no.2. London. 
her own over the whole Kashgar-Yarkand reglon, the more useful wlll she Rao. G. N. (1968). The Indian-China border: a reappraisal. Bornbay. 





16 The Sino-Indian dispute over the Aksai Chin 

The Aksal Chln Is a barren plateau containing a number of salt 
lakes whlch form the focus of an Internal, land-locked dralnage 
pattern. It lies between the dlverglng ranges of the Karakorum 
and the Kun Lun. The general surface Is 4900-5300 m 
(16 000-17 000 ft), but the western Loqzung range rlses to 6000 
m (19 500 ft). This range trends northwest-southeast and Is 
continued lnto Tlbet by the eastern arm: It separates the dralnage 
baslns of the Aksal Chln salt lake and the Tso Thang and Sarlgh- 
yilganlng lakes to the south. It Is an area used in past tlmes only as 
a route from the subcontlnent to Sinkiang, and from Sinkiang to 
Tibet, for salt supplies, and for summer pasture. Today its main 
function is to provide good access from Sinkiang to Tibet. It was 
the construction of a road by Chlna from Yeh-ch'eng to P'ulan In 
1956 whlch revealed the serlousness of thls dlspute. The lndlan 
authorlties referred to the road in October 1958 and also asked 
the whereabouts of lndlan patrols sent lnto the area. The Chlnese 
soon replled statlng that the Indians had been detained on the 
road and deported from Chlna vla the Karakoram pass. A year 
later the most serlous clash occurred when nlne lndlans were 
kllled In a sklrmlsh In the Changchenmo valley, which Is an east 
bank tributary of the Shyok river. 

There has been a wealth of correspondence between lndia and 
China over thelr varlous boundary dlsputes and it is posslble to 
ldentlfy thelr posltlons and disagreements falrly closely. Flrst, 
China Insists that the boundary has never been formally dellmlted, 
whereas lndia Insists wlth equal flrmness that the boundary has 
been settled In a number of treatles. The treatles cited apply to 
different sectlons of the boundary. For the area lying north of 
Shipkl La, the lndlan authorltles refer to two treatles dated 1684 
and 1842. The flrst treaty btween Tibet and Ladakh stated that 'the 
boundarles flxed in the beglnnlng, when Skyid-Ida-ngeema-gon 
gave a kingdom to each of thls three sons, shall stlll be 
maintained', while the later treaty, lnvolvlng Tlbet and Kashmir, 
refers to 'old establlshed frontlers' (Government of India. 35-6). 
lndla also clalms to possess a letter written by a Chinese imperlal 
commlssloners In 1847 whlch includes the following statement: 

Respecting the frontlers I beg to remark that the borders of those 
terrltorles have been sufflclently and dlstlnctly flxed, so that It wlll be best 
to adhere to thls anclenl arrangement and It wlll prove lar more 
convenlent to abstaln from any addltlonal measures lor flxlng them 
(Government of lndla. 35-6). 

China rebuts thls lndlan vlew by demonstrating that nelther of the 
treaties actually say where the boundary is, and by recalling that 
at various times Brltaln trled to negotiate a boundary in thls area 
wlth Chlna. It Is also clalmed by Chlna that no credence can be 
attached to the 1842 treaty because it involved Chinese Sinkiang 
without China belng a party to It. lndia disagrees wlth this polnt. It 
seems that here logic favours Chlna's posltlon. The Indian 
evidence establishes that there was a tradltlonal boundary, whlch 
is not disputed by Chlna; it does not establish where the boundary 
lay. 

lndia claims that the boundary south of Shipkl La was 
effecllvely settled by the 1954 Slno-lndlan agreement, the fourth 
artlcle of which speclfles slx passes through which travellers and 
traders of both countries may travel. For lndla the significance of 
the agreement Is that each pass Is on the boundary. Chlna on the 
other hand is qulte certaln that the passes are entlrely withln 
Chlna and that boundary questions were excluded from the 
discusslons. Both sides have produced conflicting accounts of the 
discusslons and drafts whlch preceded the flnal form of thls 
article. It Is certainly true that the agreement makes no mention of 
the passes belng located on the boundary; it is equally posslble 
that both sides formed the lnterpretatlons they now postulate 
durlng the dlscusslons associated with the agreement. 

The second major dlsagreement concerns the locallons of the 
traditlonal boundary. It Is evldent from the map opposite that in 
terms of the areas under contention the borderland can be 

dlvlded lnto two sectors. South Of Spanggur Tso there are five 
disputed areas, of whlch the largest Involve the reglons around 
Pa-ll-chla-ssu and Sang. North of Spanggur Tso there 1s the 
slngle large area of Aksal Chin under dlspute; the total area is 
about 25 900 sq. km (10000 sq. m). It Is not an easy task to 
establlsh a traditlonal boundary, and Murty (1968), once deputy 
secretary to the lndlan cablnet, has wrltten an lnterestlng paper on 
the problems of flxlng a tradltlonal boundary by careful 
interpretatlon of the evidence. Both sldes furnlshed a great deal of 
evldence showlng that thelr predecessors in government had 
collected revenue from the dlsputed zone, had punished 
wrongdoers llvlng there, had referred to the area In legislation, 
and had Introduced measures for the protectlon and economic 
welfare of citizens and travellers In the Aksal Chln. Both sldes elso 
produced many maps. lndla clalms to have furnlshed 630 pieces 
of evldence compared wlth 245 Items from the Chlnese side, but 
thls Is not a question where It can be assumed that each Item isof 
equal value. Indeed, It Is unllkely that this dlspute wlll be settled by 
the dispassionate slftlng of documentary evldence about the 
location of the tradltlonal boundary. Thls is a matter of power 
polltics and If the Issue is settled It wlll be settled on the balanceof 
polltical arguments. 

Lamb has written a detailed account of Britain's chlef attempt to 
draw a boundary through thls dlstrlct in 1899, when they trled to 
fix a Slno-Brltlsh boundary from Afghanlstan eastwards to Tlbet. 
The western sector of thls proposed llne has already been 
considered under the headlng of the Slno-Paklstan boundary. 
The continuation of the proposed Brltlsh boundary east of the 
Karakoram pass was described In the followlng terms: 

. . . from the Karakoram Pass the crests of the range run nearly east for 
about hall a degree (100 Chlnese 111, and then turn south to a llttle below 
the 35th parallel of North Latllude. Roundlng then what In our maps Is 
shown as the source of the Karakesh, the llne of hills to be lollowed runs 
north-east to a polnt east of Klzll Jllga end from there. In e south-easterly 
direction, lollows the Lak Tsung Range [Loqzung) until that meek a 
spur running south from the Kuen Lun Range, which has hltherto been 
shown on our maps as the eastern boundary of Ladakh (Lamb. 7). 

That boundary traced on modern maps would dlvlde the area In 
dlspute between lndla and Chlna. Clearly the views of imperlal 
Brltaln elghty years ago cannot be considered blndlng on elther of 
the modern Aslan powers, although both sides have referred to 
thls proposal In presenting thelr case. Chlna uses the proposal as 
evidence that the boundary has never been formally delimited 
whlle India, quotlng an Inaccurate verslon of the descrlption, tries 
to flnd justification for Its northern boundary In the Aksal Chln. 

Lamb makes one telllng polnt In China's favour. He notes that 
the western edge of the boundary between Tlbet and Chlna, 
shown in the map accompanying the 1914 convention which 
produced the McMahon Line, corresponds closely to the 
northernmost boundary clalmed by India. Clearly thls line cannot 
separate China and Tlbet and China and lndia at the same time; 
there must be Tibetan terrltory south of the line. 

Government of Indla. Ministry of External Affairs (1959). Notes etc. 
between the Governments of lndla and Chlna, Whlte Paper NO. 11..  
New Delhl. 

Lamb. A. (1973). The Sino-Indian border in Ladakh. Canberra. 
Murthy. T. S. (1968). Evldence on lradltional boundarles and some 

problems In Its interpretation. Indian Journal of International Law. 8: 
479-514. 









18 The boundaries of Sikkim and Bhutan and the McMahon Line 

Only Bhutan's southern boundary has been deflned by published 
documents, although the other boundarles seem to be well- 
established. The deflned boundary with lndia stretches for 483 km 
(300 m) along the northern edge of the Terai, whlch In this region 
is Identifled by the collectlve name of Duars. This transltlon from 
the hlgh mountalns to the plalns is slmilar to those found In the 
west between Nepal and India. Much of the area is composed of 
huge alluvlal fans created by rlvers debouchlng from the 
mountains to the plains. These fans have coalesced to form a 
continuous zone about 35 km (22 m) wide through which the 
rlvers pursue varylng courses. Much of this area is covered by 
hardwood forests but some extenslve tea gardens have been 
created. This was an area of conflict between hlghlanders and 
plainsmen before the BrltlshAvaslon, with the former occupylng 
the zone in the cool dry season and the latter holdlng sway during 
the hot, moist, unhealthy summer. 

Officlal British contact wlth Bhutan began In 1773 when Brltain 
responded to a call for asslstance from Cooch Behar which was 
belng attacked by Bhutan. Cooch Behar was placed under Brltish 
protection, the Bhutanese were drlven back lnto the hllls and 
Britain concluded a generous peace with Bhutan whlch left that 
country in control of the Duars. From then untll 1865 there was 
often frlctlon along thls border. The problems became acute in 
respect of the seven Assam Duars, which lay east of the Manas 
river, after Britaln annexed Assam In 1826 at the end of its war 
with Burma. After flfteen years Brltaln annexed the Assam Duars 
by a unllateral act and twenty-three years later In 1864 Britain 
annexed the remalnlng twelve Bhutan Duars adjoinlng Bengal. 

The Indian government inherlted this boundary with 
independence and In 1950 lndla retroceded 83 sq. km (32 sq. m) 
around Dewanglri to Bhutan. Thls strategic area at the mouth of 
the pass had been annexed by Britaln In 1864; its return 
underlines the good relatlons between Bhutan and India. 

The boundary between Sikklm and China was established In 
March 1890, and it was the only boundary flrmly agreed by China 
In the Himalayas before the treaty wlth Nepal in 1961. When 
Britain established a protectorate in Slkkim in 1861 it was 
understood that eventually It would be necessary to determine the 
northern limit of British authority. Sikklm was for Britaln the 
gateway to Tibet and some Brltish offlcers were anxlous to make 
use of that route to promote trade wlth Tlbet, to secure military 
Intelligence and to exert polltical influence. One of the proponents 
of thls forward pollcy was Macaulay who was about to lead a 
misslon to Tlbet when the Sino-Brltlsh treaty regarding the 
northern boundary of Burma was concluded. Brltain agreed to 
abandon the mlssion and conduct future relations with Tibet 
through China. 

Almost lmmedlately a problem arose when Tlbetan troops 
occupled Llngtu whlch was 21 km (13 m) lnslde Sikklm. Britaln dld 
not want to ralse the question of the Tibetan-Sikklm boundary 
with China; it was consldered preferable to settle the matter with 
Sikklm. For a time there was no action agalnst the Tibetan 
Invaders, probably because the Maharajah of Sikkim explained 
they were punishlng hlm because he had not taken a more active 
part In discouraglng the Macaulay mlssion. He also admitted that 
the occupled terrltory was Tlbetan and he only occupied It as an 
agent (Lamb (1960). 175-6). Unfortunately for Britain the Tibetan 
presence in northern Slkkim was disrupting trade and creating 
uncertalnty amongst tea-planters. In March 1888 the Tibetans 
were drlven out of the area by British forces which continued In 
hot pursult lnto the Chumbl valley In September 1888. Thls was a 
tactical error because the Chumbl valley was unquestionably 
Tlbetan terrltory and thls Incursion allowed China to ralse the 
questlon of Sikkim's northern boundary. In fact Brltish fears were 
groundless and a boundary was quickly settled along the northern 
watershed of the Tlsta rlver, from mount Gipmochl on the Bhutan 
border to the border of Nepal in the headwaters of the Mechi river. 

An attempt was made to demarcate the boundary in 1895 but 

the.Tibetan delegates did not appear and the Chinese declined to 
act without them. The Brltlsh officer erected three pillars at passes 
but wlthln one month all the pillars had been destroyed by 
Tibetans. The 1890 line was confirmed in 1904 and 1906 and it has 
survived, apparently unmarked, to the present. China has listed 
thls as an unequal treaty, but it does contlnue the general 
allgnment of the boundary between Chlna and Nepal and there 
are no reports of terrltorlal problems along this boundary, 
However, whlle It mlght be possible for an Independent Slkkim to 
confirm the boundary yet again wlth Chlna, It will probably be 
much harder for lndla actlng on behalf of Sikkim. 

The boundary between China and India, whlch stretches from 
Burma in the east to Bhutan in the west, is the subject of a major 
dlspute between the two COuntrles. Chlna malntalns that this 
boundary Is not deflned In any treaty and that the traditional 
divlslon lies In the foothills of the Himalayas bordering the 
Brahmaputra river. lndla malntains with equal firmness that a 
boundary, lying in the high peaks of the Himalayas was defined 
in a convention initialled by British, Tibetan and Chlnese 
representatlves In Aprll 1914, and an exchange of notes between 
Britaln and Tlbet In March of the same year. The boundary 
clalmed by lndia Is known as the McMahon Llne. The documents 
on whlch lndia relies were the product of Britlsh strategy to set a 
llmit to Chlnese expansion lnto Assam and a llmlt to British 
reeponslblllty in the Himalayas. From 1904 until 1911 Britaln 
worked through diplomatic relatlons wlth Chlna to ensure that 
there was no risk of Russia intervening in Tibetan affairs, while at 
the same tlme ensurlng that Britaln enjoyed some commercial 
beneflts in that area. Thls alm Involved bolstering China's 
ascendancy In Tlbet and thls policy began to create problems 
after 1908 when China began to extend Its influence south 
towards Assam. By the tlme that Brltlsh authoritles began to react 
to this sltuation the onset of the Chlnese revolution reduced 
Chlnese pressure In Assam. Desplte thls development BriHsh 
authorltles began to work towards a deflnite boundary through the 
Hlmalayas. 

A tripartite conference was arranged in October 1913, ostensibly 
to improve relations between China and Tibet. Sir Henry 
McMahon had been Impressed by the Russlan solution to the 
Sino-Mongolian question earlier In 1913 and suggested a division 
of Tlbet lnto inner and outer zones. Whlle Chinese suzerainty over 
the whole of Tlbet was recognized in the Aprll convention, it was 
recorded that China recognized the autonomy of outer Tlbet. The 
boundary between these two areas was marked on a map at a 
scale of 1:3 800 000, which also recorded the boundary of Tlbel, 
including a section from Burma to Bhutan. It Is generally assumed 
that this Is the same boundary defined on a map at a scale of 
1:500 000 whlch accompanled the secret exchange of notes 
between Britaln and Tlbet, whlch was signed a month earlier. 
Even if Chlna accepted the conventlon map as a starting point. 
and there is no reason why it should, the boundary would be hard 
to identlfy. The scale of the map is too small and the map Itself IS 
too inaccurate to allow certain translatlon to modern maps or to 
the landscape. This polnt can be illustrated by noting that the red 
llne of the map represents a border 6 km (4 m) wide! This 
boundary will only be settled when both sides are prepared to 
negotlate wlthout prior conditions. 

Lamb. A. (1960). Britain and Chinese central Asia. London. 
- (1966). The McMahon Line. 2 vols.. London. 









20 The boundary between lndia and Pakistan through the Bari and Bist Doabs 

This sectlon of the Indla-Paklstan boundary measures 388 km 
(210 m) from the Sutlej rlver, near the headwaters of the Dlpalpur 
and Blkaner canals, to the middle valley of the Ujh rlver. Thls 
boundary traverses and divldes one of the renowned 
geographlcal reglons of the subcontinent. The region flnds its 
unity In the nature of the five rlvers which flow out of the 
mountalns and are flnally gathered together into the lndus river 
south of Multan. The Chelum, Chenab. Ravi. Beas and Sutlej 
emerge from the Himalayan foothills, which here have an 
elevation of about 760 m (2500 ft), vla braided channels whlch are 
caused by the deposltlon of alluvium consequent on the marked 
change In gradient. As the rivers debouch from the mountalns 
their gradient changes from about 3 m per km to about 0.2 m per 
km (15 R per m to 1 ft per m). Across thls very flat plain, whlch is 
composed of Immense thicknesses of alluvium, the rivers are 
slightly entrenched Into wide valleys flanked by low, steep bluffs. 
The rivers meander widely across the flood plain which is subject 
to inundatlon in late spring and summer. Settlements tend to be 
located on the blufls or mlnor meander terraces in the flood plain. 
Each lnterfluve Is called a Doab. The Bari Doab, lying between the 
Ravl and Sutlej-Beas rlvers, and the Bist Doab, which separates 
the Beas and Sutlej rlvers, form the core of the reglon divided by 
the boundary. 

The task of drawing a boundary through thls region was glven 
to a trlbunal headed by Lord Radcliffe In 1947 and the tribunal 
started work only twenty-four days before lndia and Paklstan were 
to become independent. This fact is of some importance because 
Lord Radcliffe was also concerned with the tribunal created to 
partition Bengal, and so thls period of boundary construction was 
incredibly rushed. Since the soclal, economlc and political 
geography of the Punjab was very complicated it was Inevitable 
that the resultlng boundary would have defects. 

The lndian Independence Act of 18 July 1947 made 
arrangements for the permanent divlsion of the Punjab and made 
a notlonal separation between lndia and Paklstan. lndla was 
awarded all the districts in the dlvlsions of Jullundur and Ambala 
and the Amritsar district of Lahore dlvlsion. Paklstan secured all 
the districts in the dlvlsions of Multan and Rawalpindl and the 
districts of Gujranwala, Gurdaspur, Lahore. Shekhupura and 
Sialkot in the divislon of Lahore (Poplal, 1:40). The trlbunal was 
instructed to 'demarcate the boundary of the two parts of the 
Punjab on the basls of ascertalnlng the contiguous areas of 
Muslim and non-Muslim. In dolng so it will also take into account 
other factors' (Poplal, 1:66). When the judgement was handed 
down on 12 August 1947, two days before lndia and Pakistan 
became independent, it was apparent that the tribunal had been 
influenced to a remarkable degree by the exlsting administratlve 
boundaries. 

Two main parties gave evldence before the tribunal. The 
Musllm League represented Paklstan's interests, whlle Congress 
Party and Slkh representatives presented the lndlan case. The 
Indian case rested on the allocatlon of large administrative units 
where one or the other religlon was In a majority, and on 
consideration of economic and strategic issues. In contrast 
Pakistan preferred a line drawn to divide the smallest admin- 
istrative units, called tahsils, without any reference to other 
matters. The disputed area comprised the Rechna Doab, between 
the Chenab and Ravi rlvers and the Barl and Bist Doabs, as well as 
some riverine areas on the south bank of the Sutlej river. 
Predlctably, Lord Radclifle's award was a compromise between 
the two extreme lines clalmed, and he identifled the maln area 01 
dlspute as the Bari Doab. HIS pragmatic boundary excluded 
seven and a half tahslls with Musllm majorities from West 
Pakistan, and it is necessary to attempt an explanation of these 
exclusions to understand the locatlon of this sectlon of the Indla- 

Paklstan Is probably found In the slgnlficance of Ferozepore, 
an Important transport centre and at that time it was a 
cantonment with a small majorlty of non-Muslims. If this town had 
been awarded to Paklstan rail traffic In the surrounding Indian 
areas would have been severely dlsrupted and Pakistan would 
have possessed a salient south of the Sutlej. Finally, if Pakistan 
had secured the whole tahsll It would have controlled the head 
works from which the Bikaner Canal is fed, and this canal serves 
an lndlan area. Clearly in this case the questions of the urban 
population, the lntegrlty of railway systems and lndian defence 
proved decisive, and outwelghed the problem of including a 
Muslim rural population In lndla. Once the question of Ferozepore 
was decided It IS easier to justlfy the cession of the other three 
Muslim tahslls to India. First, they were all connected by an 
important railway; second, If they were glven to Pakistan, Amritsar 
and the state of Kapurthala would have been made an effective 
enclave in Pakistan; third, any boundary leaving these areas in 
Pakistan while excluding Ferozepore would have been extremely 
convoluted; and fourth, the Muslim majority in Jullundur was very 
small. 

Turning now to the partitlon of Kasur tahsll whlch lies on the 
west bank of the Sutlej rlver opposlte Ferozepore, it is apparent 
that Lord Radcliffe wlshed to avold splltting the area irrigated by 
the Sobraon canal and the Kasur Branch Lower Escape (Poplai, 
1:68). There seem to be two reasons why the tahsil of Ajnala was 
given to lndla rather than Pakistan, as its Muslim majorlty would 
suggest. First, It was probably consldered undesirable to run the 
boundary too close to the western limits of the city of Amritsar for 
both strategic and economlc reasons. Second, the Lahore branch 
of the Upper Bari Doab canal passes through Ajnala before 
entering the non-Muslim tahsil of Tarn Taran. 

At flrst glance It may seem that the Muslim tahsils of Gurdaspur 
and Batala were awarded to lndia In order to provide access to 
Jammu and Kashmlr. Mlchel (192-3) explores this concept and 
rejects it. At the time of the award it was expected that Kashrnir 
would joln Paklstan, and in any case the route via Madhopur to 
Jammu was not safe from Pakistan interruption if that country so 
wished. These facts do not dlscount the fact that the cesslon 
became lncreaslngly valuable as the Kashmir situation 
developed. It appears that Lord Radcllffe decided to give the non- 
Musllm tahsil of Pathankot, containing the Madhopur head works, 
to India, and he decided to tack on the two Muslim tahsils to the 
south to avoid isolating Pathankot, and to keep the Upper Bari 
Doab canal Intact as far as Lahore. Mlchel (188-91) exposes the 
weakness of this reasoning. The Gurdaspur region relies malnly 
on ralnwater and well-irrigation, so only 7 per cent of the area 
Irrigated by the canal was In this area. Of the remalnder. 32 Per 
cent of the land irrigated by this canal was found in Amrltsar and 
61 per cent was located In Lahore. Whether It Is argued that the 
country making the greatest use of, or the country least likely to 
interfere wlth the canal should control the head works. Pakistan 
has a stronger case than India. 

A number of disputes arose along this boundary but none was 
serious and they were all solved. Perhaps the most significant 
development contrlbutlng to the stablllty of this boundary has 
been the slgning of the lndus Waters treaty In 1960 which governs 
the use of the waters of the flve rlvers between lndla and Pakistan. 

Pakistan boundary. Mlchel, A. A. (1967). The lndus Rivers, New Haven. Conn. 
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21 The India-Pakietan boundary in Kaohmir 

The boundary between those parts of Kashmlr controlled by lndla 
and Paklstan stretches for about 740 km (450 m) In a rectangular 
pattern. There Is a malnly north-south segment from the Chenab 
valley to Lunda In the Klshanganga valley: the llne then swlngs to 
an east-weat allgnment to the lndus rlver, before swlnglng 
northeastwards to the Karakoram pass, whlch Is the eastern 
termlnus of the Slno-Paklstan boundary. Spate (366-93) has 
provlded a useful, detalled account on the geography of Kashmlr 
at the tlme the flrst cease-flre llne was drawn through thls reglon 
In 1949. He describes the succession of latltudlnal zones whlch 
the boundary traverses from the Slwallk hllls borderlng the 
Punjab to the Karakoram range borderlng Slnklang. 

The Slwallk hllls have summlts about 1200 m (4000 ft) and 
generally form an Infertile zone. The thln solls, often derlved from 
Ilmestones, have been severely eroded Into ravlnes, and there are 
only a few favoured locatlons. Generally the water-table Is too 
deep for lrrlgatlon and there Is also the rlsk of flash-floods from 
the numerous transverse gullles. Thls zone extends from the 
Chenab valley northwestwards to Punch. The Slwallk hllls are 
succeeded northwards by the Pir Panjal, a range wlth peaks to 
4600 m (15 000 ft) whlch merges westwards wlth the maln 
Hlmalayan range. The valleys In thls range carry moderate 
population densltles but the reglon Is 'essentially negative, a 
barrler'. 

In the latltudlnal regional sequence the enclosed vale of 
Kashmlr lles north of the Plr Panjal, but the cease-flre llne sklrts 
the western margin of the vale and thls most Important 
agricultural reglon falls almost entlrely wlthln Indla. The boundary 
traverses the major Hlmalayan range following the general 
allgnment of the Klshanganga rlver. Thls range has peaks at 
about 6000 m (19 500 ft) and thls Is another barrler reglon. After 
Kazalwan on the Klshanganga rlver the forest ends and the 
boundary crosses malnly rocky, Icy wastes whlch become 
progressively more forblddlng In the Karakoram range north of 
the lndus rlver. Indeed, beyond Thang the boundary descrlptlon 
slmply notes 'Thence eastwards Jolnlng the Glaclers'. 

Countless words have been wrltten about the Kashmlr dispute 
between lndla and Paklstan but the evolution of the boundary can 
be brlefly described. Readers Interested In full accounts of the 
hlstorlcal and polltlcal background to the dlspute may consult the 
books by Gupta and Lamb. When Brltaln wlthdrew from the lndlan 
subcontinent the terrltory was partitloned between lndla and 
Paklatan by the Redcline awards. The rulers of prlncely states 
were allowed to declde for unlon wlth either lndla or Paklstan, and 
on 26 October 1947 the Hlndu maharajah of Jammu and Kashmlr 
slgned an Instrument of accesslon to the lndlan Unlon, even 
though nearly 80 per cent of hls subjects were Musllms. Thls 
declslon was reslsted by trlbesmen who Invaded Kashmlr along 
the Jhelum valley; It was supported by the lndlan army. Paklstan 
forces became Involved and by the mlddle of 1948 a falrly statlc 

llne had developed between the two arrnles. Paklstan controlled 
Gllglt, Baltlstan and the western areas of Punch and Jammu, while 
lndla occupled Ladakh, the vale of Kashmlr and the remainder of 
Punch and Jammu. 

The cease-flre llne was formally deflned on 27 July 1949, south 
of the Jhelum rlver there was reference to 'the factual posltlons 
about whlch there Is agreement between both partless. North of 
the rlver the boundary was deflned In some detall, usually by 
reference to hllls whlch clearly were strategic features. 

In the second half of 1965 there was general flghtlng along the 
Indlan-Paklstan border, but the joint talks held In Tashkent, under 
the ausplces of the Soviet Unlon conflrmed the locatlon of the 
1949 cease-flre Ilne. In December 1971 the thlrd round of flghtlng 
began In assoclatlon wlth the actions whlch led to the creation of 
Bangla Desh. After a short campaign, presumably restricted 
because of the extreme cold In the northern part of the border, a 
cease-flre was arranged on 17 December 1971. Thls front was 
conflrmed by the Slmla agreement of 3 July 1972 as the 
temporary boundary between the two countrles, and Its actual 
allgnment was flxed on 12 December 1972. Worklng from the 
published descrlptlons and wlthout the detalled maps whlch have 
not been made available, It Is lmposslble to descrlbe all the 
deviatlons between the 1949 and 1972 boundarles. However, it 
seems llkely that lndla galned sllghtly In the areas north of the 
Jhelum. The speclflc areas seem to be the west bank of the 
Klshanganga between Tlthwal and Lunda, and the zone on the 
north bank of the lndus whlch contalns Thang and Turtok. The 
descrlptlon does not allow the exact allgnment of the boundary to 
be plotted but the llne of control Is shown on nlneteen rnosalc 
meps coverlng the entlre border between the two countrles In 
Kashmlr; these meps have not been made publlc. 

It Is too soon to be certaln whether thls cease-flre llne wlll 
remaln as the Indla-Paklstan boundary through thls reglon. It 
would obviously be exceptlonal for a satisfactory boundary to be 
produced by freezlng areas of control on a partlcular day of a war. 
The boundary, even when traced on maps at a scale of 1:250 000, 
clearly dlvldes rlver valleys whlch could reasonably be expected 
to have some ldentlty of Interest and whlch were certalnly 
Important llnes of communlcatlon. If cordlal relatlons are ever 
established between lndla and Paklstan they may find It helpful to 
exchange equal areas along thelr Kashmlr border so that the 
boundary can be admlnlstered efflclently wlthout causlng 
unnecessary hardshlp to the lnhabltants of both sides. 

Gupta. S. (1966). Kashmlr: a study In India-Paklstan relatlons. Bombay. 
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22 The boundary between lndia and Bangla Desh 

When Bangla Desh was created In 1971 It lnherlted the boundary 
whlch had been drawn between lndla and East Paklstan twenty- 
slx years earller. Thls boundary meanders for 4053 km (2519 m) 
across a lendscape whlch consists mainly of level alluvlal plalns. 
The comparatively short sectlon through the Chlttagong hills, 
leading to the trl-Junctlon wlth Burma, provides the only exception 
to thls lowland boundary. The plaln was lald down by the Ganga 
and Brahmaputra rlvers whlch emerge from the Hlmalayas. 
especially during the sprlng and monsoon seasons, heavlly 
charged with sllt. Much of this sedlment is deposlted on the river 
banks and this perennial renewal contributes to sol1 fertility. The 
main rivers reach the sea through a maze of dlstrlbutarles and 
few areas of Bangla Dssh are more than 16 km (10 m) from some 
river. In the southern part of Khulna, around the Ralmangal river, 
there are marshy condltlons because the mouths of the Ganga 
have moved eastwards and thls area Is not regularly flushed. 

Thls alluvial plain was densely populated In 1947 when the 
boundary was drawn, and It was the task of the appointed 
commissioners to draw a llne seperatlng the maln areas of Musllm 
and non-Musllm communltles. The commlsslon was led by Lord 
Radcllffe, who was also chalrman of the commisslon actlng to 
divide the Bengal province, and included two members 
representlng each side. Evldence was taken from the Congress 
Party representlng Indla's interests, and the Muslim League 
representlng Paklstan's Interests. These two organlzations each 
put forward the boundary considered to be Ideal, and they did not 
touch at any polnt. 

The lndlan delegates belleved that partltitlon was unnecessary. 
but if It was to occur then It should be done In such a way that the 
smallest possible area was exclsed from India. They sought to 
define the Muslim-majority area by reference to thanas, whlch 
were the smallest admlnistratlve units for whlch statistics were 
available. The Muslim delegates argued that the rellglous 
malorltles should be calculated In the largest admlnlstrative unlts, 
which were called dlstrlcts. This principle alone defined a larger 
area than an area based on majoritles in the thanas. However, 
these delegates also argued that the commission had a duty to 
deflne a boundary whlch ensured that the new state had a 
reasonably strong economy. The Musllm League clalmed all 
Bengal apart from the slx dlstricts west of the merldlan of 
Calcutta: Blrbhum. Bankura, Burdwan, Hooghly. Howrah and 
Midnapore. They also clalmed the whole of Sylhet, which decided 
on 13 July 1947 to join Pakistan, and the dlstricts of Goalpara. 
Garo hllls. Cachar, and Mlzo hllls, as well as the southern part of 
the dlstrlct of Khasi and Jalntla hllls. Thls territorial arrangement 
would have included all the areas of Musllm majoritles; access to 
the port of Calcutta and a share In its Industries; and areas of 
Assam where low populatlon densltles would allow migration from 
the crowded delta. The prlncely states of Cooch Behar and 
Trlpura would have been enclaves within East Pakistan and 
therefore sublect to pressure. Further, lndla would lack dlrect 
connectlon between its maln terrltory and areas of Assam in the 
mlddle Brahmaputra valley. 

The boundary recommended by the Congress Party lay entirely 
wlthin the Musllm League's boundary and the zone between the 
two lines varied from 32 km to 200 km in wldth (20 m to 125 m). 
This boundary left only three small areas wlth Hlndu maJorlties In 
East Paklstan. South and west of the Ganga only Farldpur and 
Barisal were left to Paklstan, whlle north of the river lndia galned 
the Bengal dlstrlcts of DinaJpur, Malda, Jalpalguri and Darjeellng 
together with the western part of Rangpur district. The slx 
southern thanas of Sylhet were also clalmed. This boundary 
would have left some Musllm-majorlty areas outslde Pakistan, 
would have ensured a safe connectlon between Blhar and upper 
Assam, and would have kept to a minlmum the amount of 
manufacturlng industry awarded to Pakistan. 

Because the other members of the commisslon were equally 
d~vided in thelr vlews Lord Radcllffe had to make the final 

decision. Predictably Radcllffe's award made concessions to both 
sldes, whlch had plalnly asked for more than they expected to 
recelve. The flnal boundary colnclded wlth 1302 km (809 m) 
Congress Party's boundary and wlth 116 km (72 m) 01 the 
boundary proposed by the Musllm League.  he 
dlsappolntments for Paklstan must have been the failure to galn a 
share of Calcutta and any land in Assam sultable for colonization; 
the loss of Darjeellng and Jalpalgurl dlstrlcts whlch gave India a 
narrow corrldor to Assam; and the fact that nelther of the princely 
states were left as enclaves wlthln Paklstan. The features of the 
award whlch must have dlsappolnted the Congress Party Include 
the loss of the non-Musllm concentrations In Jessore, Khulna, 
Rangpur and southern Sylhet and the Chlttagong hill tract; and 
the narrowness of the land corridor leadlng to Assam. 

The boundary was mainly deflned by reference to the existing 
llmits of the thanas and dlstrlcts making up Bengal province. 
There were only three sections where the boundary dld not lollow 
a former Ilmit. First, the Mathabhanga river, which the new 
boundary followed after leaving the Ganga, had not previously 
served as an admlnlstratlve boundary. Second, the boundary was 
deflected from exlsting llnes near Hllll to avold severing a railway. 
Third, the Kuslyara river In southern Sylhet was substituted for 
previous adminlstratlve Ilnes. It Is not surprislng that Lord 
Radcllffe used existlng llnes in view of the short tlme at his 
disposal, but problems arose from the use of this expedient. First, 
some thana boundaries were not well known and left room for 
disagreement. Second, by stlpulatlng that the international 
boundary should follow the admlnlstrative boundaries and not the 
rivers wlth whlch they happened to colncide In 1947, a dlfflcult 
situation was created. The rlvers in thls area often change their 
course, elther gradually or suddenly. Radcliffe's stipulatlon meant 
that the boundaries dld not move with the rivers, and that at 
dlfferent tlmes sectlons of the rlver could lie entirely wlthin one 
state or the other. Rlverlands are very important In the delta, 
because as the water level falls new alluvial areas are exposed. 
and these areas, whlch are known as chars, are keenly sought for 
arable land. Third, the use of exlstlng administrative boundaries 
preserved, as polltical fosslls, the amazing pattern of enclaves on 
both sldes of the boundary with Cooch Behar. These enclaves can 
be traced to the perlod 1661 -1712 when wars were foughl 
between Cooch Behar and the Mughal empire. These territorial 
oddlties were preserved during British rule and were passed on 
Intact to lndia and Paklstan. Banerjl (1969) had provided an 
Interesting description of these features. There were 121 Indian 
enclaves in Paklstan measuring 67 sq. km (26 sq. m), and they in 
turn contalned twenty-one Pakistan enclaves measuring 23 sq. 
km (9 sq. m). On the Indian side of the boundary there were 
ninety-two enclaves belonging to Pakistan, measuring about 44 
sq. km (17 sq. m) and they contalned three lndlan enclaves 
measurlng 17 hectares (42 acres). 

It was not surprlslng, given the bask hostlllty between lndla and 
Pakistan, that there was perlodic frlctlon along this border. It 
seemed that when lndla played a major role In helplng Bangla 
Desh to gain its Independence that boundary questions would 
disappear or be amlcably resolved. There was no reported friction 
during the perlod 1971 -5, but recently difficulties have arisen 
over India's declsion to Increase its use of the Ganga's waters 
before they reach Bangla Desh. Thls latter country Is concerned 
that Its Interests wlll be adversely affected. 

Banerii, R. N. (1969). Indo-Pakistan enclaves. lndia Ouarlerly. 25:254-7- 













The early development of the Sino-Burmese boundary 

The Slno-Burmese boundary was deflned In a protocol on 13 
October 1961. Wlth only two exceptions, lnvolvlng 342 sq. km (132 
sq. m), the present boundary follows the boundary whlch was 
established by Brltaln and Chlna In varlous treatles concluded in 
1894,1897and 1941. 

Two dlstinct sectlons of the boundary can be distinguished, 
lying north and south of the hlgh conlcal peak, a feature whlch Is 
mentioned In the 1894 treaty and the 1961 protocol. North of thls 
peak there was no Slno-Brltlsh agreement on the location of the 
boundary. Southwards to the Mekong the boundary was deflned 
by three Slno-Brltlsh treatles and demarcated. The peak, 
identlfied in 1961 as Mu-Lang Pum or Manang Pum, was 
originally designated by its co-ordlnates. It appears llkely that in 
1894 it was selected as the most northerly peak recorded on the 
watershed between the Nmal Hka and Ta-ylng Chlang on Ellott's 
map of 1890 (Walker, 205). It certainly lay north of Britain's area of 
control at the tlme, because Myitkylna was only established as a 
new admlnlstratlve headquarters in 1895. 

Brltain sought to round out their Burmese possessions by 
claiming the whole lrrawaddy basln, whlch would also make 
Burma and lndla coterminous. The basin north of Bhamo had not 
attracted the Burmese rulers and Mogaung. 48 km (30 m) west of 
Myitkylna, was used as a frontler penal colony. China was 
reluctant to agree on any boundary through thls area, and the 
explanation may be found In the facts that Chlnese traders were 
actlve there and the extenslon of Chlnese Influence was more 
llkely than the extenslon of Brltlsh authority. 

Much of this opposltlon can be traced to Chlnese influence; all along the 
frontier. from here down to Bhamo, the Chlnese traders have acqulred a 
preponderating influence, and they strongly oblect to eny anempts to gain 
Information about the country . . . The constant Intertribal feuds among 
the Kachlns render the task of the Chlnese a comparatively easy one: 
whichever slda Is espoused by the Chlnese must wln the day and be 
afterwards dependent on their gdodwlll for Its retention of the supremacy 
(Walker. 167-8). 

It has been suggested that the Chinese reslsted Britaln's claim 
to the lrrawaddy basln because it was feared that the river may 
extend into Chlnese terrltory (Tinker, 335). It is true that there was 
stlll some debate In Britlsh geographical clrcles about the source 
of the Irrawaddy, but it must be doubted that thls was an 
important factor. Ellott (Walker. 172) had correctly explained that 
the greater flow of the lrrawaddy compared, with the Salween was 
because the former rlver had a much larger catchment in the 
humid areas south of the main east-west watershed. In a very 
accurate prophesy Eliott predicted that explorers would not have 
to look north of latltude 28"3OS north for the source of the 
Irrawaddy. The most northerly point on the Slno-Burmese 
boundary which follows the lrrawaddy watershed is exactly at that 
latitude. If Britlsh vlews of the Irrawaddy's source were so 
accurate it Is hard to belleve that the Chlnese, who had access to 
much more Information on the area, would be in serious doubt 
about the region's hydrography. The British tried fitfully to settle a 
final boundary but dld not succeed. It may be that they were not 
very worrled about the posslble extension of China's influence 
into the upper lrrawaddy because the de tacto boundary followed 
the grain of the country along a major watershed between the 
lrrawaddy and Salween systems. 

South of the hlgh conical peak the boundary dlvlded a 
borderland whlch contained many traps for boundary-makers. 
First, the high, steep ridges, typical of the northern section and the 
Himalayas in general continued for only another 142 km (88 m). 
They became progressively lower as they approached the Ta-ying 
Chlang, and were succeeded between that river and the Mekong 

lntenslve settled farming, and mlgratlons along nOrth-south 
avenues. Dlstlnct ethnic groups following these routes had 
Intermingled in a complex pattern. Such a situatlon made 11 easier 
for Chlnese and Brltlsh Interests to clash, and at the same time 
made It harder to disentangle the Indigenous patterns of poIllical 
authority and loyalties. 

The first boundary drawn In 1894 reflected the problems of the 
negotiators. Along the rldge between the high conlcal peak and 
the Shwell rlver the boundary was closely deflned In terms 01 
rlvers, streams, watersheds and villeges. Between the Shwell and 
Salween rlvers only the general trend of the llne was deflned, as 
well as Its approxlmate InterSeCtlon with the Salween. From the 
Salween to the Mekong, nearly twlce the dlstance of the boundary 
west of the Salween, the boundary was defined in terms of Ihe 
polltical boundaries of indigenous political unlts, such as 
Munglem and Klang Tong, whlch were stated to be well-known 
locally. 

Britain had received confllctlng advlce about the best attltude to 
adopt towards these political unlts. Scott suggested that Klang- 
Hung and Munglem, whlch owed allegiance to both Burma and 
China, should be formed Into a Slno-Britlsh condomlnium, with 
the aim of strengthenlng Britlsh control In the Shan states and 
frustrating France in Laos and Thailand. Daly and Warry advised 
against any condomlnium; Instead they suggested that Munglem 
should be left to Chlna unless It could be proved to contain 
valuable mlneral deposlts, whlle Klang-Hung should be 
partitioned at the Mekong. The Brltlsh authorltles followed nelther 
course and left both Munglem and Klang-Hung to China providing 
that no part of these states was ever ceded to a third country. 

Wlthin two years France, advanclng through Laos, had forced 
Chlna to cede part of Kiang-Hung and Brltain inslsted on a 
revlsion of the 1894 treaty. Curiously all the revlsions occurred 
west of the Salween river. Britain galned 453 sq. km (175 sq. m) 
around Slma In the Nam Tabet valley, and obtained a boundary 
which was easier to defend and more clearly marked than its 
predecessor. A similar area was ceded between the Ta-ying 
Chiang and the Nam Wan. Between the Shweli and Nan-ling Ho 
Britain secured 3366 sq. km (1300 sq. m) which included Wan- 
t'lng and the whole state of Kokang. Finally, a triangular area of 
220 sq. km (85 sq. m) called the Nam Wan tract became 
effectively Brltlsh. Whlle the area remained nominally Chinese 
and rent was pald by Britaln, that country exercised effecHve 
control over the area. 

Between 1897 and 1899 two sections of the boundary were 
demarcated. The flrst stretched from the conlcal hlgh peak to the 
Nan-ling Ho, and the second from the Nam Hka to the Mekong. 
This meant that a gap measuring 257 km (160 m) remalned in the 
Wa states between the Nan-ling Ho and the Nam Hka. As the next 
section describes this gap was closed in 1941. 

by the low Yunnan plateau, whlch had been carved into a 
confusing of isolated plateaus low Tinker, H. (1956) Burma's northeast borderland problems. Pacilic Affairs. 

28: 324-46. 
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25 The recent development of the Sino-Burmese boundary 

The last sectlon descrlbed how the demarcatlon at the turn of the 
century left a gap of 257 km (160 m), occupled by the Wa states, 
where the boundary had been defined but not marked. 
Occaslonally problems occurred In thls borderland and In 1935 a 
jolnt commlsslon under the ausplces of the League of Natlons met 
to conslder the matter. Toller, who served wlth thls commlsslon 
descrlbed the maln problem: 

. . . the dlfflculty was rather an excess of deflnltlon. The treaty deflned the 
trontler not only In physlcel terms (generally speaklng as the watershed 
between the Salween and Mekong), but also In polltlcal terms, asslgnlng 
the terrltorles of certeln local rulers to Chlna or to Burma. Unlortunately 
however the two llnes dld not colnclde. The terrltorles of the chlefs would 
splll over the watershed; moreover they were lluctuatlng and Ill-deflned, 
and were further complicated by the tact that some areas mlght owe a 
form ot elleglance, lndlcated by the perlodlc payment of trlbute, to two or 
three rulers at once (Toller. 4). 

The lselin Commlsslon, named after the Swlss colonel who led It. 
was presented wlth a welter of clalms advocating llnes as much as 
40 km (25 m) apart. The report and maps were produced In Aprll 
1937, but agreement between Chlna and Brltaln based on the 
report was not secured untll June 1941; by thls time demar- 
cation was a very low prlority for both countrles. The maps 
accompanylng the lselln report showed nlne boundarles: the map 
opposlte shows the three most Important ones. Flrst, there Is the 
boundary whlch was agreed between Brltaln and Chlna; second, 
the boundary favoured by the majorlty of the commisslon Is 
shown where It devlates from the 1941 line; thlrd, Chlna's clalm 
Is shown where It dlffers from the other two boundarles. A 
comparison of the flrst two boundarles shows that Brltaln galned 
181 sq. km (70 sq. m) as a result of the 1941 llne lylng east of the 
majorlty boundary, whlle Chlna galned 1414 sq. km (546 sq. m) 
through the 1941 llne lylng west of the majorlty boundary. 

The greatest divergence between the boundarles occurred In 
the head-waters of the Nan-hsu Ho. Nam Hka Hkao and Nam Hka 
Lam, where Chlna clalmed as far west as Kawnghsang. If Chlna 
had achleved thls llne It would have produced two deep adjacent 
salients; the Burmese sallent would have consisted of the upper 
Nam Ma, and the Chlnese would have Intersected that rlver near 
Kawnghsang. Such a boundary may have been more dlfflcult to 
admlnlster than the selected Ilne. It was generally considered at 
the tlme that the prlze In thls reglon concerned access to reported 
mlneral deposlts rather than llnes of strateglc security. Much of 
the border was known to be heavlly mlnerallzed, and one of the 
areas secured by Brltaln, around Lu-fang, contained some old 
Chlnese silver mlnes. Chlna was glven a rlght to partlclpate In 
mlnlng ventures on the eastern slope of the Lu-fang rldge 
provldlng Chlnese equlty dld not exceed 49 per cent. 

Thus when Burma became an Independent state the Slno- 
Burmese boundary was deflned In a number of different ways. 
North of the hlgh conlcal peak there was no boundary fixed by any 
treaty, but there was a functlonlng de tecto Ilmlt. The alignment of 
a Slno-Burmese boundary was shown In the varlous maps 
associated wlth the 1914 Slmla conference, but the results of that 
conference had been repudlated by Chlna as soon as It was 
concluded. South of the hlgh conlcal peak two long sectlons had 
been deflned In the treatles of 1894 and 1897 and demarcated. 
The llnking sectlon was deflned by the agreement of 1941 but not 
demarcated. Both sldes had extra-terrltorlal rlghts In lands 
ostenslbly belonging to the other. Burrne controlled the Nam Wan 
tract whlle Chlna could partlclpate In mlnlng ventures near Lu- 
fang. 

Whlttam has carefully reconstructed the events leading to the 
Sino-Burmeee agreement. Burma was one of the flrst countrles to 
recoenlze the Peo~le 's Re~ubl lc  of Chlna, and the auestlon of a 

encountered Chlnese communist unlts In areas Considered to be 
Burmese. Requests to Peklng for the removal of the unlts broughl 
a response lndlcatlng Chlnese dlssatlsfactlon wlth the exlstlng 
boundary. According to Whlttam the flrst tanglble proposal was 
made by Chlna. It offered to accept the 1941 boundary, and to 
concede part of the Nam Wan tract to Burma, In exchange for 
Hplmaw and two associated vlllages, Gawlum and Kangfang, 
located near latitude 26" north. The Chlnese also offered to 
accept the tradltlonal, cuslomary line In the extreme north of the 
border, a reference which the Burmese assumed applled to the 
McMahon Ilne. Thls assumptlon Induced the Burmese to offer 145 
sq. km (56 sq. m) around Hplmaw as the terrltory to be ceded to 
Chlna, on the understandlng that the resldent Kachlns of that area 
would be resettled In Burma. When thls flrm offer was transmitted 
to Chlna thelr response showed there had been a mls- 
understendlng. China rejected the concept that Hplmaw could 
be exchanged for the Nam Wan tract, slnce both were properly 
Chinese, and made a number of counter proposals. Flrst, the Nam 
Wan tract would be ceded to Burma In exchange for terrltory In 
the Wa states along the 1941 Ilne. Second, the area to be ceded 
by Burrne around Hplmaw should be 482 sq. km (186 sq. m). 
Thlrd, the tradltlonal llne in the north dld not colnclde wlth the 
McMahon Ilne, but lay west of It In certaln areas where there were 
Chlnese monasteries and medlclnal herb gardens. These 
proposals were unacceptable to the Burmese and negotlatlons 
ceased untll late 1959 when a new Burmese government made 
fresh overtures. 

The maln new lngredlent was the offer of 161 sq. km (62 sq. m) 
to Chlna along part of the 1941 llne In exchange for the Nam Wan 
tract. Wlthln a few months progress made It posslble to slgn an 
agreement In January 1960. Thls agreement retroceded to Chlna 
areas around Hplmaw and In the Mong Llng Shan In return for the 
Nam Wan tract and recognltlon of the Slno-Brltlsh boundary 
elsewhere. The agreement also created a commlsslon whlch 
would adjudlcate on the rlval clalms concernlng the exact slze of 
the areas transferred. The commlsslon's work was completed In 
tlme for the flnal agreement to be slgned In October 1960. Chlna 
galned 153 sq. km (59 sq. m) around Hplmaw and 189 sq. km (73 
sq. m) in the Wa states. The Nam Wan tract whlch went to Burma 
measured 220 sq. km (85 sq. m). There were some mlnor 
alterations along the boundary to avold dlvldlng villages and to 
slmpllfy demarcatlon. Burma galned four vlllages and ceded two 
vlllages by the realignment of the 1941 Ilne. Burma also galned 13 
sq. km (5 sq. m) in the far north and ceded 5 sq. km (2 sq. m) In 
the eastern sector to slmpllfy the boundary's demarcatlon. The 
demarcatlon was completed In one year and In addltlon to 300 
plllars whlch were erected on the previously unmarked sectlons. 
the commlssloners planted flowerlng trees to make the llne more 
obvlous. 

For the flrst tlme the new agreement deflned the short sectlon 
of the boundary along the Mekong. In the 1894 and 1897 treatles 
the termlnus was descrlbed as the confluence of the Nam Nga and 
Mekong; the latest descrlptlon continues the boundary along the 
Mekong to its confluence with the Nan-la Ho; this is the trl- 
Junctlon of Burma, Chlna and Laos. 

flnalettlement of the boundary was ralsed by the ~ " r m e s e  soon 
anerwarde, At that time China was too preoccupied with 

Toiler, W. S. (1949). The Burma-Yunnan boundary c0mmlsslon, Pts 2. 
Eastern World, May, June. 

affairs and d ~ d  not pursue the matter. Between 1953 and 1956 Whlttam. D. E. 119811. The SI~O-~urmese border treaty. Paclllc Analrs, . . 
Burmese troops operatlng agalnst Kuomlntang forces 34:174-83. 









27 The boundary between Malaysia and Thailand 

The boundary between Malaysla and rhalland follows an Irregular 
course across the narrow Kra Isthmus. Thls means that while the 
termini on the east and west coasts are only 217 km (135 m) apart 
the boundary stretches for 515 km (320 m). Generally the 
boundary follows watersheds; the exception occurs In the eastern 
sectlon where It follows the Kolok rlver across a level, alluvlal plaln 
used for rlce cultivation. From the headwaters of the Kolok the 
boundary follows the water-partlng between the Sai Burl rlver 
flowlng north and the Pergau rlver flowlng south; It then continues 
along the watershed separatlng the rlvers flowing lnto the 
Thalland gulf and the Malacca stralt. The summlts along the 
watershed rarely exceed 1525 m (5000 ft), and they form the 
northern extensions of the maln Malayan ranges. The hllls are 
composed of lntruslve granltes surrounded by tertlary quartzites 
and shales. North of the Muda rlver's headwaters the landscape Is 
lower and the valleys wlder and more open, and east of Kangar 
there Is a flat alluvlal plaln slmllar to the Kolok valley. The final 24 
km (15 m) of the boundary follows the Sayun range, a narrow, 
limestone feature standlng about 610 m (2000 ft) above the 
surroundlng plalns. The whole borderland has a wet, troplcal 
climate and the ralnfall. whlch averages 1905 mm (75 In.). 
combines wlth uniformly hlgh temperatures to encourage the 
growth of dense troplcal forest. 

Early Brltlsh interests In thls area were concerned wlth securing 
control over the stralt of Malacca. The lsland of Pinang provided 
an excellent base from whlch to guard the western entrance of the 
stralt and thls was acqulred from the sultan of Kedah In 1786 and 
renamed Prlnce of Wales Island. In 1800 an area of the adjolnlng 
mainland, called provlnce Wellesley, was secured to provlde 
defense for Plnang from any attack by land and to provlde food 
for the lnhabltants of the Island. The boundarles of Wellesley were 
flxed by agreement wlth the sultan of Kedah in 1831 and then 
confirmed by agreement wlth Thailand in 1869. The other end of 
the strait was safeguarded by the annexatlon of Slngapore in 
1819, and conflrmatlon of thls act by the Dutch in 1824, when the 
two countrles drew a boundary separatlng thelr territorles north 
and south of the stralt. By thls agreement Brltaln acqulred a third 
foothold, namely the Dutch settlement of Malacca, and the 
boundarles of Malacca wlth the nelghbourlng states of Rembau 
and Johol were flxed In January and June 1833 respectively. In 
1826 a fourth base was DreSented to Brltaln bv the ralah of Perak. 
This ruler was unable to control plrates operatlng in this area and 
welcomed a Brltish presence on Dindlng Island which Is 64 km (40 
m) south of provlnce Wellesley. These four bases became known 
as the Stralts Settlements, and this tltle accurately reflected their 
value to Brltaln, whlch was primarily concerned wlth the safe 
passage of Brltlsh vessels through the stralt. 

After the early 1870s lncreaslng numbers of Chlnese and 
Brltlsh merchants and mlners began to operate in the penlnsula. 
These commercial activltles were hlndered by plrates and the 
unsettled polltlcal condltlons in the Indigenous states. Brltlsh 
authorltles were often asked for asslstance but these requests 
were rejected on the ground that the traders and mlners knew the 
rlsks and must accept them as part of the liabillty In trylng to make 
flnanclal proflts. However, as more and more Brltlsh subjects 
became Involved, the governor of the Straits Settlements was 
instructed to see whether anythlng could be done to promote 
orderly commerce. General Clarke followed these lnstructlons by 
Involving hlmself with warrlng factlons In Perak and persuadlng 
the ralah to accept a Brltlsh Resldent, whose advice would be 
followed except In respect of Malay religlon and customs. 
Gradually the residency system was also established through 
Selangor, Pahang and Negrl Sembllan, whlch In 1895 unlted wlth 
Perak to form the Federated Malay States. 

Eventually the extenslon of Brltlsh interests brought contacts 
with Terengganu. Kelantan and Kedah, over whlch Thalland 
clalmed eome authorlty; Brltaln had recognized Thalland's 
authorlty in Kedah by treatles In 1826 and 1869. Wrlght and Reid 

(1912) have shown that Thailand's euthority had ebbed and 
flowed over thls area many times producing a Complicated 
pattern of relatlonshlps between the Thai court and the 
lndlgenous States. The ~ O n S t r ~ C t l ~ n  of a boundary through this 
zone was done In two Stages. Flrst. Brltaln obtained French 
agreement to ldentlty respective spheres of Influence In the lha i  
borderlands. Thls was done In 1896 when both countrles agreed 
they would never move troops lnto that area of Thailand 
comprising the dralnage baslns of rlvers lylng between Beng 
Tapan In the west (about latltude 11 "10' north) and the Pase river 
In the east (about longltude 99'28' east). It was Implicit In this 
agreement that areas west of Bang Tapan fell lnto the British 
sphere of Influence, whlle areas east of the Pase river were left to 
France. Thls polnt was made expllcit In 1904. but before then, In 
1897, Brltaln had persuaded Thalland to agree that It would not 
cede any land south of Bang Tapan to any other country. 

In 1899 Brltaln and Thalland drew a boundary between thelr 
possesslons on the penlnsula. It started In the west at the 
southeast corner of provlnce Wellesley and followed the Kerlen 
rlver to Its source, whence It continued easterly through Gunong 
Kenderong and Lubok Toplng, before eventually turnlng south 
along the maln watershed between the Brltlsh states of Perak and 
Pahang and the Thal state of Kelantan. Flnally the boundary 
swung eastwards separatlng Pahang and Thalland's Terengganu 
and ended on the coast at polnt Geland, about latltude 4'10' 
north. 

The settled condltlon of the Brltlsh territories south of the line 
contrasted wlth the unsettled sltuatlon In the nelghbourlng Thal 
states of Kelantan, Terengganu. Kedah and Perlls. Two unrelated 
lncldents Involved Brltaln in these trans-boundary areas. Flrst, Mr 
Duff declded to found a company to develop a large area of 
Kelantan and he obtalned a tltle from the sultan. When he went to 
the Britlsh Forelgn Offlce he found they were not prepared to give 
hlm any asslstance. So he told the authorltles he would float hls 
company In Parls and St Petersburg not London: the effect was 
Immediate. 

I was then asked to slt down - we had been standlng up lo thls polnl - 
and I was there for two hours Instead of two mlnutes. The upshol was lhal 
a promise was made that I would have the support of the Brlllsh Forelgn 
Offlce. I1 I established my company In Kelentan (quoted In Wrlght and 
Reld. 159-601. 

Second, In 1905 the Thal government began to search for funds to 
bulld a railway through Its southern terrltorles, and by 1907 It 
became apparent that It was llkely that German funds and 
companies would be Involved. Brltaln was opposed to German 
Influence lntrudlng In thls area and ralslng the problems they had 
faced In west, east and southwest Afrlca and so negotiations were 
resumed wlth Thalland to advance the Brltlsh boundary 
northwards. In return for the terrltorlal concessions Brltaln offered 
to renounce the extra-terrltorlal rlghts it had acqulred In 1883 and 
Thalland qulckly accepted thls proposal. Although the new treaty 
of March 1909 referred to the cesslon of Kedah, Kelantan and 
Terengganu, Brltaln dld not obtaln all the first two terrltorles, 
however It dld obtaln part of Yela and Narathiwat States. 
Apparently both countrles preferred a clear physlcal boundary 
along the watershed rather than the traditional lines whlch Were 
harder to describe, survey and recognize In the landscape. 

In recent tlmes both countrles have faced problems in this 
borderland due to the actlvltles of cornmunlst rebels, especially in 
the Betong sallent, because of the lrredentlst Malay movement in 
the borders of Thalland, and because thls Is a profitable area for 
smuggling. 

Wrlght, A. and Reld. T. H. (1912). The Malay peninsula. London 





28 Thailand's eastern boundary 

Thalland's boundary wlth Laos and Carnbodla extends for 2574 
km (1600 m) and was drawn by varlous treatles agreed between 
Thalland and France in the perlod 1867-1925. Apart from e short 
section crosslng the valley west of Boeng Tonle Sab the boundary 
Is colncldent wlth watersheds and rlvers. The Cardamones and 
Dangrek ranges carry the boundary from the sea to the 
confluence of the Mun and Mekong rlvers. The Isolated 
Cardamones, wlth peaks over 1525 m (5000 ft) are composed of 
sandstones whlch have been dlssected into deep, short valleys. 
They are subject to hlgh annual rainfalls of about 5080 mm (200 
in.) whlch promote dense troplcal forest. The llnear Dangrek 
chaln is also composed of sandstones, but there are few peaks 
above 610 m (2000 ft) and the lower annual ralnfall supports a 
more open woodland. Thls range Is not symmetrlcal and the 
steeper scarp overlooks Carnbodla. North from the confluence of 
the Mun and Mekong rlvers the boundary follows the latter 
watercourse as far as its confluence with the Nan Huang; at thls 
polnt the line is dlverted to follow the tributary to its source and 
then the watershed between the Mae Narn Nan and the Mekong. 

France secured Its foothold at the mouth of the Mekong when 
Annam ceded the provinces of Beln Hoe, Gla Dlnh and My Tho, In 
1862. France consldered that it also lnherlted Annam's rlghts In 
Carnbodla, a weak state subject to demands by both Thalland and 
Annarn. In 1863 Cambodla negotiated secret, conflicting treaties 
wlth Thailand and France. By July 1867 France and Thailand had 
resolved thls sltuatlon; Thalland recognized France's protection of 
Cambodla and rellnqulshed any rights to trlbute from that 
country, and In return France recognized that the provlnces of 
Batdambang and Slemreab became part of Thalland. 

The scene now shlfts to the northern sectlon of the boundary. 
France annexed the rest of Annam and Tonkin In 1884 and soon 
French offlcars ware seeklng to exert Tonkln's former rlghts in the 
area of Laos. The fragmented nature of the Laotlan polltlcal 
structure at that time meant that France was able to adopt a 
piecemeal approach to the annexatlon of lndlvldual sub-states. 
The Brltlsh Foreign Offlce was warned In November 1887 that 
France may wlsh to extend Its Influence to the Mekong's eastern 
watershed, but thls dld not concern that department because they 
were convlnced that thls was Thalland's eastern boundary. By 
1893 however, the situation had changed and France had fixed on 
the east bank of the Mekong as the proper llmlt of its possesslons 
in Annam and Tonkln. The Brltlsh authorltles were able to 
demonstrate the llloglcallty of the French arguments in support of 
that course, but loglc was discarded as national self-interest 
became domlnant (Prescott. 431 -2). In February 1893 France 
forced a quarrel on Thailand alleglng Thai aggresslon against 
Annam. Stoeng Treng was captured by France on the Mekong. 
and Thal resistance led to the flrst French ultlmatum in Aprll 1893. 
Thereafter French pressure Increased in a way which was 
described by the Brltlsh ambassador to Parls in the followlng 
terms. 

The Siamese Government were now In possession of an ultlmatum, a 
penultlmatum and an ante-penultlmatum. In fact the word 'ulllmatum' had 
completely losl Its meenlng, for each new one seemed to procreate a 
successor (quoted In Prescon, 432). 

Thalland capitulated and by the treaty of 1893 France made major 
territorial gains. The Mekong was flxed as the boundary north of 
latitude 13'14' north, and Thalland renounced all clalms to any 
islands In the rlver, and agreed that It would not statlon any troops 
wlthln 25 km (15 m) of the Mekong or in the provlnces of 
Batdambang and Slemreab. In addltlon French cltlzens were 
glven complete freedom to move and trade in the Thal 
demilltarlzed zones and France was allowed to remaln in control 
of Chantaburi, whlch had been captured, until Thailand had 
complied with all the condltlons of the treaty. 

France's advance to the Mekong had glven It the eastern half of 
Louangphrabang and thls began to lead to clalrns for the rest of 

the state lylng west of the Mekong. That area was won In February 
1904 when France also secured a large area south of the Dangrek 
range. Thls reglon south and west of Bassac measured about 
15 534 sq. km (6000 Sq. m); It lay south of the Dangrek and east of 
the merldlan through the Kompong Tlam. France also exercised 
its rlght by the 1893 treaty to acqulre coallng stations on the 
Mekong at Khemmarat, Mukdahan. Nong Khal and Chiang Khan, 
A further agreement In June 1904 extended the French area of 
control near the termlnl Of the boundary. In the north France 
galned areas In the upper valley of the Nam Huang and the K~~ 
valley; In the south France galned about 6475 sq. km (2500 sq. m) 
of the Cardamones and the coastal plaln about Trat. It was stated 
In the agreement that this last Thal concession 'establishes a 
natural boundary'. Whatever the term 'natural' means It cannot be 
applled to a llne which cuts across the graln of a mountain range, 
bisects a featureless plain and tacks on half an estuary to e state 
lylng beyond the mountalnsl 

In March 1907 thls curlous sectlon of boundary disappeared, 
but once agaln the chlef Cost was borne by Thalland. Frence 
retroceded the Cardamones and Trat lowland and the headwaters 
of the Nam Huang, totalling 2460 sq. krn (950 sq. rn) in exchange 
for Batdambang and Slemreab whlch measured 32 104 sq. km 
12 400 sq. m). Thls treaty also made provlslon for the de- 
marcatlon of the boundary whlch was completed by the end of 
1908, wlthout any serlous dlfflculty. However, the demarcation left 
a problem whlch surfaced In 1949. According to the survey maps 
the temple rulns of Preah Vlhear, whlch stand on a southern 
prbjactlon of the Dangrek escarpment about longitude 104'44' 
east were left south of the boundary In Cambodla. However the 
area was occupled by Thalland. When the case went to the 
lnternatlonal Court of Justice In 1961 the verdlct went in 
Cambodla's favour, even though the boundary was supposed to 
follow the watershed, which lles along the edge of the 
escarpment. One subsequent problem concerned the course of 
the boundary along the Mekong. France and Thalland had 
dlfferent interpretations of the 1893 treaty whlch noted that 
Thalland renounced all clalms to the east bank and to 'the Islands 
of the river'. The difference In interpretation concerned Islands 
whlch sometlmas became jolned to the Thal bank by deposltlon 
and new Islands formed when the rlver cut through a meander on 
the Thal slde. The matter was eventually settled In 1926 when It 
was agreed that where there was only a single channel the 
boundary would follow the thalweg, or deepest continuous 
channel; where there was more than one channel the thalweg of 
the channel nearest the Thal bank would form the boundary; If the 
channel nearest the Thal bank drles up then the boundary will 
contlnue to follow It unless a jolnt commission rules otherwise. 
Elght rlver lands were speclfled as belng attached to the Thal 
bank and therefore part of Thailand. In 1975 and 1976 there were 
serious lncldents along thls rlver boundary when Thal patrol 
vessels came under (Ire from the Laotlan bank. The boats were 
near Don Nois, one of the elght rlver lands about 30 krn (18 rn) 
southeast of Vlentlane, and appeared to be on the Thai slde of the 
boundary. Conslderlng that the present boundary was imposed 
on Thalland by French force and puts Thailand at a marked 
disadvantage, It would need cordlal relatlons between Laos and 
Thailand to prevent serlous frictlon developing. If Laos takes a 
mllltant attltude towards thls river boundary the chance for Peace 
along thls border Is poor. 

Prescon. J. R. V .  (1975). Map otmainland Asia by treaty. Melbourne. 





29 China's boundary with Vietnam and Laos 

China's boundary with North Vletnam extends for 1287 km (800 
m) and is contlnued westwards for another 418 km (260 m) by the 
boundary between China and Laos. These two boundaries were 
developed as a single llne durlng Sino-French negotiations durlng 
the perlod 1885-95. 

The eastern extremity of Chlne's boundary wlth southeast Asia 
demonstrates the same physical end cultural complexity evldent 
in the Burmese border. A number of ranges, which are 
contlnuatlons of the Yun-nan plateau, trend northwest to 
southeast; they include extensive outcrops of granlte and other 
igneous rocks In the peaks and crests overlooklng plateaus and 
valleys of llmestone and sandstones. Thls geologlcal variety In 
combinallon with tne unlformity of the troplcal monsoon climate 
has produced a mosalc of landscapes. The drainage pattern 
conslsts of major rlvers flowlng southeast with e rectangular 
pattern of tributarles. ReJuvenatlon of the systems has caused 
downcutting whlch Is now most evldent In the upper reaches, 
where the valleys tend to be deep and narrow. In the east, near the 
coast there are few peaks as hlgh as 610 m (2000 n), but 
westwards there are some peaks, such as Fan Si Pan, which 
reach 3050 m (10 000 ft). Trlbutarles dralning lnto the Mekong are 
eligned northeast to southwest and the rivers flow through 
broader valleys than thelr eastern counterparts; these valleys are 
often flanked by sandstone plateaus. Except on llmestone areas, 
such as Lu Khu, north of Cao Bang, the climax vegetation is forest, 
however, the prlmitlve methods of shlfting cultivation in parts of 
the borderland have reduced the incidence of some hardwoods 
and produced a lower, less dense troplcal forest. 

Population has migrated into this borderland from the north 
and south. There are groups derived from the non-Chinese 
population of Yun-nan and Kuang-hsi in the remoter parts of the 
borderland. For example, the Akha and Ha-nl are common on the 
Slno-Laotian border, whlle the Miao and Man groups are found in 
the border eest of the Li-hsien Chlang. In the Yuang Chiang valley 
and near the coast Han Chlnese and Vietnamese predominate. 

The Sino-French treaties whlch settled the boundary In this 
region are not regarded as unequal by China, and there has not 
appeared to be any need for China to negotlate boundaries wlth 
Laos or Vletnam as it dld wlth Burma, Nepal. Paklstan, 
Afghanistan and Mongolia. 

In 1866-7 French officers discovered that the Mekong was not 
the avenue for trade wlth Yun-nan which had been hoped, and 
thereafter French Interests shifted north towards Tonkin. In 1883. 
Jules Ferry, a spokesman in favour of French colonial expansion, 
justlfled thls shift in Interest: 

It is not a question of the future of tomorrow but of the future of fifty or one 
hundred years, of that which wlll be the inheritance of our children, the 
bread of our workers. i t  Is not a questlon of conquering China, bul i t  is 
necessary to be at the portal of thls rich region In order to underlake the 
paclficconquest of it (Rambaud. 332-3). 

In 1873, a French merchant in Canton arranged some commercial 
agreements with Annamltes In Tonkin, and a French force was 
sent to negotlate rights to navigate on the Yuan Chiang. Flghting 
broke out and although Hanoi was captured It was not held. A year 
after this France and Annam signed a treaty which purported to 
open the Yuan Chiang to France. Unfortunately this country was 
unable to take advantage of this development because the 
activltles of pirates and brlgands made the area unsafe. 
Eventually France started a new attack on Tonkin whlch led to the 
first treaty wlth China. The flghting spread lnto the borderland 
between Chlna and Tonkin and so the major power became 
involved. Colquhoun, who vlslted the Chlnese side of the border in 
1882 glves a dry account of the current Chlnese vlew. 

When we were In the south of Yunnan we heard a good deal aboul the 
movements of the French in Tong-klng, and a hlgh offlcial - the Tao-Tai 
of Yunnan-fu. the capilal - passed us on his way lo enquire what was 
golng on. When we asked what thls otficiei was golng to do, we were told 

that he was about to iI7quire Into the action of some unruly lrlbes; these 
trlbes. It Is needless to say, were the French (Colquhoun. 722). 

In 1885 France end Chlna slgned a treaty of peace and commerce 
whlch amongst other provlslons arranged for commissioners to 
be appolnted to Identify and mark the boundary. Thiscommisslon 
concluded Its work In 1887 and the results were summarlzed In a 
convention slgned In June of that year, which carried the 
boundary as far as the LI-hslen Chlang. The delimitation and 
partlal demarcation Of the boundary dld not solve the troubles 
associated wlth plrates and brlgands whlch plagued this border, 
and thls was especlally true In the Tlnkln-Kuang-hsi region where 
some cltles were close to areas of dlfflcult terrain. During 
operations against these groups the Chinese occupled certain 
areas allocated to France. When thls trespass was noted French 
authorlties declded to mark the boundary between Tonkln and 
Kuang-hsl wlth greater care. Colonel Gallienl was sen1 to the area 
In 1892 and worked there for two years; both sides exchanged 
maps and reports in June 1894 at Lung-Chou, recording the 
placement of 308 plllars. There were some slight differences in 
the alignment of the 1887 and the 1894 boundaries, which were 
Justified by Gallieni as follows: 

Followlng my instruclions, the Commlssion strove throughoul to obtaln a 
good boundery from the point of view of defence. Following everywhere 
natural obstacles such as mountains and rivers. It reduced as far as 
possible the number of crosslng points so thal these routes by which 
bands of plrates cross from Chlna to Tonkln, can be closed by 

blockhouses or posts (Gallieni. 305). 

Gallieni confirmed that the Chinese were as anxious as the French 
to end the activities of brigands In thls border, because they 
raided communities on both sldes of the boundary, caplured 
women and buffaloes, which were then sold to buy arms and 
opium to provide the basis for fresh depredatlons. 

After France extended its control to the Mekong it was 
necessary to continue the Sino-French boundary west of the LI- 
hslen Chlang and this was done in a convention dated June 1895. 
Thls convention defined the boundary for 451 km (180 m) from the 
LI-hsien Chiang to the confluence of the Nam La and Mekong. The 
boundary followed a clrcuitous route mainly along watersheds. 
and the French government recommended the convention to the 
French parliament because France has secured four areas of 
prime concern. They were the region around Lai Chau 
commanding the upper Li-hslen Chlang; the district of Pu Fang, 
where there was reputed mineral wealth; the country around 
Phonsall whlch commands the Nam Ou valley; and the Pa-Fat-Sai 
reglon which contalned eight salt springs to supply the needs Of 
French territories. The convention also returned some areas north 
of Man-mai to China and extended France's territory between the 
Yuan Chlang and LI-hslen Chiang. This gain by France was also In 
an area of reputed mineral wealth. Colquhoun and others had 
reported caravans carrying iron, copper, silver, lead, zinc and tln 
out of the Chinese borderlands, although China did not 
encourage mlnlng because mlners were often found to be unruly 
people. This boundary was duly marked by fifty plllars and there 
are no records of further serious problems in the borderland. 
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30 The boundaries of Laos with Cambodia and Vietnam 

The boundary between Cambodla and Laos extends for 547 km 
(340 m) from the Dangrek mountalns In the west to the maln range 
of Vletnam west of Kontum. Thls latltudlnal boundary effectively 
divides the eastern Mekong valley between the two countries, just 
south of the island of Khong. Apart from the sectlon closest to the 
Vletnam border the boundary traverses flat, well-drained plalns, 
whlch are generally forested, although the Cambodlan landscape 
has been more extenslvely cleared and settled. 

Thls boundary, together wlth that between Laos and Vietnam. 
was fixed as an Internal admlnlstratlve boundary by French 
officials, and only after World War II were these llnes ralsed to 
lnternatlonal status. When France galned land on the east bank of 
the Mekong by the peace treaty with Thalland In 1893, the new 
terrltorles were dlvlded lnto three sectlons. The area of 
Louangphrabang was attached to Tonkln, whlle the mlddle 
section as far south as Khemmarat was controlled by Annam 
because of the good communlcations vla Vlnh and Nape. The 
remainlng area was placed under the authority of Cochin Chlna, 
wlth Its headquarters In Sal Gon. Thls last arrangement made llttle 
sense because Slempang, Stoeng Treng and Attapu could only be 
reached from Sai Gon by traverslng Cambodlan terrltory. 
However the governor-general of Indo-Chlna justifled hls declslon 
on the ground that Cambodla had refused to accept responslbillty 
for the area. He explained that thls was a petty declslon by 
Cambodla because France had not recovered the anclent 
Cambodlan provinces of Tonle Ropou and Phuml Mlu Prey from 
Thalland, and because the Cambodian court did not wlsh to entail 
any expense regarding this area. Chhak (32-6) refutes these 
comments by asserting that the rich areas of Stoeng Treng were 
never offered to Cambodla; the only offer concerned the Khong 
area of the rlver, which ylelded no revenue, but caused expense in 
the provlslon of rlver patrols. It certalnly seems probable that 
France was anxious to control dlrectly an area which had been 
descrlbed in such glowing terms by Lagrde and Garnier, when 
they explored the rlver. 

The lnconvenlence caused by this tripartite dlvision soon 
Impressed French admlnlstrators, and a series of temporary 
changes led to the creatlon of the unlfied terrltory of Laos In Aprll 
1899. In addltlon to the present terrltory east of the Mekong. Laos 
at that time included Slempang and Stoeng Treng which had been 
transferred wlth Attapu from Cochln Chlna. Flnally, in 1904 
Stoeng Treng and Slempang were transferred to Cambodla and 
the boundary east of the Mekong assumed its present allgnment. 
Apart from the easternmost 32 km (20 m) of the boundary, which 
is a stralght Ilne, thls limlt follows watersheds and rivers. 

The need for a boundary between Laos and Cambodla west of 
the Mekong arose In 1904 after the Franco-Thal convention ceded 
Tonle Ropou. Phuml Mlu Prey and Bassac to France. Ethnically 
there was no doubt that Bassac had more in common with Laos 
than wlth Cambodia, and therefore the problem was to draw a line 
separatlng Bassac from the other two provinces. In March 1905 
French officers selected a boundary which followed the maln 
branch of the Tonle Ropou rlver to the Col de Preah Chambot, 
whlch Is located on a promlnent southern projection of the 
Dangrek mountalns, at longitude 105'10' east. It is possible that at 
the time this boundary dld not colnclde wlth the ethnlc dlvision 
through the area. Thls vlew Is encouraged by an additlonal French 
decree in May 1905 whlch stated Its lntentlon to 'attach various 
Cambodian muongs [dlstrlcts] to the provlnce of Bassac'. Thls 
decree named seven dlstrlcts of whlch the most northerly was 56 
km (35 m) north of the Tonle Ropou river. 

The boundary between Laos and Vletnam stretches for 2130 
km (1324 m) from the Chlnese border in the north to the tri- 
junction with Cambodla. Apart from three straight sections 
totalling 84 km (52 m) and four sections colncident wlth rlvers 
totalling 238 km (148 m), the boundary lines are on or very close 
to the main watershed separating rivers draining to the gulf of 
Tonkin and the Mekong. The llne lles entirely in uplands or 

mountalns varylng In height from 915 m (3000 ft) to 2745 m (9000 
ft), whlch can be structurally dlvlded at Vlnh. North of the latitude 
of that town the borderland conslsts of mountains and plateaus 
slmllar to relief along Chlna's southern terrltory. Valleys aligned 
northwest-southeast have been cut lnto sandstones, limestones 
and granlte. The rivers dralnlng towards the coast have been 
rejuvenated and have Cut deeper valleys than those flowlng to the 
Mekong. South of the latltude of Vlnh the boundary Is drawn 
through the Annamlte ranges whlch have a much more complex 
structure than the northern uplands. These southern ranges 
conslst of heavlly eroded plateaus, whlch are malnly carved In 
sandstones and granltes In the sectlon between Vlnh and the Chs 
Lo Valley. The Isolated peaks In thls area reach 2135 m (7000 fi). 
Between the Cha Lo and the former boundary between North and 
South Vletnam there are extenslve llmestone plateaus where 
karst landscapes are well developed. The Col d'Al Lao is a 
comparatively low basaltlc reglon allowlng easy access between 
the coast and the interlor. Southwards the landscape becomes 
more forbldding, and granlte wlth occasional basalt outflows 
predominates. The Atouat plateau has a steep eastern 
escarpment, and It Is succeeded southwards by the Ngoc Ang 
plateau whlch Is sllghtly lower, but more rugged and extensive. 

The whole border Is subject to wet troplcal cllmates wlth annual 
ralnfalls between 2030 mm and 3050 mm (80-120 In.) and foresl , - . ... 

Is general, although Its nature varles wlth the underlylng geology, 
belng less dense on the Ilmestone. Population densities 
throughout the area were low at the time the boundary was drawn. 
and the people were malnly ethnlc mlnorltles drlven into these 
less attractive areas by stronger nelghbours and the French. For 
example, near the Chlnese border there were groups of Akhs, 
and they were succeeded southwards by Tai. Meo and Kha 
groups. South of Dlen Blen Phu the Tal groups predominated wlth 
enclaves of Meo peoples. On the granlte plateaus such as Atoual 
there were Mon-Khmer groups of Gul, Sedang and Brao, with 
Isolated groups of Khas. Thls must have been a falrly easy 
boundary to draw for the French officers; there was a clear llnear 
upland zone wlth llttle apparent commercial value and wlth a low 
population denslty. Further the territories on both sldes were 
French and therefore the bltter competition which sometimes 
accompanles boundary selectlon between two sovereign states 
was probably absent. However It Is proper to say that the officers 
must have done thelr work carefully because the llne hassurvived 
and there have been no reports that elther side has challenged 
the boundary In the post-colonlal perlod. There Is just the chance 
that the boundary survlved because the combatants In the post- 
colonial wars dld not respect It. If the governments of Vletnam and 
Laos were ever on unfrlendly terms It would not be dlfflcult to find 
some sectlons of the allgnment to dlspute. For example, modern 
maps at a scale of 150  000, show that the boundary Intersects the 
headwaters of several rlvers flowlng east or west, when a slight 
devlatlon would have made the boundary colncldent with the 
watershed. It seems llkely that the modern maps portray the 
dralnage patterns more accurately than the old maps on which 
the boundarles were drawn. 

Chhek. S.  (1966). Les lrontieres du Carnbodge. Parls 





31 The Cambodia-Vietnam boundary 

The boundary between these two countries was formed in the 
period 1869-1942. There were four distinct sections, whlch are 
shown on the opposlte map, and their locatlon and the timlng of 
their formatlon reflect Increasing French influence and interest In 
lndo China and nelghbouring Carnbodia. 

The first section was formed due west of Sai Gon and close to It. 
Thls was a sensitive area for France because the presence of 
Cambodian and Vletnamese communities in the valleys of the Sai 
Gon, Vam Co Dong and Vam Co Tay rivers created disputes over 
sovereignty. The evolution of this boundary is described In the 
following pages. The sections north and south of this central 
segment were formed as France began to extend its authority 
throughout Cochin Chlna, and began to exert strong pressure 
against Thailand in the Mekong valley. 

The boundary north of the Cham river (marked C-D on the 
map) was constructed in the period 1871-1914. It extended the 
central section for a further 177 km (1 10 m) to the headwaters of 
the Hoyt river. Thls borderland becomes increasingly dissected 
northwards as levels rise to 460 m (1500 ft), and It was then heavily 
forested and lightly populated. The Inhabitants were mainly 
Cambodians and Tamoun. Moi and Stieng groups who lived in 
well-fortified villages. In late 1871, a French official in Theu Dau 
Moi was Instructed to report on the nature of the frontier between 
Cochin China and Cambodia In the west of this district. He 
replied that the area was only lightly populated but was a haven 
for brigands who captured cattle and people to be sold in 
Cambodia. This report dld not result in any immedlate claims to 
territory and the French boundary on maps was usually shown as 
proceeding due east from the pillar in the Chrum valley to Phnom 
Phu Den on the river Be. From this village the line swung towards 
the southeast and clearly included the districts of Cuu An and 
Thanh An, as well as the Mol region of Quan Loi. 

This cartographic annexation was confirmed and increased by 
decree in July 1893. This act 'reunited' the Cambodlan area of 
Thanh An, the Cambodian-Tamoun district of Cuu An and the Moi 
cantons of Minh Ngai and Quan Loi, and the Stleng regions of Loc 
Ninh and Phuoc Le lnto a single administrative area known as Can 
Le. The term 'reunited' was not accurate slnce the area had never 
been politically unified In historical times, and it is interesting that 
as late as 1903 French maps sometimes showed the Stieng areas 
as 'Stleng annexes'. The decree revealed France's ambitions in 
this direction. The inhabitants of this new area were not to be 
taxed, but they did have to provide labour for buliding and 
maintaining the main road from Sai Gon to Kracheh on the 
Mekong river. Lagree and Garnier who had explored the Mekong 
valley in 1866-8, recommended that the area between Steong 
Treng and Slempang should be exploited for its timber, Ivory, 
spices and precious metals. The road through the new province of 
Can Le was also one of the routes by which France began to exert 
pressure against Thailand in the Mekong valley. Only a month 
before the decree the governor of Cochin China had reported that 
the road was complete apart from some brldges, but that It was 
difficult to build the road In Cambodian territory because of the 
problem of obtaining labourers. The extension of French territory 
was one method of simpllfying the problems of organizing work 
on the road. The unilateral extension of French territory caused 
widespread complainls from the Cambodlans living In Can Le. 
from the Cambodian court and from the French Resident In 
Cambodla. Indeed the last-named officlal wrote that peace would 
be unlikely to return to the area unless the ancient boundaries of 
Cambodla were restored. The governor-general of Indo-Chlna 
appointed a commission to enquire lnto the matter, but there were 
no positive results from its work. 

This is not surprlsing for by that time the seeds of the final 
solution to the boundary problem had been literally sown in Sal 
Gon. Ong Yem and Nha Trang. Four species of rubber trees were 
planted in these areas on an experimental basls and Hevea 
brasiliensis began to show dlstinct promise. The troplcal climate 

encouraged rapid growth and the longer dry period than In 
Malaya reduced the incidence of certaln dlseases.  he best soils 
for rubber are the red solis which develop In sllu through the 
decomposltlon of basalt and other Igneous rocks. Such soils are 
located in an arc stretching from Thu Dau Moi through LOC Ninh to 
Kampong Cham and occupy an area of about 35 000 sq. km 
(13 000 sq. m). AS the sultabiilty of this area for rubber production 
became evident there were many applications to the government 
by lndivlduals and companies for land. The administration was 
anxlous to encourage such enterprise because of the revenue 11 
would yleld to the government, but, of course. It elso involved 
responslbillties for providlng baslc services and keeping the 
peace. In December 1910 the governor-general of Indo-Chine 
appointed a commission to study the boundary question 'in view 
of the present interest in the extension of rubber cultlvatlon in this 
region'. French offlclals from both Cochin China and Cambodia 
served on thls commlsslon which reported to the authorities in 
1912. The recommendation of the commlsslon was for a 
boundary malnly colncldent with sectlons of three rivers: the 
Cham, the Chhlong and the Hoyt. These river sectlons were 
connected by a series of straight lines. 

The section of boundary closest to the coast was drawn in 1873 
by agreement between the king of Carnbodia and the governor of 
Cochin Chlna. The llne extended for 209 km (130 m) across a low, 
level, alluvlal plain whlch Is seasonally Inundated and dralned by 
an intricate network of rivers and channels. Thls borderland was 
mainly occupied by Cambodlans but the French invaslon had 
prompted a number of Annamltes to move lnto the area. This 
boundary segment, in common wlth all the others, favoured 
France at Cambodia's expense. The boundary proceeded almost 
due west from the confluence of the Cai Co and Trabek rivers to 
the Mekong and then on to the Song Hau Giang, It then swung 
southwards towards the Vinh Te canal whlch It followed to the 
Glang Thanh rlver, and then along that river to the sea west of Ha 
Tien. The boundary was prlnclpally Identified wlth watercourses 
and generally the entlre channel was placed under French 
control. There were mlnor alterations to this section whlch are 
described in the following pages. 

The flnal section of boundary from the headwaters of the Dam 
valley to the tri-Junctlon of Laos, Vietnam and Cambodia resulted 
from various French attempts to provide satisfactory paclficatlon 
and admlnlstratlon of thls area. From 1899 until 1904 the zone was 
governed by authorities in Laos but thls was plainly unsatisfactory 
because of the much easier access from Annam. The transfer was 
duly made In 1904 and 1905, when the Dam rlver was selected as 
the boundary as far as the Tonle Srepok. North of the Srepok 
there was no convenlent feature to carry the boundary, and when 
it was finally settled in 1929 it pursued an arbltrary course across 
the dissected forested landscape. Once again the boundary was 
drawn wlthout any nice regard for Cambodian rights. A French 
offlcer investigated the clalms by Annam to ownership of this area 
and he concluded that It was impossible to establish French or 
Annamite clalms in this region (Chhak, 46-8). This report dld not 
affect the flnal alignment of the boundary. 

Chhak. S .  (1966). Les Irontiares du Carnbodge. Paris. 





32 The 1870 and 1873 boundaries between Cambodia and Vietnam 

The first section of the Cambodla-Vletnam boundary was 
constructed by a Franco-Cambodlan commlsslon In 1870-71. 
During the prevlous decade France had extended Its influence 
through Cochin China by the acqulsltlon of strong points such as 
Tan An, Trang Bang and Tay Ninh. The country lying west of these 
outposts was swampy and heavily forested wlth communltles of 
Annamlte refugees occupylng the rlver banks. The westward fllght 
of these groups had displaced Cambodlans from the rlverlne 
areas to the remoter interior sectlons. Thls transltlonal zone 
created problems for the French and Cambodian authorltles. 
slnce its occupants could claim cltlzenshlp of either slde as It 
sulted them. The French commlssloners had been furnlshed wlth 
descriptions of the line best sulted to France's interests by the 
local French admlnlstrators, and the line drawn favoured France 
at every polnt. 

The boundary was first drawn west from the Cham valley and 
divested Cambodla of the provinces of Bang Chrum and Chon Ba 
Den. It then proceeded southwards along the Cai Bac before 
following the Cai Cay northwestwards to Kompong Tasang. The 
llne was then drawn almost due south to Hung Nguyen near the 
confluence of the Cai Co and the Vam Co Tay. 

When the Cambodlan king saw the flnlshed maps he protested 
at the loss of so much territory and his protest was evidently 
successful. A French decree was publlshed In 1871 stipulating 
that the llne between Kompong Tasang and Hung Nguyen would 
be cancelled and replaced by a llne selected by French surveyors. 
The new llne was deslgned to return to Cambodia those areas 
occupled by Cambodians whlle preserving for France territory on 
both banks of the Vam Co Tay and Vam Co Dong, whlch was 
occupled by Annamltes. The French surveyors created the 
Cambodlan sallent containing Svay Teab and Kampong Rou, 
whlch at that tlme was known as 'the duck's beak', and whlch 
became known durlng the Vletnam war as 'the parrot's beak'. The 
new llne left a curlous French pedlcle south of the Cal Cay endlng 
at Kompong Tasang. That oddlty was ellmlnated in 1914 when It 

was transferred to Cambodla in exchange for some territory near 
the coast. 

The boundary near the Coast was establlshed on 15 july 1873, 
and It was demarcated In 1876. After following a course parallel to 
the Klnh Vinh Te as far as Glang Thanh the boundary swung 
south, and followed the telegraph line close to the Glang Thanh 
rlver until reachlng the fortlflcatlons of Ha Tlen, which were 
followed west and south to the coast at Hon Ta. In 1891 the 
governor of Cochin Chlna published a map showlng the boundary 
south of Giang Thanh following the Mandarin's Way, a more direct 
road to Hon Ta. Such a boundary transferred about 21 sq. km (0 
sq. m) of marshy land to Cochln China. Thls area between the two 
roads was occupled by about fifty people produclng about 1 1 1  
hectares (275 acres) of rice. These farmers were mainly wealthy 
Annamltes, llvlng In Cochln Chlna who had to pay taxes in 
Cambodla. The governor Justifled this cartographic aggression on 
the ground that the boundary had been mistakenly placed along 
the rlver road. In 1873, when the boundary was defined, the 
governor clalmed that the telegraph llne was along the Mandarin's 
Way, but due to Cambodlan disturbances before demarcation 
occurred, it was shltted to the rlver road whlch was more easily 
defended, and it was there that the surveyors found It. A 
committee of Inquiry appointed by the governor-general of Indo- 
Chlna found that the telegraph llne had been establlshed along 
the rlver road In 1870 or 1871 and had not been subsequently 
removed. 

However. Cochln China used the alleged loss of the area 
between the roads as a reason for demandlng the cesslon of 8 sq. 
km (3 sq. m) lying between the inner and outer ramparts of Ha 
Tlen. The boundary had been marked along the obvious Inner 
walls In 1876 and conflrmed by the 1896 commlsslon of enqulry, 
but 294 Annamltes llved in the area between these walls and the 
unobtrusive outer defences, and the cesslon was made to Cochln 
China in return for the Kompong Tasang pedlcle. 
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33 The boundary between China and Hong Kong 

The land boundary between China and Hong Kong stretches for 
29 km (18 m) between the bays called Hau hoi wan and Tal pang 
wan, whlch Ile on the west and east respectlveiy. It Is extended 
along the hlgh water marks of these bays, 55 km (34 m) to the west 
and 26 km (16 m) to the east. Thls boundary was settled In 1898 
and 1899, when the New Terrltories were attached to Hong Kong, 
acquired In 1843, and the Kowloon peninsula secured in 1860. 

Most of Hong Kong consists of rounded granlte domes, which 
reach a maxlmum helght of 915 m (3000 ft). The reglon was folded 
and tllted and these processes, together wlth subsequent 
weatherlng and changes In sea level, have comblned to produced 
an Indented penlnsule surrounded by about 240 islands, of whlch 
the largest are Tal yue shan and Hong Kong. The granite uplands 
contrast with the frlnglng, level plains of alluvial origln, and the 
topography of parts of Hong Kong is belng signlflcantly altered by 
major cuttings for roads and the filllng of bays to provide new 
lowlands. 

The island of Hong Kong passed under Brltish control as a 
result of the Opium War of 1840, when Palmerston summarlzed 
Brltain's alms as 'satlsfactlon for the past and securlty for the 
future' (Endacott. 15). The securlty was to be provlded by elther a 
commercial treaty wlth Chlna, or by the cesslon of an lsland of 
sufficient size and convenient location, where Brltlsh subjects 
could be protected. Brltaln's blockade against Canton involved 
the occupation of some Islands, including Hong Kong. Palmerston 
was unlmpressed by Hong Kong; he considered It to be a barren 
lsland whlch would not become a centre of International trade, but 
when he was replaced by Peel In 1842 fresh instructions were sent 
to the British authorltles requlrlng them to use the occupied 
islands as pawns in negotiations. Security was to be based on a 
commercial treaty and access to addltlonai Chinese ports. Sir 
Henry Pottinger, who was In charge of the negotlatlons followed 
his instructions carefully, except for retaining Hong Kong, an act 
which he justlfled In the following terms: 

. . . every slngle hour I have passed In thls superb country has convinced 
me of the necessity and deslrablllty of our possessing such a settlement 
as emporium for our trade and a place from whlch Her Majesty's sublects 
in Chlna may be alike protected and controlled (quoled in Endacott. 22). 

On 29 August 1842 the lsland of Hong Kong was ceded to Britain 
in order that Brltlsh subjects mlght have a port where they would 
store their goods, and careen and repair their shlps; Brltain took 
formal possesslon of the lsland 'and Its dependencies' by a 
declaration on 26 June 1843. 

In 1858 Brltlsh mllltary authorities on the island urged the 
acqulsltion of Kowloon on the grounds that it was useless to the 
Chlnese but of considerable beneflt to the British authorltles in the 
exercise of police, sanltary and custom functions. The opportunity 
to acqulre the area came two years later when a Brltlsh minlster 
failed in his attempt to travel up the Pelho rlver. Brltlsh troops 
engaged In the hostllitles whlch followed were assembled on the 
Kowloon peninsula, and it was declded by the Brltish government 
that Kowloon would be accepted as part of the Indemnity required 
from Chlna. By a convention of 24 October 1860. the peninsula 
south of a line jolnlng Kowloon fort on the east to a polnt opposlte 
Stonecutters lsland on the west, was ceded to Britain, in order to 
help malntain law and order In Hong Kong harbour. The new area 
measured 10 sq. km (4 sq. m) and the northern boundary of Hong 
Kong at that tlme is today marked by Boundary Street. 

In the 1880s some Brltlsh strateglsts called for a further 
northward advance of the boundary but the sltuatlon remalned 
unchanged untll the last few years of the century. After Japan had 
defeated Chlna, France, Germany and Russia intervened to 
deprlve Japan of some of the frults of success. In return these 
countries recelved favours from Chlna; Russia obtalned railway 
concessions In Manchuria and occupied Port Arthur. Germany 
secured Kiaochow, and France acqulred the lease of 
Kwangchowan. Brltaln now began to press In earnest for an 

extension of the area of Hong Kong and as early as g ~~~~~b~~ 
1894 speclflc ClalmS had been marked on Admiralty charts, on 
August 1898 a new COnVentlOn was signed and the colony's new 
boundary was defined by a map. The shortest straight line ~ ~ l ~ i ~ ~  
the two bays was extended eastwards along the hlgh water mark 
to merldlan 114'30' east, and westwards along the high water 
mark to 113'52' east. These two meridlens and latitude 2209. 
north formed most of the remainder of the rectangular limits. ~h~ 
New Territorles whlch added 919 sq. km (355 sq. m) to the colony 
were leased for nlnety-nine years. 

The northern land boundary was demarcated In the following 
year by J. H. S. Lockhart and Huang Tsun-hsin. These men 
qulckly agreed that the Sham Chun should mark the western 
section of the boundary but there was disagreement about the 
course the boundary Should follow from the headwaters of the 
Sham Chun to the head of the Sha Tau Kok Hoi. Finally it was 
proposed by Brltaln that the boundary should start from the 
village Sha Tau Kok and follow a small stream northwestwards to a 
low pass whlch led dlrectly to the headwaters of the Sham Chun. 
Thls boundary was accepted but Chlna refused Britain's claim to 
Sha Tau Kok and the boundary was drawn along the main street. 
The flnal agreement was slgnad on 19 March 1899. 

The future of thls lnternatlonal boundary clearly depends on the 
attitudes of the Chinese government when the lease expires in 
1997, assuming there has been no change before then In the 
status of Hong Kong. 

The onlclal records of Macau lndlcate that the first Portuguese 
settlement occurred In 1557, when Chlna gave permlssion for the 
erectlon of sheds where cargo could be stored and dried. At that 
tlme and until 1849 the Portuguese paid rent to China for the 
territory occupied, but in that year the Chlnese customs house 
was closed and the port was declared independent. Much earller 
a wall had been bullt across the Isthmus whlch links the penlnsula 
of Macau to the deltaic lsland of Chungshan. Thls wail which Is 
only 274 m (300 yds) long Is shown on a map publlshed by Bellin 
in 1764 and on all subsequent maps, and some, both Portuguese 
and Brltlsh, show a neutral zone lying north of the wall. 

The boundary has not been deflned in any publlshed treaty. 
although the territory of Macau Is mentioned in two agreements. 
On 26 March 1887, In a protocol dealing wlth trade and opium. 
there were artlcles by whlch China conflrmed the perpetual 
government and occupatlon of Macau by Portugal, and Portugal 
guaranteed never to allenate the territory without Chinese 
agreement. These terms were repeated In a longer treaty of 
frlendshlp signed on 1 December 1887, which also Included 
reference to the dellmltatlon of a speciflc boundary. No such 
dellmltatlon appears to have occurred. There have been two 
malor lncldents affecting relatlons between China and Portugal. in 
July 1952, after fightlng between border guards an agreement 
was reaching on 23 August 1952 in Hong Kong, but its terms were 
not published. A general disturbance occurred in December 1966 
when Portuguese pollce killed some pro-communist Chinese. The 
Portuguese government eventually accepted all the Chinese 
demands concerning compensation, a publlc apology and the 
bannlng of Nationallst Chlnese organizations in Macau. The 
collapse of Portugal's emplre in 1974-75 confirms that Macau will 
remaln Portuguese only so long as Chlna agrees. 

Endacon. G. 8. (1958). A history olHong Kong. London 
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34 Boundaries on the Korean peninsula 

The boundary between North Korea and Chlna measures 1416 
km (880 m), and apart from 32 krn (20 m) It coincides wlth the Yalu 
and Tumen rlvers. These rlvers flow respectlvely west and east 
frorn the watershed formed by Pal-t'ou Shan and Namp'ot' ae- 
sen, and form an obvlous divlde between penlnsula Korea and 
contlnental Chlna. Hulbert (1: ch. 3 and 4) reports that some of the 
earllest political boundarles of Korea colnclded wlth these rlvers, 
and thls Is not surprlslng slnce they are well equlpped to serve this 
role. Apart from thelr estuarles the rlvers are bounded by steep 
cllffs whlch lead to sharp crests or plateaus at about 915-1525 rn 
(3000-5000 ft). although some summlts reach 2135 m (7000 ft). 
The trlbutarles have also cawed deep valleys Into the crystalline 
granltes and g n e l ~ s ,  so that the landscape from the air 
resembles gale-swept seas. Coniferous forests of larch, spruce 
and plne cover much of the terraln; there are only limited 
opportunltles for agriculture on the narrow valley floor and the 
wlder estuarles. 

The treaties governing thls boundary which have been 
published were concluded between Chlna and Japan. The flrst 
was signed In April 1895 after a nine months' war whlch resulted 
from competition for Influence in Korea. Japan won the war and 
secured China's agreement to the Independence of Korea and the 
cession of the southern part of Fentlen province. Thls was the 
area on the Liaotung penlnsula occupled by Japanese troops. The 
southern boundary of the ceded area, and therefore the northern 
boundary of Korea, was deflned by the course of the Yalu from its 
mouth to its tributary the An-ping. There was no stlpulatlon about 
how the boundary would be drawn along the rlver or the allocation 
of any Islands. The great powers of the time objected to Japan's 
expansion at China's expense and Japan retroceded the area 
north of the Yalu In November 1895, and once again the boundary 
between Chlna and Korea was conflrmed as the Yalu as far as the 
An-plng confluence. The Yalu was also mentloned as a boundary 
rlver In a treaty between Chlna and Japan in November 191 1. This 
document dealt wlth rall traffic over the Tan-tung bridge, and 
stated that 'the centre of the Yalu iron brldge shall be regarded as 
the frontier between the two countries'. 

The Tumen rlver was flrst mentioned in a Sino-Japanese treaty 
In September 1909, although of course the Slno-Russlan treaty of 
1860 had fixed the terminus of the boundary on the river Tumen. 
The Japanese and Chlnese texts both lndlcated that the 
slgnatorles undertook to 'recognise the river Tumen as formlng 
the boundary between China and Korea'. However the texts give 
contradictory definltlons of the source of the Tumen and each 
allows a dlfferent line to be drawn. The two lines enclose an area 
of about 1165 sq. km (450 sq. m). There is no evidence that the 
differing lnterpretatlons have caused any dispute between China 
and Korea, and a Chlnese atlas examlned in the Peking Llbrary in 
Aprll 1974 showed the Korean verslon of the boundary near Pal- 
t'ou Shan. 

The boundary between North and South Korea is a military 
demarcation llne slmllar to that existing between lndla and 
Paklstan in Kashmlr, and the dlvision whlch used to separate 
North and South Vletnam. It stretches for 241 krn (150 m) across 
the Korean peninsula trending northeast-southwest across the 
38th Parallel, whlch Is intersected close to the west coast. Except 
in the west thls line traverses rough mountain country of the 
southern Talhaku Sammyaku, which has isolated peaks over 1700 
m (5550 ft). The climate possesses a severe wlnter of about four 
months, and the natural vegetation Is coniferous forest of larch 
and spruce with some declduous oaks and maple. Cleared slopes 
often become eroded and remaln barren, and cultlvation is 
usually conflned to smell areas on the valley floors. The shorter 
western borderland contalns low foothills and alluvial plains, and 

This boundary resulted fIrSt from the arrangements made at the 
end of World War II and then from the armistice at the end of the 
Korean war. The Sovlet Unlon declared war agalnst Japan on 0 
August 1945, and Russian troops landed on the east coast 
Japanese-occupled Korea at Unggl and Najln, close to 
Vladlvostok. four days later. Soon the Russlan forces also landed 
south of Wonsan, and It was clear that the Russians must play 
some role in accepting the surrender of Japanese troops at the 
end of the war. It was agreed that the Sovlet Unlon and the United 
States of Amerlca respectlvely would accept the surrender north 
and south of the 38th parallel. McCune (1949) and Grey (1951) 
have descrlbed the selection Of thls llne and both agree that was 
chosen In haste and was not considered to be a permanent 
division. However, as relatlons between the two countries 
deterlorated the parallel took on the character of a rigid 
international boundary. 

In an lnterestlng reference McCune observes that the 38th 
parallel enjoyed an earller slgnlflcance In Korean hlstory. In 1896 
Marshal Yamagata, the Japanese representative in Moscow, had 
proposed that the Korean penlnsula should be dlvlded between 
Russia and Japan by the 38th parallel. In 1903 the Russlan 
Government proposed that the 39th parallel should mark the 
southern llmit of a neutral zone drawn across Korea; and In 1904, 
just before the onset of the Russo-Japanese war, Russlan 
commanders were Instructed to meet wlth force any Japanese 
advance north of the 38th parallel. 

The Korean war conflrmed the 38th parallel as the dlvldlng llne 
In Korea by the armlstlce agreement of 27 July 1953. The 
agreement constructed a demllltarlzed zone 4 krn (2.4 rn) wide. 
whlch was blsected by a boundary marked wlth 1292 plllars. The 
waters of the Han Estuary, whlch extend for 61 km (38 rn) west of 
the flnal plllar were declared to be open to the ships of both 
countries where they each held one bank. South Korean islands In 
the estuary restrict the access of North Korean vessels. The 
agreement also allocated offshore Islands, and South Korea 
secured the Paengnyong-do close to the North Korean coast. 

The demllltarlzed zone was almost depopulated after the 
agreement, although two villages, one on each slde continued to 
be used. In May 1956 a small area of the demllltarlzed zone In 
North Korea, near Taeryong-NI (37"51' north. 126'39' east), was 
made avaliable for farmers. Plainly the future of this line as an 
lnternatlonal boundary wlll depend on the developlng relatlons 
between North and South Korea. 

these more favourable topographical clrcumstances, allied to a 
climate with a short winter and a hot to warm summer, 

Hulbert. H. 8. (1962). Hislory of Korea (ed. C. N. Weerns). 2volst London. 
Grey. A. L. (1951). The Ihlrty-elghth parallel. Forelgn Alfairs. 29: 482-7: 

bener opportunltles for cultlvation. Populetion densltles In this McCune, S. (1949). The thlrty-elghlh parallel In Korea. World Polltlcs. 
area are higher than corresponding areas in the eastern sector. 1:223-32 





35 The boundary between India and Sri Lanka 

On 8 July 1974 a new boundary came into force between lndla 
and Srl Lanka. It had been agreed durlng talks held In the 
previous month, and it separated the waters, Islands and 
contlnental shelf whlch belonged to each country In Palk stralt. 

Palk stralt has the characterlstlcs of a shallow bay enclosed 
between the lndlan coast and the northern coast of Srl Lanka. It 
measures about seventy nautlcal mlles along Its north-south axls 
and about slxty-flve nautlcal mlles along Its east-west axls. There 
are more than a dozen islands In the stralt, sltuated In the eastern 
sector close to the coast of Srl Lanka. The southern end of the 
stralt Is almost completely closed by a llne of large and small 
Islands, known collectively as Adams Brldge. Thls feature consists 
of two large islands, Pamban and Mannar, whlch are respectively 
close to lndla and Srl Lanka, and about a score of small Islands, 
whlch occupy the central zone. There are two navigable channels 
through Adams Bridge. The most Important lies between the 
lndlan coast and Pamban Island. It Is located In a causeway whlch 
carrlas the rallway from the malnland to the Island, and will allow 
the passage of vessels whlch do not have a greater displacement 
than 800 tons. The navigable channel between Mannar lsland and 
Sri Lanka passes under the span of the rallway brldge carrylng the 
railway from the malnland to the Island. The channels between the 
small Islands are rarely more than one metre (3 n) deep, and the 
facts that they are subject to slltlng, strong currents and confused 
seas at different seasons make them very dangerous waters. A 
regular ferry servlce connects the two rall systems. The small 
islands conslst of calcareous sandstones and it Is belleved they 
are slmilar in formation to the paars whlch make up much of the 
floor of Palk stralt. Paars are hard, rocky areas of sea floor whlch 
form Ideal environments for oysters and chanks, two of the 
shellfish whlch are prlzed In thls area. Between the paars on the 
sea floor there are patches of sand, locally called puchi Manal, 
and In these areas abound sea worms on whlch the chanks thrlve. 
South of Adams Brldge lles the gulf of Mannar, and the northern 
waters of thls gulf have slmllar bottom formations to Palk stralt, 
and are also excellent flshlng grounds for oysters and chank. 

The oysters In these waters yleld pearls of excellent quality and 
these preclous stones have been collected for thousands of years. 
Pliny, wrltlng In the flrst century, referred to Sri Lanka as 'the most 
productive of pearls of all parts of the world'. Chanks, whlch 
belong to the genus Turbinella, produce a large shell whlch has an 
important rellglous slgnlflcance in the worship of Vlshnu. The 
shells may be used as trumpets In the temples, or as vessels for 
pourlng out Ilbatlons, or, after being cut, as bracelets and 
ornaments. 

The agreement of 1974 referred to the dlvlslon of historlc 
waters. The conventions on the law of the sea have recognized 
that some bays and waters have a qulte speclal relationship wlth 
the contiguous land, and should be excepted from the general 
rules about measurlng terrltorlal seas or deciding whether bays 
may be closed by stralght Ilnes. Unfortunately such historlc 
features are not closely deflned, although It is usually assumed 
that such areas of the sea wlll have been exclusively used by the 
state concerned for a long tlme without any challenge by other 
countries. Thus Hudson Bay Is considered to be an hlstorlc bay of 
Canada, while the gulf of Carpentarla could not be considered an 
Australian hlstorlc bay. 

lndla and Srl Lanka have good grounds for considerlng Palk 
stralt and the northern sector of the gulf of Mannar as hlstorlc 
waters. First, there Is the facl that local fishermen have used the 
waters for thousands of years, and second, there Is the fact that 
thls use has not been challenged by other states. There is also the 
additional ground that durlng legal proceedlngs in 1903-4 the 
Madras Hlgh Court held that the waters were part of 'HIS Majesty's 
dominlons'. The case concerned a man who had been allegedly 
poaching oysters from beds leased by the rajah of Ramnad five 
nautlcal mlles off the coast. The magistrate who flrst trled the case 
found hlm not guilty on the ground that these beds were under the 

hlgh seas. The Chlef Justlce of Madras gave a Contrary opinion 
when the matter was brought to hls notlce, and certainly there had 
been a Brltish colonial act of 1811 prohlbltlng any Unauthorlred 
person from flshlng 'or hovering' near pearl beds. However, there 
was plalnly some doubts and an lnqulry was held by three judges, 
They flrst of all cleared Up the confusion of the earller proceedings 
when It was consldered that the beds were In the gulf of Mennar; 
they were actually In Palk stralt. The judges had no hesltatlon in 
flndlng that Palk stralt was not part of the normal sea because 11 
was 'landlocked by HIS Majesty's domlnlons for elght-ninths of its 
circumference', and because It had been 'effectively Occupied for 
centuries by the lnhabltants of the adjacent dlstrlcts of lndla and 
Ceylon' (Jessup. 14-16). The judges also confirmed that if the 
case had concerned Mannar gulf thelr declslon would have been 
the same. 

The rules for dlvldlng a shared area of water or contlnental shelf 
refer flrstly to mutual agreement and then stipulate that, falling 
agreement, nelther slde Is entltled to extend Its authority beyond a 
llne of equldlstance. Thls Is a unlque llne whlch at every polnt IS 
equidistant from the nearest polnts of the states of each country. 
The flrst three polnts on the boundary selected In June 1974 Ileon 
or very close to the llne of equldlstance. As the map opposlte 
shows the contlnuatlon of the boundary through polnts 4 and 5 
does not correspond wlth the llne of equldlstance. The boundary 
lies much closer to the lsland of Kachcha whlch was awarded to 
Srl Lanka, than to the correspondlng nearest Indian territory. The 
reasons for thls deviation can only be guessed. It Is llkely that the 
agreed boundary is one which Is easier to administer than the llne 
of equldistance, and It wlll be slmpler for flshermen to identify the 
national Ilmlts. The agreement also refers to the rights of lndlen 
flshermen and pllgrlms to vislt Kachcha Tlvu and notes that these 
rights wlll contlnue and that such persons wlll not be requlred to 
obtain travel documents for such vlslts. It seems as though Srl 
Lanka galned Kachcha Tlvu, over whlch there had been some 
disagreement, but that It did not secure the total area of sea and 
continental shelf whlch ownershlp of the lsland would normally 
confer. The agreement also stipulated that if any deposlts such as 
petroleum, natural gas, sand and gravel were located astrlde the 
boundary, both countries would hold dlscussions to determine 
the proper way to explolt the resource and allocate revenue 
derived from It. 

It is surprlslng that the two states dld not contlnue the boundary 
across the shallow shelf of the gulf of Mannar, for this Is a 
determlnatlon whlch should not provide any dlfficultles. 
Presumably the boundary wlll be so extended In the near future. 

Jessup. P. C. (1927). The law of terrltorial waters and maritime 
jurisdiction. New York. 





36 Maritime boundaries in southeast Asia 

Slnce 1958 a web of marltlme boundarles has been traced 
through some of the seas of southeast Asla. The web Is stlll 
Incomplete but the pace of boundary construction has been 
quickening, and It can be expected that efforts will be made by 
Interested partles to secure flrm marltlme llmlts as soon as 
posslble. 

The flrst marltlme llmits In the current serles were proclaimed 
by Brltaln in respect of the offshore dlvlslons between Brunel and 
Sarawak and Brunei and Sabah. These two boundarles were 
proclalmed on 1 1  September 1958 and they each extend to the 
100 fathom Isobath. Thls depth Is close to 200 m (650 ft). whlch Is 
the depth speclfled In the 1958 convention on the contlnental shelf 
as one of the measures of the edge of national clalms. The 
boundary wlth Sarawak is thlrty-four nautlcal mlle6 long and the 
seaward sectlon seems to favour Brunel. The termlnus Is about 
ten nautical mlles west of the equlvalent point on the llne of 
equldlstance. The boundary between Brunel and Sabah is about 
elghty nautlcal mlles long and approximates falriy closely to the 
llne of equldlstance. It Is not clear whether these unilateral Brltlsh 
boundarles have been accepted by the Independent states 
concerned. 

The next development occurred on 18 February 1960, when 
lndonesla proclalmed a serles of basellnes around the natlonal 
archlpelago. The 1958 conventlons on the law of the sea had 
made provlslon for the use of stralght basellnes, but not in the 
lndoneslan situation. However, slnce that tlme baselines have 
been proclalmed around a number of archlpelagos, Including the 
Phlllpplnes, FIJI, the Maldlves, the Faeroes and the Galapagos 
Islands. The archlpelaglc states are presslng thls concept in 
current conferences on the law of the sea, and It Is unlikely to be 
reslsted provldlng there are guarantees about the right of 
innocent passage through the waters contained wlthln the 
archlpelagos. The lndoneslan basellne measures 8167 nautlcal 
mlles and encloses seas totalling about 666 000 sq. nautical mllas; 
Indonesia's clalm to a territorlal sea twelve nautical mlles wlde 
outslde Its basellne means that a further 98 000 sq. nautlcal mlles 
are added to the waters controlled by Indonesla. The longest 
segment of basellne Is across the Molucca passage and 
measures about 120 nautlcal miles. Presumably the break In the 
baseline caused by Portuguese Tlmor wlll now be eliminated 
followlng that area's lncorporatlon Into Indonesla. 

The flrst negotiated marltlme boundary was settled on 27 
October 1969 when lndonesla and Malaysla agreed to three 
segments of contlnental shelf boundarles. These separated 
soverelgn clalms In the stralt of Malacca and the South Chlna sea. 
To place Itself on an equal footlng Malaysla had proclalmed a 
serles of stralght baselines on 2 August 1969, although most of 
the segments were not approprlate In terms of the 1958 
conventlons. The boundary through the Malacca stralt is 400 
nautical mlles long and follows the llne of equldlstance between 
the two sets of basellnes. The boundary between West Malaysia 
and the lndoneslan lslands of Anambas and Natuna Besar Is 310 
nautlcal mlles long and scrupulously follows the line of 
equidistanca. The last boundary extends from Tandlung Datu. 
whlch is the western termlnus of the Malaysian-Indonesian iand 
boundary on the lsland of Borneo, for about 270 nautical mlles 
between Sarawak and Kepulauan Natuna Besar. Thls llne only 
follows the llne of equldlstance for the first fifty nautlcal mlles from 
iand. Thereafter the boundary steadlly dlverges from the llne of 
equidistance In Malaysla's favour, so that the termlnus Is about 
elghty nautlcal mlles northwest of the equldlstant termlnus at 
5"45' north and 1 l050' east. Thls last identified point Is equldlstant 
from the closest lndoneslan and Malayslan areas and from 
Spratly Island, the ownershlp of whlch Is dlsputed by Chlna, 
Vietnam, Taiwan and the Phlllpplne6. It has not proved posslble to 
estabilsh why lndonesla agreed to such a generous settlement 
wlth Malaysla. 

The good relations between lndonesla and Malaysia were 
further confirmed by an agreement regarding the dellmitation of 
terrltorlal waters In Malacca stralt, whlch was slgned on 17 
1970. Thls boundary was about 175 nautical miles long and 
generally colnclded wlth the eastern segment of the contlnentai 
shelf boundary. However, for some obscure reason a tiny of 
hlgh seas was left between the lndoneslan and Malaysian 
terrltorlal waters. Thls triangular oddity has a base of two nautical 
mlles and a longest slde of thlrty-elght nautlcal mlles.  he next 
development concerned the northern end of Malacca strait. On 12 
June 1970 Thalland proclalmed a serles of stralght baselines for 
three Segments of Its Coast; two Were In the gulf of Thalland and 
the thlrd was along the west Thal coast south of Phuket. This lesl 
segment Is probably lustlfled by the 1958 conventlons. in 
December 1971 Thalland, lndonesla and Malaysia Concluded 
agreements whlch completed the dlssectlon of the contlnentel 
shelf of Malacca stralt. The agreements Identlfied the common 
polnt on the boundarles of each country as 5'57' north and 98°018 
east. From thls common polnt the Indoneslan-Thal boundary 
extended westwards for 120 nautlcal mllas; the Indonesian- 
Malayslan boundary was drawn southeastwards for seventy-five 
nautlcal mlles to connect up wlth the orlgln of the 1969 shelf 
boundary; and the Malaysian-Thal boundary was drawn east- 
wards for ninety-flve nautlcal mlles, to a polnt where It Inter- 
sected the terrltorlal waters of both countries. 

In May 1973 lndonesla reached agreement wlth Slngapore on a 
boundary separatlng thelr terrltorlal seas in Slngapore stralt, and 
thls agreement Is discussed on the followlng pages. The latest 
agreement In thls area concerned lndla and Indonesla. They drew 
a boundary between Sumatera and the Great Nicobar Island on 8 
August 1974. Thls boundary Is forty-seven nautlcal mlles long and 
carefully follows the llne of equidlstance between the various 
lslands of both countries. In thls agreement, as well as those 
concluded between Indonesla, Malaysla and Thalland, the 
senslble provlsion was made that the parties would consult and 
agree on the exploitation of any mineral deposlt whlch was 
located astrlde the boundary. 

The map opposlte shows the gaps that still exist In the web of 
boundaries. Flrst there Is the connection to be made between the 
Indonesian boundarles wlth lndla and Thalland. Thls Is probably 
not an urgent matter because these waters are over 500 fathoms 
deep. A more Important gap concerns the outer limits of 
contlnental shelf claims by Malaysia, lndonesla and Brunel In the 
South Chlna sea. These outer llmlts must be forged wlth Vletnam 
and the state whlch eventually establlshes Its uncontested 
authorlty over the Spratly Islands. It seems probable that It will 
take a long tlme to solve these problems. When the government of 
South Vletnam proclalmed Its contlnental shelf boundarles On 9 
June 1971 It clalmed a very large area In the South Chlna sea 
closer to lndoneslan lslands than to the territory of South Vietnam. 
lndonesla pressed for serlous negotlatlons on the disputed area, 
but the government In Sal Gon preferred to walt for the outcome 
of the law of the sea conference. The attltude of the new 
admlnistratlon In Vletnam Is not known, elther In respect of former 
claims by Its predecessor, or towards the law of the sea. It 1s 
generally considered that the prospects of flnding oilflelds off 
Vietnam are good and thls may encourage the present 
government to reach speedy agreement so that exploration can 
proceed unhindered. The sltuatlon In the Spratly lslands IS very 
confused. Vletnam, Talwan and the Phlllpplnes are In poSsesslOn 
of lslands In the group and the flrst two countries, together with 
Chlna, clalm soverelgnty over the entire group. There 1s no 
evldance that there Is any posslbillty of compromise on this 
questlon and so long as Chlna malntalns Its claim, which It did 
qulte flrmly In June 1976, lnternatlonal oll companies are likely to 
stay out of the area. 





37 The boundaries of Singapore 

The boundaries of Slngapore were developed In three stages. The 
first stage occurred In 1820-4 when Anglo-Dutch negotlatlons left 
Britaln in command of the Island. The second stage occurred In 
1927 when the Brltlsh authorltles made a unilateral declaration 
concernlng the boundary between Slngapore and Brltlsh Malaya. 
The final stage took place In 1973 when Indonesia and Singapore 
agreed on a boundary separatlng thelr terrltorlal seas. 

Slngapore consists of the rnaln Island and about two dozen 
small Islands, whlch together have an area of 588 sq. km (227 sq. 
m). It is separated from Malaysia by the Johore stralt whlch varles 
In wldth from 1-3 km (less than 2 rn). Slngapore Is located at the 
eastern end of the Malacca strait whlch was a prlme theatre of 
Anglo-Dutch rivalry at the beglnnlng of the nineteenth century. 
The best account of thls rlvalry Is provlded by Marks (1959), and 
his analysis makes It clear that Brltaln's prlrne concern was to 
secure uninterrupted access to the stralt, whlle Holland's principal 
aim was to exclude Brltaln from the Islands south of the stralt. It Is 
clear that these lntentlons were not mutually exclusive and 
accordingly much of the time spent negotlatlng was concerned 
with trade and flnance rather than terrltory. 

The governor-general of lndla instructed Slr Stamford Raffles 
in the followlng terms. 

The proceedlngs of Ihe Dutch Authoritles In the Eastern Stales . . . leave 
no doubt that it Is thelr pollcy, by possessing themselves of ell the most 
commanding statlons In lhat quarter, to extend thelr supremacy over the 
whole Archlpelago. The success of this prolect would have the elfect of 
completely excluding our shipping lrom the trade wlth the Eastern Islands 
. . . and would glve them entlre command of the only channels lor the 
direct trade between Europe and Chlna . . . 
Under these impresslons It appears to the Governor-General In Council to 
be the oblect of essentlal Importance to our pollllcal and commercial 
interests to secure the free passage of the Stralts of Malacca, the only 
chennel lefi to us . . . bul the most materlal polnt to obtein, and that whlch 
will Indeed constitute the only effectual means of eccompllshlng the 
oblect of securing a free pessege, Is the establlshment of a station beyond 
Malacca, such as may command the southern entrance 01 those Stralts 
(quoted in Marks, 31). 

The Instructions continued by recomrnendlng the port of Rhlo, but 
the Dutch were In secure occupation of that statlon and Raffles 
flxed on Slngapore. By agreement wlth the local sultan on 26 June 
1819. Brltaln was granted control over an area on the lsland 
bounded by the coast between polnts Malong and Katong, and 
extendlng Inland as far 'as the range of a cannon shot'. This Is an 
unusual way of deflnlng a land boundary, although it was used In 
clalrnlng some early marltlme Ilrnlts. Thls new Brltish acqulsitlon 
was challenged by the Dutch authorltles, but the challenge was 
resisted and Slngapore provlded the stlmulatlon for a general 
ratlonallzatlon of the muddle of Brltlsh and Dutch possessions in 
lndla and the Malacca stralt. On 17 March 1824 a treaty was 
slgned between the two countries glvlng Brltaln varlous Dutch 
statlons in lndla and the town and fort of Melaka on the north 
shore of the Malacca stralt in return for the cesslon of varlous 
depots on Sumatera. The Dutch wlthdrew objections to Brltaln's 
occupation of Slngapore In return for Brltish recognltlon of thelr 
posltlon In Belltung, and finally Brltaln agreed that It would not 
seek new terrltorles on Sumatera whlle the Dutch made a similar 
disclaimer regardlng the mainland. Thls means that while no 
preclse marltlme boundary was drawn the two sldes Identifled the 
islands whlch belonged to each. It Is lnterestlng that the Dutch had 
a poor oplnlon of the value of Singapore. 

As a produce-yieldlng territory Slngapore has no value. Such value as It 
may have as a navel elatlon and as a transfer point between Bengal and 
Chlna Is. . . appralsed far too hlgh (quoted In Marks. 173). 

A new treaty wlth tho sultan of Johore on 2 August 1824 enabled 
Britaln to acquire the entlre lsland of Slngapore and Its adjacent 
Islets wlthln a radlus of 'ten geographical miles' (16 km) from the 
coast. 

The Brltlsh government retroceded some of the Islets and half 
the Johore stralt to the sultan of Johore on 3 August 1924. ~h~~ 
unllateral act drew a boundary along the deep water channel of 
the stralt, and allocated the major Islets of Ubln, T e k o n g - ~ e ~ ~ ~  
and Tekong Kechil to Slngapore. The act also provided for the 
continuation of the boundary at the extremltles of the Johore 
to the edge of the terrltorlal seas, whlch were then three nautical 
rnlles wlde. It was stipulated that If the deep water channel 
changed Its locatlon the boundary would follow that change. 

On 25 May 1973 lndonesla and Slngapore agreed on a 
boundary separatlng thelr terrltorlal waters In the Singapore 
stralt. The boundary, whlch Is twenty-four nautlcal mlles long 
deflned by slx polnts. As the map opposite shows, only polnts 4,5 
and 6 are on or very close to the medlan Ilne, whlch Is the line 
equldlstant from the coast of Slngapore and the basellne 
proclaimed by lndonesla In 1960. It wlll be noticed however that 
the boundary corresponds fairly closely wlth the course used by 
large oll-tankers In passlng through the strait. One unusual 
feature of thls boundary Is the fact that polnt 2 Is located on the 
landward slde of the lndoneslan stralght basellne, which 
represents a concesslon by that country. 

The map also lndlcates that there are still some marltlme 
boundarles to be drawn to complete the dlvlslon of these waters 
and the underlying shelf. First the agreement between lndonesla 
and Slngapore only refers to the terrltorlal waters, it does not deal 
wlth the contlnental shelf. It Is temptlng to assume that the present 
boundary wlll also be made to apply to the contlnental shelf, but It 
is not certaln that lndonesla would wlsh to concede an area of 
sea-bed, however small, wlthln Its stralght baselines. Second the 
boundary west of polnt 1 wlll have to be drawn flrst between 
lndonesla and Slngapore, then between lndonesla and Malaysla. 
The map shows that If thls westward extension follows the rnedlan 
llne an entlre sectlon of the channel used by glant tankers will fall 
wlthln Indonesian waters. East of polnt 6 there Is a short sectlon of 
boundary needed between Slngapore and lndonesla to carry the 
llne to the boundary between Slngapore and Malaysla as It 
emerges from Johore stralt. Beyond that tri-junction there Is a gap 
of about twenty-seven nautlcal miles to the beglnnlng of the 
contlnental shelf boundary agreed between lndonesla and 
Malaysla In October 1969. 

Marks. H. J. (1959). 'The llrst contest for Singapore 1819-24's 
Verhandellngen van he1 Koninhlijh lnstituut Voor Taal-. Land- 
en Volhenhunde. 27. Gravenhage. 





38 Indonesia's maritime boundaries with Australia and Papua New Guinea 

These boundarles were settled In three agreements between 1971 
and 1973. The first sectlon of boundary was drawn between polnts 
A 12 and 8 1 through the eastern Arafura sea on 18 May 1971. By 
the same agreement a short sectlon of boundary was drawn north 
of the island of New Gulnea. Polnt A 12 Is located at longitude 
133'23' east, where that merldian Intersects the 200 m (about 100 
fathoms) lsobath. This depth Is Important because It Is speclflcally 
mentloned In the 1958 convention on the contlnental shelf as 
belng one measure which may be used to define the outer edge of 
the shelf. West of thls merldian there Is a deep trough between the 
contlnental shelves of northern Australia and the Island of Tlmor; 
eastwards there Is a continuous shelf, shallower than 200 m 
(about 100 fathoms), between the Australian coast and the island 
of New Gulnea. When Australla lald clalrn to Its contlnental shelf In 
1953 It did not grant permlts for oil exploration north of the line of 
equldlstance between the Australlan and lndonesian coasts east 
of polnt A 12. A line of equidlstance Is a unique line whlch at every 
polnt Is equidlstant from the nearest polnts of the opposlte coasts. 
When the boundaries of adjacent areas were set in 1967 they 
almost colnclded with the line of equidistance In thls eastern 
region of the Arafura sea. This boundary segment presented no 
major dlfflcultles to the two governments which termlnated the 
line at polnt B 1, about twenty nautlcal miles from the land 
termlnus of the boundary between lndonesia and Papua New 
Guinea. The same agreement drew a short section of boundary 
thlrty nautical miles long between points C 1 and C 2 from the 
northern terminus of the land boundary across the island of New 
Gulnea. A map produced by the Dlvlsion of Natlonal Mapping in 
March 1973 shows that a llne of equldistance was extended 
beyond polnt C 2 for about seventy-elght nautical miles by 
lndonesian and Australian officers on 20 February 1971, which is 
three months before the agreement was slgned. Thls extenslon 
was not mentloned in the agreement and it Is not known whether 
the extenslon is recognized by Papua New Guinea. However the 
1971 agreement speclfles that 'If any llnes are drawn extendlng 
this line C 1 -C 2 northward, they shall be drawn on the same 
principle, that Is to say the prlnciple of equidlstance'. 

Attention must now be shifted to the sea-floor west of point 
A 12, because Australia and lndonesia placed different 
lnterpretatlons on the significance of the morphology of the sea- 
bed to the constructlon of a boundary between the two countrles. 
The chlef feature of the sea-floor is the Timor trough which 
descends to a maximum depth of about 1700 fathoms along an 
axls following the alignment of the south coast of Timor, at 
distances of thirty to sixty nautlcal miles from that coast. Thls 
means that the axls may be as much as 200 nautical miles from 
the coast of northern Australla. By the exploratlon permits 
granted and the Petroleum Adjacent Area boundaries 
proclaimed, the Australian government revealed its interpretation 
of the proper continental shelf boundary. The Australlan 
authorities belleved that there were two distlnct continental 
shelves; thelr own stretching for 200 nautlcal mlles or more to the 
southern edge of the Timor trough, and the continental shelf of 
lndonesian and Portuguese Timor which was about ten nautical 
mlles wlde and extended to the northern rlm of the trough. Given 
thls convictlon the obvlous solution was elther to draw two 
boundaries, each coincldent wlth the llmits of the trough, or a 
single line along the trough's axls. This conviction was not shared 
by Indonesla. That country regarded the Tlmor trough as an 
Incidental depresslon in a contlnental shelf which stretched from 
Timor to northern Australla. Accordingly lndonesla argued for a 
boundary which lay well south of the axls of the trough. The 1958 
conventlon on the contlnental shelf glves no gulde on resolvlne 

such a dispute and the only lnternatlonal precedent was not very 
helpful. Brltaln and Norway had dlsagreed over the location of 
thelr common shelf boundary because of a shallow trough about 
250 fathoms deep close to the Norweglan coast. Brltaln had taken 
the same posltlon as Australla whlle Norway had 
Indonesia's stance. Brltaln conceded the Norweglen claim 
eventually, but It Is generally belleved that thls concession was to 
avold any further delays In startlng to explore and exploit the 
ollflelds of the North Sea. In any case there Is plainly a major 
difference between the Norweglan trench and the Tlmor trough 
which Is more than slx times deeper. By Comparing the Australian 
clalm wlth the llne of equldlstance It Is clear that a lens-shaped 
area was In dlspute. At that tlme the A ~ S t r a l l a n - l n d ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~  
dlspute Involved two areas flanklng any claims whlch Portuguese 
Tlrnor mlght make. West of Portugal's clalm the area in dispute 
was about 8100 sq. nautlcal mlles, whlle east of it the area 
concerned was 12 800 sq. nautlcal mlles. The theorellcal claim by 
Portuguese Timor was about 12 100 sq. nautical mlles. 

This serlous disagreement In prlnciple could have bedevilled 
relations between Australla and Indonesia, but the two countries 
rapidly reached agreement on 9 October 1972. Thls agreement 
drew two sectlons of boundary east and west of the possible 
Portuguese claim. The first sectlon was an extension of the 
exlstlng boundary from A 12 to A 16, and this boundary lies very 
close to the llmlt clalmed by Australla. West of Portuguese Timor 
a boundary about 195 nautlcal miles was drawn between A 17 and 
A 25. Thls line lay south of the Australian clalm and the total area 
ceded to lndonesla was less than 3000 sq. nautical miles. The 
eighth artlcle of the agreement referred to those areas allocated 
to lndonesia for whlch Australlan exploratlon permlts had been 
granted. It stipulated that lndonesla would be willing to ofler 
holders of such permlts arrangements no less favourable than 
those exlstlng in simllar cases under lndoneslan law. The 
agreement also speclfled that the two countries would consult 
about the development of any oil or gas flelds which Ile under the 
agreed boundary. 

The flnal agreement concerned the short sectlon of sea-bed 
between the southern terminus of the land boundary between 
lndonesia and Papua New Guinea and the polnt B 1. That was 
defined In the third artlcle of an agreement deflning the entire land 
boundary on 26 January 1973. 

In July 1976 Portuguese Timor was absorbed lnto Indonesia, 
and this means that eventually Australia will have to negotiate a 
contlnental shelf boundary with lndonesia between points A 16 
and A 17. It is known that the Portuguese were Interested In a 
boundary lylng south of the stralght line connecting those points, 
whlch would preserve the even tenor of the Australian-lndoneslan 
segments, and some permits had been awarded by Portugal for 
areas where Australian permits also applied. However, Portugal 
considered that no negotlations should take place until the law of 
the sea conference produced a new or conflrmed set of rules for 
the divlslon of continental shelves. Now that Portugal has 
dlsappeared from the scene It might be consldered that the 
prospect of Australla and lndonesla reaching speedy agreement 
would be good. However, because Australia does not recognize 
Portuguese Timor's absorption lnto lndonesla It Is hard to See how 
negotlatlons can begln. Further It would not be surprising If 
lndonesia took a harder bargalnlng posltion over thls potential 
dispute. Flrst, It might do so In retaliatlon for Australla's attltudeto 
Portuguese Timor. Second, it Is belleved that this area may 
contain hydrocarbon deposits. Thlrd, Australla's generous 
treatment of Papua New Gulnea In Torres stralt mlght be assumed 
to provide a precedent for generoslty in the western Arafura sea. 





39 Boundaries in Torres strait 

There are about 124 lslands In Torres strait whlch extends for 
elghty nautlcal mlles between Cape York In Australla and 
Corelgegemuba polnt on the coast of Papua New Gulnea. Since 
about 1968 the authorltles In Papua New Guinea, whlch became 
Independent In 1974, have been presslng Australlan governments 
to rellnqulsh thelr clalms to soverelgnty over the northern half of 
the stralt. On 5 June 1976 an agreement between the two 
countrles noted that a sea-bed boundary would be drawn south of 
the islands of Bolgu. Dauan and Salbal; that the lslands north of 
thls boundary would remaln Australlan wlth thelr own territorlal 
waters; and that a zone would be established to protect the 
tradltlonal way of llfe of the 'Torres Stralt Islanders and the 
resldents of the adjacent coast of Papua New Guinea'. The exact 
locatlon of the continuous sea-bed boundary has not been fixed. 

The best account of the hlstory of boundarles In Torres stralt Is 
contained In a book by Van der Veur (1966). In 1859. when the 
colony of Queensland was created It Included 'all and every the 
adjacent Islands, thelr members and appurtenances, In the 
Paclflc Ocean'. In 1872 the governor was allowed to extend hls 
jurlsdlctlon over all Islands wlthln 60 m (96 km) of the Queensland 
coast. Thls authorlty placed all the Islands south of about 10' 
south under Queensland's jurlsdlctlon, and allowed Queensland 
to control the only navigable course for medlum to large vessels 
through the Prlnce of Wales channel. In 1873 the flrst regular 
steamship mall servlce was lnltlated through the stralt and thls 
attracted attention to an area whlch was already exclting Interest 
In London. Thls Interest was transmltted to Brlsbane and the 
authorltles there began to press the British government to annex 
the southern coast of Papua. Thls pollcy was advocated for a 
number of reasons: Brltlsh commerce through the stralt would be 
protected from forelgn Interference; New Gulnea would provlde 
markets for Brltlsh goods and might yleld gold; foreign powers. 
speclflcally France and Germany, would be prevented from 
establlshlng themselves on Australla's doorstep; the regulation of 
pearllng, flshing and the recruitment of natlve labour would be 
made easler; and flnally It would avold the posslblllty of a forelgn 
country establlshlng a penal colony In the areal The Brltlsh 
government decllned to act, but suggested that Queensland might 
exert Its authorlty over all the lslands In Torres stralt, and thls was 
done. A member of the Queensland government justified thls 
terrltorlal extension on the ground that Torres strait was the 
Bosphorus of the Turkey that was Queensland. 

Only flve years later Brltaln found It appropriate to establish its 
authority in Papua and so the raison d'6lre for Queensland's 
possesslon of the lslands dlsappeared. lmmedlately there were 
proposals to cede some of the islands to Brltlsh authorities in 
Papua. In 1886 Brltain proposed that Queensland should control 
only those islands south of the tenth parallel, but Queensland 
countered, seven years later, by offering to cede the islands lying 
closest to the Papuan coast north of g030' south. A counter Brltlsh 
proposal In 1894 recommended a boundary southwest from 
Bramble Cay to Baslllsk passage, then northwest to Dellverance 
Island. In 1896 Queensland offered a compromlse by movlng the 
turnlng point of thls llne from the Baslllsk passage to the Moon 
passage, and thls boundary was accepted. Unfortunately 
Australla then became a federatlon and It dld not prove posslble 
for the arrangements to penetrate the Australlan constltutlonal 
thlcket. 

The lssue then was largely forgotten and was revlved only when 
Papua New Gulnea's Independence approached. The existence of 
Australlan Islands very close to the Papuan coast was clearly an 
emotlve lssue for the leaders of the new country and thelr 
campalgn to secure a fresh dellmltatlon In the stralt began. 

It is convenient at thls polnt to summarize the maln reasons why 
Papua New Gulnea belleves that a new boundary Is necessary. 
Flrst, It Is argued that Australla's possesslon of the lslands Is 
based on a colonlal actlon whlch Is not blndlng on Papua New 
Gulnea. In their vlew It Is unconscionable that an accldent of 

colonlal dlvlslon aflectlng a few small lslands a century ago should 
serve to deny a newly-Independent natlon rlghts over land, sea 
and sea-bed to whlch It could otherwise, In Its vlew, lawully lay 
clalm. It Is true that the Islands were apportioned by a colonial 
authorlty, but SO were most of the Islands In southeast Asla and 
most of the terrltory on the continents of Afrlca, Asla, south and 
North Amerlca. It should be recalled that the Solomon Islands 
were dlvlded by an Anglo-German agreement In 1884 and this 
resulted In Bougalnvllle, wlth Its rlch copper deposits, falling 
wlthln Papua New Gulnea today. Second. It Is alleged that this 
sltuatlon Is geographically unlque and that no self-respecting 
natlon would tolerate It. Thls argument falls when It Is recalled that 
slmllar sltuatlons exlst off the coasts of Sabah, Cambodla, Turkey, 
France, Canada and Venezuela. 

It Is now necessary to look at the marltime boundaries which 
Australla Is entltled to clalm under the conventions on the law of 
the sea, to whlch Papua New Gulnea does not subscrlbe. 

Flrst, each Australlan lsland Is entltled to a band of territorial 
waters. Thls bend measures three nautlcal mlles, which has been 
clalmed In Australla since 1878, except on the northern shores of 
those lslands closer than slx nautlcal mlles to Papua New Guinea. 
In thls last sltuatlon Australia Is entltled to terrltorlal waters up to 
the llne of equldlstance drawn through the channel between the 
lslands and the Papuen coast. Australla Is also entltled to an 
excluslve flshlng zone whlch has been set at twelve nautlcal miles 
from the coast slnce 1967. Clearly the full zone cannot be clalmed 
where Australlan lslands are close to the Papuan coast; In such 
circumstances Australla may clalm to a llne of equldlstance. The 
Australlan excluslve flshlng zone would occupy most of the waters 
In the stralt. Flnally, Australla Is entltled to clalm the contlnental 
shelf adjolnlng Its malnland and all Its Islands, up to the llne of 
equldlstance between the Papuan coast and the nearest 
Australlan Islands; such a boundary places most of the stralt's 
floor under Australlan authorlty, and it Is thls boundary whlch it Is 
proposed to move under the latest agreement. 

In 1967 Australla deflned areas for the supervlslon of petroleum 
exploration adjacent to varlous Australlan states and Papua New 
Gulnea. That boundary In northern Torres strait does not 
correspond wlth the llne of equldlstance. North of Deliverance 
lsland there Is a zone 264.26 sq. nautical mlles, whlch was left to 
Papua New Gulnea, whlch Australla mlght properly clalm. East of 
Dellverance lsland there are three areas under Australlan 
jurisdlctlon whlch can be properly claimed by Papua New Guinea. 
and they total 347.48 sq. nautical mlles. 

Three general polnts may be made about this dispute. Flrst, it 
would be possible for Australla to glve Papua New Gulnea a share 
In the resources of the stralt wlthout rellnqulshing any of its 
soverelgnty. Such an agreement was reached between Saudl 
Arable and Bahraln In February 1958, when an area of thlrty-slx 
sq. nautlcal mlles was placed under Saudl Arabla's authorlty, and 
it was agreed that the two countrles would share any revenue 
derlved from the area. Second. In only one of the dozens of 
lnternatlonal agreements regardlng marltlme boundaries has an 
lsland belonging to one country been left on the 'wrong' slde of the 
boundary. Thlrd, since the arguments of Papua New Gulnea are 
so weak It can be assumed that Australlan concesslons result 
from an anxlety to preserve good polltlcal relations wlth a near 
nelghbour. 

Van der Veur, P. (1966). The search lor New Gulnea's boundaries. 
Canberra. 





40 Boundaries between Indonesia and Portuguese Timor 

Portuguese Timor occupled two areas of the Island. The larger 
part was located In the east of the Island, and was separated from 
Indonesian territory by a boundary llnklng the estuaries of the 
Mota Hallmuak on the north coast and the Mote Talas on the 
south coast; Its total length was about 128 km (80 m). The smaller 
section around Ocussl, lay on the north coast, and shared a 
boundary of about 101 km (63 m) with Indonesla. 

The island has a backbone of parallel rldges formed malnly of 
Triassic and Permian limestones whlch reach a peak of 2920 m 
(9570 It) at Tata Mallau in the Ramelau range of Portuguese 
Timor, and a peak of 2365 m (7750 ft) at Goenoeng Moetls in 
Indonesla. The long dry season, whlch lasts from May to October 
at Koepang, supports scrub and thorny jungle on the north coast. 
which is succeeded by casuarina and eucalypts in the central 
uplands, and denser sandalwood and bamboo forests In the 
south. There are many short rivers draining Timor, but none is 
navigable, and most fall to maintaln an unlnterrupted flow during 
the dry season. 

The flrst agreement was signed between the Netherlands and 
Portugal on 20 April 1859, when the countries decided 'to put an 
end to existing uncertainties' In relatlon to their respective 
territories in the Timor and Solor archipelagos. Both countries 
had signed treaties of protection with a number of different chlefs 
and there was the constant rlsk of friction between zealous 
administrators jealous of natlonal prestige. The flrst article fixed 
the boundary running north-south across the island by allocating 
indlgenous states to Portugal and the Netherlands. Thus Portugal 
obtained Cova, Ballbo. Lamakltu. Takahay and Suai, while the 
Netherlands secured DJenllo, Naltlmu. Flalarang, Mandeo and 
Lakecune. Each slgnatory malntalned a presence on the opposite 
side of the boundary; the Netherlands ceded Maubara to 
Portugal, but retained control over the enclave of Maucatar, while 
Portugal retained Ocussl and Ambeno on the north coast, and 
Noe Mutl, an enclave which lay south of Ocussl. The two countrles 
also resolved dlsputes over the ownershlp of Islands north of 
Timor, with Portugal securing Pulo Kamblng and the Netherlands 
obtalning Flores, Adenara and Solor. 

The next development occurred in 1893 when a conventlon 
deallng with commerce and navlgatlon contained an agreement 
'to establish the boundary of their possessions in the clearest and 
most exact fashion' and 'to cause the enclaves now exlsting to 
dlsappear'. A Jolnt comrnlssion was appointed to carry out thls 
work and prepared Its recommendations in the period 1898-9. 
The entire boundary between the estuarles of the Mota Biku and 
Mota Talas was surveyed and both sides made conflictlng 
proposals. The boundary around Ocussl was surveyed from the 
west as far as the river Biloml, but local tribesmen forced the 
commission to abandon Its work wlthout reachlng the eastern 
terminus, at the estuary of the river Meto. 

Delegates met agaln in 1902 to reconcile the varlous 
commissioners' suggestions. There was rapld agreement to 
exchange the Dutch enclave of Maucatar for the Portuguese 
enclave of Noe Mutl, but for a time the conference was 
deadlocked over a Portuguese clalm that the Dutch territory of 
Fialarang, lying east of the Bankarna river, should be ceded; such 
a cession would have eliminated the deep Dutch sallent Into the 
eastern part of the island. Eventually when the Dutch delegates 
reported that the cltlzens of Fialarang refused absolutely to pass 
under the sovereignty of Portugal this demand was abandoned. 
The Portuguese ralsed a second claim In regard to the terrltory of 
Ambeno. The additlonal area claimed is shown on the map 
opposite by the letters ABCD; the Netherlands clalmed the llne AC 
whlle the Portuguese consldered ADB to be the proper Ilmlt. The 
Dutch delegates rejected the Portuguese proposal, and this firm 
stand was successful, probably because they threatened to open 
the question of whether Ocussl was an enclave whlch should be 
elim~nated according to the 1893 conventlon. Because Ocussi has 
a coastline It cannot be technically descrlbed as an enclave, but 

thls was not a rlsk which the Portuguese were prepared to take, 
and so an agreement was reached whlch was enshrined in a 
c'onvention slgned on 1 October 1904. 

Under the terms of thls treaty Portugal ceded Noe Muti, Tamlru 
Allala and Tahakay, and In return recelved Maucatar. ~h~ 
boundary of the Ocussi-Ambeno terrltory was defined In ,jetall 
apart from the section between the Biloml rlver and the 
headwaters of the Noel Meto, and the boundary from the northern 
to the southern coasts was clearly dellmlted, and arrangements 
were made by this treaty to demarcate the boundary as soon as 
possible. Thls Jolnt commlsslon was formed In June 1909 and 
began work at the mouth of the Noel Meto, the source of which 
was reached on 10 June. At thls polnt a disagreement arose. 

The boundary from the rlver Blloml to the source of the ~ 0 ~ 1  
Meto was descrlbed In the 1904 conventlon In the following terms. 
'The boundary follows the thalweg of the Oe-Sunan, runsas much 
as possible across Nipani and Kelali (Kell), and strikes the source 
of the Noel Meto'. The Dutch delegates were certaln that the 
boundary had to cross the summit of mount Kelali, lying west of the 
Noel Meto's source; the Portuguese representatives were equally 
convinced that the boundary should follow the thalweg of certain 
rivers lylng east of the Noel Meto's source, and after some debate 
the commission declded to survey both Ilnes, and refer the matter 
to their superlor authorities. When the commlsslon reached the 
southern termlnus of the line at the confluence of the Oe-Sunan 
and the Blloml a further disagreement developed. Quite simply 
there were two north bank trlbutarles at the polnt on the Bllorni 
where the 1899 commlsslon had ended thelr labours, and neither 
of them was called the Oe-Sunan. The Dutch dld not regard thls 
nomlnal difference as Important and consldered that the 
boundary lay along the rlver Kamboun, and then proceeded 
almost due north through Nipani and mount Kelali to the source of 
the Noel Meto. These features were almost In a dlrect line and 
clearly corresponded to the boundary shown In a map prepared 
by the 1899 commisslon. The Portuguese authorltles however had 
found a rlver whlch they claimed was called the Oe-Sunan further 
to the east, however thls waterway was not a trlbutary to the Bllorni 
rlver, but It dld have Its source on the north face of mount 
Kinapua, not far from a trlbutary of the Biloml whlch rose on the 
south face of the mount. The Portuguese clalmed a boundary 
which followed the Oe-Sunan north from mount Kinapua, and 
then at Fatu Mutassa diverted along a trlbutary called the Ni 
Fullan, which rose close to the source of the Noel Meto. The total 
area Involved was about 57 sq. km (22 sq. m). and surprisingly 
nelther slde was prepared to concede. As a result of thls impasse 
both countries agreed to refer the matter to arbitration, and a 
Judgement. In favour of the Netherlands was handed down on 25 
June 1914 by the Permanent Court of Arbitratlon (American 
Journal 01 International Law). The arbitrator was convlnced by 
three principal facts. First the boundary was defined in the 1904 
conventlon In exactly the same language as the draft proposed by 
Dutch delegates to the 1902 conference. Second. In 1899 a 
Portuguese proposal had placed the Oe-Sunan river west of 
Nunkalai, which Is located on the rlver Bllomi; the new Oe-Sunan 
river on whlch Portuguese hopes were placed lay east of 
Nunkalai, and so could not be the same river. Thlrd the Oe-Sunan 
claimed by Portugal as the proper boundary course was not a 
tributary of the Bllomi rlver. 

'Judlclal declslons lnvolvlng questlons of lnlernatlonal law'. American 
Journal otlnternetional Law (1915), 9:240-68, 





41 The boundary between Indonesia and Papua New Guinea 

The basls of thls boundary was largely settled by Dutch 
annexatlons In the first half of the nineteenth century. The best 
account of thls perlod of boundary development Is by van der 
Veur (1966) and the followlng dlscusslon Is based on hls work. 

In 1828 Dutch authorlties, whlch had made vague clalms to New 
Gulnea on the strength of the Jurlsdictlon of the sultan of the 
Moluccas, decided to take direct action. An expeditlon was 
sent to New Gulnea and a small settlement was established on 
Trlton bay after the coast had been explored from the Tandjung 
Jamursba to the Digul rlver. These actions resulted in the 
followlng deflnltlon of Dutch territory on 24 August 1828. 

negotlatlons and surveys began. Germany argued that since the 
coastal termlnus had been declded there was no need to mark the 
boundary Inland because European settlement was Improbable 
and Indeed any economlc development was unlikely. In any case 
most avallable German surveyors were busy at that tlme in Africa 
solvlng more presslng problems around the perimeters of 
Cameroun, Tanganyika, and Southwest Africa. When the survey 
teams dld start work the Dutch wanted a detailed survey of a wide 
strip so that a natural boundary could be constructed while the 
Germans wanted a rapld survey of a narrow area between the 
coast and the tri-junction. In fact the surveys dld produce valuable 

That part of New Gulneaand Its Interlor, beginnlng at the 1 4 1 ~ 1  merldlan rep0rtS On the area but war Intervened in 1914 before the 
east ol Greenwlch on the south coast, and from there west northwest and boundary was finally settled' 
northward to the C a ~ e  of Good H o ~ e  ITandiuna Jamursbal, sltuatad on The end of the war left Australia as the successor to German . .  . -  
the north coast . . (quoled In van der Veur. 10) authorlty, and Since Australla had succeeded England in Papua in 

1905, the settlement of the entlre boundary across New Guinea 
asked the Dutch 'Or a clear statement Of lhe extent Of was a matter for Australla and the Netherlands. The best account 

occupied by subject Dutch authority' lhey of the flnal evolution of thls boundary after 1919 is contalned In an 
decided to expand the area claimed. In 1848 a secret declaration article by Cook, Macartney and Stott. There were some 
deflned Dutch terrltory as follows. lncldents alona the northern section of the boundarv and In 1928 

From Cape Saprop Meneh [Tandjung Dlar] 140'47' maridlan east of 
Greenwich on the north coast, along that coast, the Bay of Wandammen 
[Teluk Sarera] to Cape Kaln Kain Beba [Tendlung Jamursba] and further 
west, south and south-east to the by Proclamation of 24 August 1828 
provlslonally adopted boundary at 141" E.L. on the south coast; lncludlng 
the interlor, for so far as this . . . wlll appear to belong to Netherlands 
territory (quoted in van der Veur, 12). 

The secret declaratlon was made publlc In 1865 and then In 1875 
the eastern boundary was described as a stralght line from 
TandJung Djar on the north coast to the intersection of merldian 
141' east on the south coast. Thus the alignment of the present 
boundary was fixed falrly closely by a unilateral Dutch declaratlon 
before Brltaln and Germany had acqulred thelr respective 
colonles on the Island. 

In 1884 Germany and Brltaln established claims to New Guinea 
and Papua respectively and in April 1885 they drew a boundary 
consistlng of a serles of stralght lines from Mitre Rock on the east 
coast to the lntersectlon of parallel 5' south and merldlan 141' 
east. 

The Anglo-Dutch negotiations began in 1893 after Britain had 
complained about raids of headhunters from Dutch territory east 
of longitude 141' east. British and Dutch officials visited the coast 
and identified the Bensbach river whlch they recommended 
should serve as the boundary. The longitude of that river was 
determined as 141°01' 47.9" east. Thls meant that Britain was 
conceding a strlp of terrltory about 3 km (1.8 m) wide from the 
south coast to the parallel 5" south where the Anglo-German 
boundary was located. To offset this concession Britain 
suggested that the merldlan should only be followed as far as its 
flrst lntersection wlth the Fly river. The boundary should then 
follow the Fly rlver upstream to its second lntersection wlth the 
merldian 141' east and then that meridlan to the Anglo-German- 
Dutch tri-junctlon. The Brltish authoritles justlfied this suggestlon 
on the ground that explorers and gold-seekers would use the Fly 
river as a convenient route, and It would be inconvenient If part of 
that route fell entlrely wlthin Dutch territory. It was also noted that 
two large hostile trlbes occupied thls bend In the rlver and it would 
be easier to deal with them If a clear river boundary was used. 
This suggestion was accepted by the Dutch and an agreement 
was finallzed on 20 July 1895. Thls agreement contained an error 
whlch could have proved serlous. The treaty draughtsmen 
apparently forgot that the Fly river crossed the meridian 141" east 
twice, and it was the second intersectlon which was intended, not 
the flrst as the treaty suggests. Happily thls error dld not create 
any future difficulties and the latest treaty has eliminated it. 

The Dutch then turned to the north coast and sought an 
agreement wlth Germany, but the authorlties In that country were 
in no hurry to settle a boundary, and it was 1910 before 

- --- 
an Australian surveyor, A. G. Harrlson, placed a marker near 
Wutong on merldlan 141°0' 13.5" and recorded that the Dutch 
border lay 400 m (1312 It) to the west. In 1933 a jolnt 
determinatlon occurred and It was discovered that there was a 
gap of 398 m (1306 ft) between the Australian and Dutch locations 
of meridian 141" east. It was senslbly declded to spill the 
difference but that polnt was unsuitable for a marker and so it was 
placed 168 m (550 f l )  from the Dutch determination and 230 m 
(756 tt) from the Australian location. In 1936 the two governments 
agreed that the boundary should be the meridlan through that 
marker. In 1939 there were proposals to mark the intersectlon of 
the meridlans wlth the Fly rlver but again war prevented that 
project from belng completed. 

In 1960 the Australlan and Dutch governments agreed that the 
boundary would be the great clrcle course passlng through the 
obelisk on the north coast and the polnt where the merldlan 141" 
east made Its most northerly lntersectlon with the Fly river. South 
of the rlver the boundary would be the merldlan passing through 
the mouth of the Bensbach river as far as Its most southerly 
intersection wlth the Fly rlver. Thls meridlan had been determlned 
in 1958 to be 141°01' 07" east, and in 1962 monuments were 
erected on the Fly rlver at the approprlate Intersections. 

The work had to be done all over agaln when Indonesia 
succeeded the Dutch in West Irlan. In 1964 the Australlan and 
lndoneslan governments agreed that the boundary north of the 
Fly river would be merldlan 141° east and that south of the Fly 
river It would be the merldlan through the mouth of the Bensbach. 
The work began in 1966 and the markers were erected in two 
years. An agreement dated 26 January 1973 llsted the fourteen 
boundary markers whlch had been established. Ten marked the 
meridlan 141 east to the north of the Fly rlver while the remainder 
marked the merldlan 141°01' 10" east which was the new 
determlnatlon of the location of the mouth of the Bensbach. 

This boundary has now been clearly defined because In 
addition to the fourteen monuments the locations of major 
villages close to the llne have been flxed and signs have been 
placed on all major tracks in the borderland. The only possible 
problem seems to be the nature of the Fly river, whlch pursues a 
fluctuating course in the section where it forms the boundary. The 
1973 agreement does not make any provlslon for signlflcant 
changes In the course of the rlver; If the area ever experiences 
major economlc development this omission will have to be 
remedied. 

Cook. D.. Macartney. J. C.. Stott. P. M. (1968). Where Is the border? 
Australian External Territor~es, 8(5):7 - 18. 

van der Veur. P. W. (1966). Search for New Guinea's boundaries- 
Canberra. 





42 The boundaries of the Philippines 

The compact archlpelago of the Philippines ~0nSlStS of several Spaln'S SOverelgnty over the Sulu archlpelago, but the third art,cle 
large Islands, such as Luzon and Mlndanao, and dozens of small speclfled those terrltorles whlch were excluded from \he 
islets. It has a slmple form. The main part of the archipelago archlpelago. 
consists of the concentration of lslands In the east from Batan In 
the north to the southern coast of Mlndanao, and the lslands In 
thls section enclose the small Slbuyan and Vlsayan seas. Two 
lines of lslands stretch southwestwards from this maln island 8x1s 
and enclose the extensive Sulu sea. The northern arm conslsts of 
Palawan and the Calamlan group, whlle the southern arm 
Includes Basllan and the Sulu archlpelago. The present boundary 
of the Philippines conslsts of the treaty llmlts whlch were 
established In three lnternatlonal agreements. The flrst two 
concerned Spaln and the Unlted States of America and the thlrd 
was concluded between the Unlted States and Brltaln. 

On 10 December 1898 Spaln and the Unlted States of Amerlca 
signed a peace treaty which transferred to the Unlted States the 
Spanlsh terrltorles of Cuba, Puerto Rlco. Guam and the 
Phillpplnes. The islands In the archlpelago were deflned as being 
contained by a serles of stralght llnes llnklng known coordinates. 
The 1898 boundary was Identical wlth the present treaty limits for 
most of thelr length, the only exception occurred In the southwest 
corner near Borneo. In that area the boundary followed the 
parallel 4'45' north to merldlan 119"35' east, and then turned 
north along that merldlan to parallel 7"40' whlch Is the same 
parallel used today through Balabac strait. Thls meant that the 
lslands of Cagayan Sulu and Slbutu, as well as numerous small 
Islets were excluded from Amerlcan jurlsdlctlon. It dldn't take long 
for the Amerlcan authorltles to dlscover that these excluded 
islands were also consldered to be Spanlsh, and a new treaty was 
slgned In November 1900. Under thls arrangement Spaln 
transferred its soverelgnty over these lslands to the Unlted States 
of Amerlca for a conslderatlon of $100 000. 

The Britlsh North Borneo Company took advantage of the 
change in authorlty In the Phlllpplnes to purchase from the sultan 
of Sulu some small islands lylng ofl the port of Sandakan on the 
coast of Sabah. These lslands are located at 6"15' north and 
118"7' east, and the price pald was $3200. The sultan then told the 
Amerlcan representative In the area that the islands really formed 
part of the Spanlsh terrltory whlch had been ceded by the treaty of 
1898. America's reactlon was swln and a warshlp planted the 
United States' flag on all the lslands In question. An Anglo- 
Amerlcan agreement dated 3/10 July 1907 provlded for the 
Brltish company to contlnue thelr admlnlstratlon of the lslands 
without acquiring any terrltorlal rlghts, and It was settled that thls 
arrangement would contlnue untll the two countries delimlted a 
boundary through these waters. 

That delimltation occurred thlrty years later when Britaln and 
Amerlca negotlated a preclse boundary to separate thelr lsland 
possesslons off the northeast coast of Sabah. By an exchange of 
notes dated 2 January 1930 the present treaty llmlt was deflned 
between Balabac strait and the seas east of Darvel bay. At the 
same tlme the Unlted States of Amerlca agreed that certain leases 
made by the Brltlsh authorltles in good faith in the islands of 
Boaan, Llhlman, Langaan and Great Bakkungan would be 
permltted to contlnue. Those leases amounted to 132 hectares 
(326 acres), and two years later It was agreed that a further lease 
of 5 hectares (13 acres), whlch had been overlooked on Llhlman 
island, would be added to the Ilst. 

In the early 1960s the Phlllppines announced clalms to territory 
In Sabah on the ground that it had formed part of the kingdom of 
the sultan of Sulu. it Is consldered by some commentators that 
this clalm was designed to hamper the formatlon of the Malaysian 
federation, although If thls was the aim it falled. Tregonning has 
written an excellent account of thls terrltorlal dispute and hls 
careful analysls seems to destroy the case mounted by the 
Phllipplnes. The flrst powerful counter argument agalnst the claim 
I6 provided by a protocol agreed by Germany, Britaln and Spaln In 
March 1885. Under Its terms Brltaln and Germany recognized 

The Spanlsh Government renounces, as far as regards the Brlllsh 
Governmenl, all clalms Of SOverelgnIY over the lerrllorles of the continent 
of Borneo, whlch belong, or whlch have belonged In the past to the sultan 
01 Sulu (Jolo), and whlch ~0mPrlSe the nelghbourlng Islands 01 
Belambangan, Banguey, and Malawall, as well as all those comprised 
wlthln a zone of 3 marltlme leagues from the coast, and whlch form part 
the terrltorles admlnlstered by the Company slyled the "BrlHsh North 
Borneo Company" (C4390.4). 

Further It has already been shown that the Spanlsh-American 
treaties of 1898 and 1900 did not concern elther the mainland of 
Sabah or the lslands very close to the coast. Flnatly the 
constltutlon of the independent Phlllpplnes uses the treaty llmlts 
In deflnlng Its terrltory. Apparently the Phlllpplnes' clalm rests on 
the translatlon of one word In the orlglnal cession slgned by the 
sultan of Sulu and Overbeck In January 1878. Brltlsh authorltles 
translate the word as cede, whlle Phlllpplnes' authorltles translate 
the word as lease. Thls seems a fllmsy basls on whlch to lay claim 
to a neighbour's terrltory, and It does seem that the clalm has now 
been abandoned. 

On 17 June 1961 the Phlllpplnes proclalmed a serles of straight 
baselines surroundlng Its Islands. In a slmllar fashion to the earller 
claim by Indonesla. As shown on the map opposlte the continuous 
basellne lles entlrely wlthln the treaty Ilmlts. It measures 8174 
nautlcal miles. and encloses about 160 500 sq. nautlcal miles of 
ocean as the country's lnternal waters. In terms of jurisdlctlon 
Internal waters of a state are lndlstlngulshable from Its territory. 
The proclamation goes on to note that the waters between the 
baseline and the treaty llmlts constitute the terrltorlal waters of the 
Phillpplnes. Thls means that the terrltorlal waters vary in wldth 
from 294 nautlcal mlles In the extreme northeast to less than one 
nautlcal mlle In the southwest. It Is also a curlous fact that the 
lsland of Miangas belongs to Indonesla, and in fact forms part of 
the lndoneslan basellne proclalmed in February 1960, even 
though It lies wlthin the Phlllpplnes' treaty limlts. Efforts to 
dlscover how the countries have resolved this anomaly have been 
unsuccessful. 

Untll 1968 It was generally assumed by most commentators 
that the treaty llmits represented the total claim to soverelgnty by 
the Phllipplnes. However, In that year unlts of the Philipplnes' 
army occupled three lslands In the Spratly group. They are L0ai 
Ta at 10'41' north and 114'25' east; Thl Tu at 11°03' north and 
114O17'east; and Song Tu Dong at 11°27' north and 114"21'east. 
Correspondence wlth the Phllipplnes' government in March and 
November 1975 establlshed that the Phlllpplnes clalmed five 
islands In the Kalayaan group, which is believed to be another 
name for the Spratly Islands; they are Pagasa, Parola. Llkas. Kota 
and Lawak. Flat and Nanshan lslands are also clalmed but two of 
the names already given may correspond to these islands. The 
Phillpplnes also clalms another fifty-three Islands, islets and 
drylng reefs In the area. At least one of the reefs has been 
identified as Scarborough reef, whlch Is allegedly used by 
tlshermen from the Phlllpplnes. It wlll be Interesting to follow the 
course of the Phllipplnes' clalm In this reglon In competltlon with 
Chlna, Vietnam and Talwan. 

C4390 (1885). Protocol relative to the Sulu Archipelago. 7 March 1885. 
H.M.S.O.. London. 

Tregonnlng. K. G. (1962). The ctalm for North Borneo by the Phlllpplnes, 
Australian Ouflook, 16:283-91. 





43 Boundaries in the Gulf of Thailand 

The gulf of Thailand is bordered by Thalland, Cambodla and 
Vletnam and the contlnental shelf clalms by present or previous 
adminlstratlons overlap. 

On 9 June 1971, the government of South Vletnam deflned the 
boundary of the contlnental shelf over which It claimed 
sovereignty by means of thlrty-three straight llne segments, and 
the turnlng polnts of these segments were Identlfled by latitudes 
and longitudes measured to the nearest minute. It Is only the 
segments Jolnlng points 11 to 33 whlch concern the gulf of 
Thalland. The most remarkable feature of thls decree concerns 
the claims to sovereignty over the lsland of Phu Quoc and the 
Phu-Du group which lies to the north, together wlth all the lslands 
In the eastern half of the gulf lying south of latitude 10' north. The 
Island of Wal, near whlch Cambodian forces captured the 
Amerlcan vessel Mayaguez In May 1975. Is included wlthin the 
Vietnamese claim. 

On 1 July 1972, the Cambodian government promulgated a 
unilateral deflnitlon of the country's continental shelf. The area is 
bounded by fourteen straight llne segments and the turnlng polnts 
are deflned by latitude and longitude measured to the nearest 
second. This clalm encloses the lsland of Phu Quoc and Its 
associated lslands of the Phu-Du group, together wlth all the 
major lslands In the eastern half of the gulf lying west of longitude 
104' east. 

The Thai proclamation definlng the clalmed area of contlnental 
shelf was published on 18 May 1973. The area, occupylng the 
north and western areas of the gulf. Is defined by seventeen 
stralght line segments llnking the termlnus of the Cambodlan-Thai 
land boundary wlth the termlnus of the Thai-Malaysian land 
boundary. The slxteen turning points are located by latitude and 
longitude measured to the nearest ten seconds. 

Each of these boundarles has been marked on the attached 
map and measurement of the overlapping areas ylelds the 
followlng results: 

Conilicting claims to the continentalsheliin the Gull o i  Theilend 
(Al l  measuremenlo In sq naullcal mllesl 

Cambodia-Soulh Vietnam 14 580' 
Cambodia-Thailand 5 798 
South Vletnam-Thelland 233 
Cambodla-South Vletnam-Thalland 3 610 

Total 24 221 

Includes areas of dlsputed lslands 

The line of equldistance between Thai and non-Thai baselines. 
coasts and islands has also been marked on the map. This is a 
unlque llne whlch at every polnt Is equldistant from the nearest 
polnts of territory of opposlte or adjacent states. A comparison of 
the clalmed boundaries with thls llne shows that all three 
countries have clalmed areas beyond the llne of equidlstance and 
neglected to claim other areas where a clalm would seem to be 
appropriate. 

Claims in respect o i  the line of equ~d~stence 
lAl l  measuremenls In rg naullcal mllesl 

Country Claims outslde the line Unclaimed areas lnslde 
of equidlstance the line of 

equldlstance 

Cambodia 8034 127 
South Vietnam 2581 18 
Thalland 4351 459 

It is now necessary to explore the apparent basis for the llnes 
claimed by each country. Apparently In drawlng thelr boundary 
the Thal authorltles declded to Ignore all islands, which are not 
sltuated very close to the mainland. In the northern part of thls 
segment thls principle operates in Thalland's favour, because the 
Cambodian-Vietnamese lslands of Hon Tho Chau and Wal Ile 
further from the eastern coast of the gulf than the Thai island of 
Kra and Losln lie from the western shore. However, In the 

southern sectlon of the line the absence of Cambodian. 
Vietnamese lslands to match Thalland's KO Losln means that 
Thalland clalms less than Its apparent entitlement. 

Turnlng now to that sectlon of the Cambodlan boundary which 
concerns Thalland, two segments can be dlstingulshed. ~h~ first 
segment extends almost due West from the Cambodlan-Thailand 
boundary terminus for nlnety-three nautlcal miles. The alignment 
of thls segment Is flxed by drawlng a llne through the coastal 
termlnus and the hlghest summlt on Thailand's KO Kut. This 
allgnment Is explalned, though not Justlfled, by reference to the 
Franco-Thal treaty of 23 March 1907. An annexe to that treaty 
deflned the termlnus of the boundary on the coast as 'a point 
situated opposite the hlghest polnt of Koh-Kut Island'.  he 
seaward terminus of this segment Is described as being 
equldlstant between the Cambodlan basellne llnking the land 
boundary termlnus and Kusrovle lsland and the opposite Thai 
basellne, but thls Ignores Thalland's control of the northeast shore 
of the gulf. For about slxty-flve nautlcal mlles the Cambodlan 
boundary lles very close to, and just short of the true llne of 
equldlstance, but thereafter clalms are made beyond thls line by 
the devlce of utlllzlng Cambodian lslands as polnts of reference 
whlle lgnorlng the Thal lslands of Kra and Losin. The South 
Vietnamese boundary In respect of Thalland almost coincides 
with the boundary selected by Cambodla. 

Cambodia and South Vletnam dlsagree over the ownershlp of 
the islands in the gulf of Thalland. The prlnclpal lsland Is Phu 
Quoc, but in terms of presslng clalms to contlnental shelf areas 
the dlstant and smaller lslands of Wal and Hon Tho Chau are 
much more Important. Whlle there Is a falr amount of inforrnatlon 
about the dlspute over the ownershlp of Phu Quoc, there is a 
marked lack of informatlon about the smaller, dlstant, isolated 
Islands. In 1913, the French administrator of Hatien and the 
French Resident of the adjoining Cambodlan provlnce of Kornpot 
recelved appllcatlons for mining concesslons on some of the off- 
shore islands. Apparently the two authorlties were unable to 
resolve ownershlp of the lslands and the matter was referred to 
the governor-general of Indo-Chlna. A declsion from the 
governor-general's offlce was Issued on 31 January 1939. 

The governor-general began by referring to the fact that the 
close proxlmlty of some of the lslands to the Cambodlan coast 
called 'logically and geographically' for them to be placed under 
the admlnlstratlon of Cambodla. Such an attachment, he noted. 
would avoid the need for citlzens of the islands to make long 
journeys to settle matters with authorities in Cochin China. The 
division of lslands between the two adminlstratlons was effected 
by constructing a llne at rlght angles to the coast from the 
termlnus of the land boundary. This llne was defined as one 
maklng an angle of 140 G (126") with the appropriate meridlan. 
The allgnment of this llne Is approximately shown on the attached 
map by the last segment of the Cambodlan continental shelf 
boundary, whlch makes an angle of 128' wlth the meridian of the 
boundary terminus. It wlll be notlced that thls llne intersects the 
southern portlon of Phu Quoc, and to avoid unnecessary 
confuslon the governor-general asslgned the whole of the lsland 
to the admlnlstration of Cochln Chlna. In hls penultimate 
paragraph the governor-general remarked that he had only 
concerned himself with the admlnistratlon and pollcing of the 
islands, and not wlth 'la dependance territoriale: which remalned 
unresolved. 

Predictably all the states bordering the Thailand gulf will 
welcome the settlement of clalms to the contlnental shelf so that 
the exploratlon of this potentially valuable area can proceed as 
quickly as posslble. The fact that the disputed areas cover parts of 
the gulf where the deepest sedlmentary basln exlsts may either 
encourage them to resolve thelr differences quickly SO that 
exploratlon can proceed, or encourage them to negotiate with 
determlnatlon to secure the largest posslble area of continental 
shelf. 





44 The boundaries of Borneo 

Borneo Is the world's thlrd largest Island and It Is shared by three 
states. Indonesia occuples the largest share In the south and east. 
whlle the Malaysian terrltorles of Sabah and Sarawak occupy the 
northwest coest and part of the east coest. Brunel occuples the 
smallest area and Is the only country whlch Is entlrely located on 
Borneo; It consists of two small areas west of Brunel bay. The 
lsland straddles the equator and the borderland between 
lndonesla and Malaysla colncldes wlth folded mountalns of 
sandstone and granlte, wlth the hlghest peaks at 5125 m (16 700 
ft). 

Dutch colonles had first been establlshed on the south coast of 
Borneo at the beglnnlng of the seventeenth century, but Britain's 
contlnulng Interest began In the 1840s when James Brooke 
arrlved In Sarawak, and In return for assistance to the sultan of 
Brunel, was glven a grant of land. At thet tlme the sultan of Brunel 
was nominally soverelgn over the whole terrltory whlch now 
comprises Brunel, Sabah and Sarawak. However, he had great 
dlfflculty In exacting taxes from hls subjects beyond the 
lmmedlate nelghbourhood of Brunel, and hls klngdom had been 
decaying since the mlddle of the seventeenth century. Thls 
process accelerated after the arrival of Brooke and became a 
headlong decllne after 1881, when the Brltlsh North Borneo 
Company was glven a royal charter, and began to extend its 
Influence throughout Sabah. Brunei's terrltory was whlttled away 
as Sarawak and the company competed wlth each other and 
advanced towards a common boundary as they secured the 
cesslon of valley after valley. Sarawak enjoyed greater territorlal 
success and Its purchase of the Terusan valley in 1884 and the 
Llmbang valley In 1090 ensured that Brunel was a dlvlded coastal 
enclave In Sarawak. The boundarles of western Brunel follow 
watersheds for almost all thelr length, and some of them along the 
west flank of the Llmbang rlver follow pronounced rldges, rlslng to 
a helght of 1285 m (4000 11). The boundary of eastern Brunel 
follows the rlver Pendaruan east of the Llmbang and a watershed 
west of the Terusan. Detalled accounts of the British occupation of 
northern Borneo are provlded by Tarling (1971) and Wrlght 
(1970). 

Brltaln's authority In north Borneo was confirmed when 
protectorates were establlshed over Sarawak. Brunei and North 
Borneo In 1888; It was then tlme to turn to the negotiatlon of 
boundarles wlth Spaln, which occupled the nelghbourlng Sulu 
archipelago, and the Netherlands, whlch clalmed the remainder of 
Borneo. Brltaln's agreement with Spaln has already been 
described In the account of the Phlllpplnes' boundary. 

The first Anglo-Dutch boundary was settled on 20 June 1891. 
The orlglnal cesslon secured by Overbeck and Dent from the 
sultan of Brunei In 1878 named the Sebuku rlver as the southern 
limlt on the east coast. However, the Britlsh North Borneo 
Company offlclals were unable to reach that area before the 
Dutch. Thelr advance south from Sandakan was blocked by the 
hordes of plrates In Darvel bay, and the Dutch took advantage of 
thls situation to press northwards from thelr southern stations. 
The two governments agreed to start the boundary on the coast at 
latltude 4"10' north, and thls parallel was used to partltlon the 
island of Sebatlk. From the coast the boundary proceeded inland 
In a northwest directlon so that the Slmengaris rlver was left to 
Dutch Borneo. At the lntersectlon of parallel 4'20' north and 
meridlan 117" easl the boundary swung westwards towards the 
main range separating rlvers flowlng to the coasts of Sarawak and 
Sabah from those flowlng to the south and west coasts of Borneo. 
The deflnltlon of the sectlon of boundary leadlng to the maln 
watershed along parallel 4'20' north was confusing. 

, . In the evenl of the Slmengarls Rlver or any other river flowlng Into the 
sea below 4"10', belng found on survey to cross the proposed boundary 
lvlthln a radlus of 5 geographlcal mlles [8 km], the llne shall be dlverled so 
ee lo include such small portlons or bends of rlvers wlthin Dutch lerrltory; 
a slmllar concession belng made by the Netherlend Government . . . 
(British and Forelgn State Papers. 83:42). 

It Is not clear whether thls condltlon refers to rlvers flowlng across 
the boundary whlch have thelr source wlthln 5 m (8 km) of the 
crossing, or to rlvers which cross the boundary more than once 
where those crossings are less than 5 m (8 km) apart. The western 
termlnus of the Anglo-Dutch boundary was at polnt Datu, a well- 
known coastal landmark. The boundary along the watershed was 
really based on geographlcal faith because the courses of the 
rlvers orlglnatlng In the m0untalnS had not been establlshed by 
survey. 

In 1905 there was a sllght dlsagreement between the Dutch and 
North Borneo offlclals about the course of the boundary close to 
the coast. The company offlcers belleved the boundary followed 
the parallel 4"10' north due west before swlnglng northwestwards 
towards the lntersectlon of parallel 4"20' north and merldian 117" 
east. The Dutch objected thet such a boundary would Intersect the 
Slmengaris rlver close to the coast, and inslsted that this dlfflculty 
had been foreseen and avolded by the negotlatlons in 1891. The 
Brltlsh government agreed wlth the Dutch representations and the 
company was advlsed accordlngly. 

The sectlon of the boundary from the east coast to Moeloek 
mountaln was demarcated In 1912-13, and the descrlptlon was 
embodled In an agreement slgned on 28 September 1915. The 
boundary was shown on an attached map at e scale of 1500 000. 
Thls map also records two llnes 5 m (8 km) north and south of the 
stralght llnes mentioned In the 1891 treaty; thls Is a clear 
lndlcation that the surveyors were concerned wlth the sources of 
rlvers whlch crossed the boundary. Thelr lnterpretatlon of the 
boundary where major rlvers crossed the parallel 4'20', but had a 
source more than 5 m (8 km) dlstant from the parallel, Is not 
consistent, and It must be presumed that there were concessions 
to both sldes. Plllars were erected on parallel 4'20' north on the 
banks of the Penslangan, Aglsan and Sebuda rlvers. 

The third and final Anglo-Dutch boundary treaty was signed 
on 26 March 1928. It concerned a short section of boundary 
measuring about 30 km (18 m) between the Apl and Raya peaks. 
In thls sectlon the boundary Is trendlng northwards towards Its 
western termlnus, and It Is cuttlng across the graln of the low 
ranges, whlch stlll have a northeast-southwest axls. The 
watersheds between some rlvers flowlng to the coast east and 
west of polnt Datu are low and It seems llkely thet settlement 
extendlng westwards along the valleys had spllled over these 
watersheds In such cases. Thls seems to be the most llkely 
explanation for the cesslon of about 100 sq. km (38 sq. m) by the 
Netherlands In the upper Separan and Berunas valleys. Thls 
boundary was marked by fifteen wooden and four cement pillars. 
and the locatlon of these was marked on a map at a scale of 
1 :so 000. 

There were some problems along thls border durlng the period 
of confrontation between lndonesla and Malaysla and flghtlng 
between regular and Irregular unlts occurred. However, since the 
end of that trauma relatlons between the two countries have 
Improved and no recent problems have been reported In this 
borderland. 

Unlted Klngdorn, Forelgn OHlce (1891-2). British and Foreign State 
Papers, vol. 83. H.M.S.O.. London. 

Terllng. N. (1971). Britain, the Brookes and Brunei. Kuala Lumpur. 
Wrlght. L. R. (1970). The origins olBritish Borneo. Hong Kong. 





Selected list of place names with Pinyin equivalents 

Pinyin 
Aigun. see Ai-hul 
AI-hu~ Aihui 
A-k'o-su Aksu 
A-k'o-su Ho (r~ver) Aksu He 
Aksai Chin Aksayqin 
Aksu, see A-k'o-su 
Aksu Yangi Shahr, see A-k'o-su 
Ala Shan Desert Alishan 
Alta~ Mountains Allay Shan 
Antung, see Tan-lung 
Argun Ergune 

Map Ref. Pinyin 
Kizil River, see K'a-shih-ka-erh Ho 
Kok Su, see K'u-k'o-shul Ho 
K'u-k'o-shui Ho (rlver) Kekesu He 
Kong-rning Shan (mts), see K'ung-rnlng Shan 

Kuang-hsi Chuang-tsu 
Tzu-chlh-ch'u (province) Guangx~ Zhuangzu 

Zizhlqu 
Kuel-chou Sheng (province) Guizhou Sheng 
Kuldja, see I-nlng 
Kurn Arik (river), see A-k'o-su Ho 
K'ung-rning Shan (rnts) Kunrnlng Shan 
Kun-lun Snan (rnts) Kunlun Shan 
Kwangsi (province), see Kuang-hsi 
Kweichow (province), see Kuei-chou Sheng 
Kyzylsu (rlver), see K'a-shlh-ka-erh Ho 

Baytag Bogd Uul (rnts), see Pei-ta Shan 
Boro Horo Ula (rnts) Boro horo Shan 4 C3 
Burchum River, see Pu-erh-ching Ho 

Lan-ts'ang Chlang Lancang Jiang 
Lin-chiang Linjiang 
Lung-chou Longzhou 

Chahar (region) Qahar 6 0 2  
Chan-chiang Zhanjiang I d  83 
Ch'ang Chiang (river) Chang Jiang I b  A2-3 
Chiao-hslen Jiao Xian I d  8 2  
Chuguchak, see T'a-ch'eng Macau Aornen 

Manass, see Ma-na-ssu 
Ma-na-ssu Manas 
Man-chou-li Menzhouli 
Meng-lien Mengllan 
Meng-lung, see Ts'ang-yuan 
Meng-lzu Mengzi 

Monghka, see Hsi-rneng 
Monglun, see Ts'ang-yuan 
Mu-ssu-t'a-ko Shan-k'ou Muztag 
Muztagh, see Mu-ssu-t'a-ko Shan-k'ou 

Dalai Nor, see Hu-lun Ch'ih 
Dernchok Dernqo 

Erh-hen-hao-t'e Erlianhaote 6 C2 

Fu-shun, see Fu-sung 
Fu-shun-ch'eng Fushuncheng 34 A2 
Fu-sung Fusong 34 81 
Fu-yuan Fuyuan 5 A2 

Namja La (pass), see Na-mu-cha Shan-k'ou 
Na-mu-cha Shan-k'ou Narnuzha Shankou 
Nan-ning Nannlng 
Nu Chlang (rlver) Nu Jiang 
Nu Shan (rnts) Nu Shan 

Gartok, see Ka-erh 

Hai-nan Tao (island) 
Hel-lung Chiang (river) 
Herlen (river) 
Ho-chiang Chuan-ch'u 

(special area) 
Ho-erh-kuo-ssu Ho (river) 
Hong Kong 
HSI Chiang (river) 
HSI-meng 

Hainan Dao 29 
Heilong Jiang 5 
Herlun He 3 

0-erh-ku-na Ho, see Argun 
Hejlang 5 
Korgas 4 
Xianggang 33 
Xi Jiang 1 b 
Xirneng 25 

Pai-l'ou Shan Baitoushan 
Pa-li-chia-ssu, see Dernchok 
Pangong Lake, see Pan-kung Hu 
Pan-kung Hu (lake) Bangong Co 

Parigas, see Pa-li-chla-ssu 
Pei-ta Shan (rnts) Baytik Shan 
Pen-ch'i Benxi 

P'o-lo-ho-lo Shan (rnls), see Boro Horo Ula 
Pu-erh-ching Ho (rlver) Burqin He 
P'u-Ian Busheng 

Hsin-ch~ang Wei-wu-erh 
TZU-chlh-ch'u 
(auton. region) 

Hsing-k'ai Hu (lake) 
Hsl-tsang Tzu-chih-ch'u 

(auton, reglon) 
Huang Ho (river) 
Hu-lun Ch'lh (lake) 
Hun-ch~ang (river) 
Hun-ch'un 
Hung-chi-la Shan-k'ou 

(pass) 

Xinjiang Uygur Zizhiqu 16 
Xingkai Hu 2 

Xizang Zizhlqu 16 
Huang He 1 b 
Hulun Chi 6 
Hunjiang 34 
Hunchun 34 

Red River, see Yuan Chiang 
Rudok, see Jih-t'u 

Kunjirap Daban 15 Shen-ch'uan, see Shurnchun 
Shurnchun Shenzhen 
Siang Chiang, see Yu Chiang 
Sinkiang, see Hsln-chiang 
So-ch'e, see Yeh-erh-ch'iang 
South China Sea Nan Hai 
Sui-lai, see Ma-na-ssu 
Sung-hua Chiang (river) Songhua Jlang 

Jlh-t'u Ruto 16 82 

Ka-erh Gar 16 83 

K'a-la-k'un-lun 
Shan-k'ou (pass) Karakorurn Shankou 15 D3 

Karakorurn Pass, see Ka'-la-k'un-lun Shan-k'ou 
K'a-shih-ka-erh Ho (river) Kargar He 4 A4 
Khabarovsk Chabarovsk 5 C2 
Khan-Tengrl (peak) Hantengr~ 4 8 3  

T'a-ch'eng Tacheng 
T'a-li-mu P'en-11 (basln) Tarlm Pendi 

Tan-lung Dandong 
Tarbagtai, see T'a-ch'eng 



Pinyin Map Ref. 
T'ien Shan (mts) Tian Shan 4 8 3  
1.0-shih-kan Ho (river) Toxkan 4 83 
~s'ang-yuan Cangyuan 25 8 1  

WU-su-li Chiang Wusuli Jiang 5 82-3 

Ya-lu-ls'ang-pu 
Chiang (rlver) Yarlung Zangbo 

Jleng l a  C3 

Yanglze Rlver, see Ch'ang Chiang 

Pinyin 
Yarkand, aar Yeh-erh-ch'ieng 
Yarkand Rlver. see Yeh-erh-ch'iang Ho 
Yeh-arh-ch'lang Yerkanl 
Yeh-erh-ch'iang Ho Yankant He 
Yellow Sea H u a n ~  Hai 
Yuan Chlang Yuan Jiang 
Yu Chlang (river) Yu Jiang 
Yunnan provlnce, see Yun-nen rheng 
Yun-nan rheng Yunnan 



Gazetteer 

A Map Ref . Let . Long . 

Abagay1uy.US.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Abakan R . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Ab-e-Vakhan (rlver) . Afghan . see 

Vakhan.Ab-e . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 
Ab-i-Kaisar (river) . Afghan . see Oeysar . 8 
Ab-i-Panla (river) . Alghan.1U.S.S.R. . .  7 
Adam Ulan . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Adirarnpatnarn . India . . . . . . . . . .  35 
Aglsan . Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 
Agisan. Sungai (river) E.Malay./lndon. . 44 
Agra . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l c  
Ag-SU (river) . U.5.S.R .. see Aq-su . . . .  7 
A~gun . Chlna see Ai-hu~ . . . . . . . . . .  2 
AI-hul. China . . . .  . . . .  2 
Aitape . P.N.G . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Ajnala . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Akcha . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Akhaura . Bangla D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 
A-k' o-su . Ch~na . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
A-k'o-su Ho (river) . China . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Ak Sat R . U.S.S.R .. see Aksay R . . . . . . .  4 
Aksai Chin (region). Chinallndia . . . . .  16 
AksayR ..U.S.S. R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Aksu . China. see A-k'o-su . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Aksu Yangi Shahr . China . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Ala Shan Desert . China . . . . . . . . . . .  l a  
Alatau Range . U.S.S.R .. see 

Dzhungarskiy Alatau . . . . . . . . .  4 
Alma-Ata . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Alor . Pulau (island) . lndon . . . . . . . . . .  38 

. . . . .  Altai Mountains . China1U.S.S.R. l a  
Arnakono (tribal area) . Indon . . . . . . . .  40 
Arnanab . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Arnazar(river).U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Arnboina Cay (island) S.China Sea. see 

Arnboyna Cay . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 
Amboyna Cay (island) . %China Sea . . .  36 
Arnbunti . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Am luang (tribal area) . Indon . . . . . . . .  40 
Arngun (river) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Amiran (plain) Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Arnnok-kang (rlver) . N . Korea. see Yalu 

River . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Arnritsar . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Arnu Darya (river) . Afghan.1U.S.S.R. . . .  0 
Arnur River . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Analai Tivu (island). Sri Lanka . . . . . . .  35 
Anarnba Islands . Indon .. see Anarnbas . 36 
Anambas . Kepulauan (islands). Indon . . 36 
Andarnan Sea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Andkhvoy . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Angarnarut . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Angara R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Ange R .. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 
Anjar . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Antung . China . see Tan-lung . . . . . . . .  34 
Apt . Gunong (rnt) . E.Malay.1lndon. . . . .  44 
Apo Duat . Pegunongan (mts). E . Malay .. 

see Apo Duat Range (lndon.) . . . . .  44 
Aq Chah . Alghan.. see Aqcheh . . . . . .  7 
Aqcheh.Afghan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
AqR1bat.U.S.S.R . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Aq Su (river) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Arab~an Sea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Aralura Sea. Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 
Arakan Yorna (rnts) . Burma . . . . . . . . .  23 
Arakhadain Usu (river) . U.S.S.R. . . . . .  3 
Aral'skoye More (sea) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . .  l a  
Arandu . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Aranyaprathet . Tha~land . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
ArgunR ..U.S.S. R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Arnawa~. Pak .. see Arandu . . . . . . . . .  11 
Arnawai R .. Afghan .. see Bashgal R . . . .  11 
Aru. Kepulauan (Islands) . Indon . . . . .  38 
Arun R .. Nepal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ashlnga. R U.S.S.R. 3 
Ashrnore Reef. Aust . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 
Asmar . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Assam (state) . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 
Atambua . lndon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Atapupu . lndon . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Atauro . llha de I~s land l  . Port . Tlrnor . . . .  38 

82 
C1-2 
C2 
A2 
Inset 

Map Ref . 

Atirarnpanlnarn. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 81  
Alouat Plateau . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 ~ 2 - 3  
Altapu . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 83 
Ayam . Tanlono (polnt). W.Malay. . . . . .  37 132 

8 
Babar . Pulau (Island) . Indon . . . . . . . . .  38 BZ 
Babi. Tandjung (polnt) . Indon . . . . . . . .  37 c 2  
Badakhshan . (adrnin.div.). Alghan . . . . .  7 c 2  
Badin . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l g  ~1 
Bahau . Sungai (river). lndon . . . . . . . . .  44 C2 
Bahraich . lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 82 
Bahu Kalat (region). Iran . . . . . . . . . .  12 A4 
Baikal (lake) . U.S.S.R .. see Baykal . . . .  3 C2 
Bajaur (reglon) . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 C2 
Bakharz (region). Iran . . . . . . . . . . . .  g gp 
Bakhty . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 82 
Balabac Island . Phil . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 A4 
Balabac Strait . Phll . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 ~4 
Bala Morghab . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 82 
Baliari. Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 81  
Balibo (tribal area) . Port.Tirnor . . . . . .  40 D2 
Balkhash . Oz . (lake) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . .  4 A2 
Baluchlstan (region). Pak . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Bampusht (region). Iran . . . . . . . . . . .  12 83 
Ban Chai Burl . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . .  28 82 
Banda . Laut (sea). lndon . . . . . . . . . . .  38 82 
Banda Atjeh . lndon . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 A1 
Bandar-i-Khornal Khan . Afghan., see 

Karnal Khan . Bandar-l . . . . . . . . . .  10 82 
Bandar Serl Begawan. Brunel . . . . . . .  44 C2 
Banda Sea. Indon .. see Banda. Laut . . .  38 82 
Bandi Pass . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 A2 
Bandi- i -Sislan (dam). Afghan .. see 

Sislan. Band-l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 82 
Bang Chrurn (prov.). S . Vlet . . . . . . . . .  32b 81 
Banggi (island) . €.Malay. . . . . . . . . . .  42 A4 
Bangkok . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 C3 
Bangla Desh . Peoples' Rep . of . . . . . . .  22 
Banks Island . Aust . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 82 
Ban Me Thuot. S.Vlet. . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 C3 
Bannu . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 C2 
Bao R.. S . Viet . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 82 
Bao Loc. S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 C3 
Barak . Batang (river) . E.Malay. . . . . . .  44 C2 
Baralia N . (river). Indla . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 82 
Baram . Tanjong (cape) . E.Malay. . . . . .  44 82 
Bari Doab . (region) . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 AB3 
Barisal (adrnin.dlstric1). Bangla D . . . . .  22 83 
Barman . Pegunungan (rnls) . Indon . . . . .  1 b A4 
Basak . Laos. see Charnpasak . . . . . . .  30 83 
Bashgal R .. Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 C2 
Basilan (island). Phll . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 C5 
Baslllsk Passage . Aust . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 82 
Bassac . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 83 
Batala . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 C2 
Batarn . Pulau (island). lndon . . . . . . . . .  37 C3 
Batan Islands. Phll . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 81  
Batdarnbang . Cambodia . . . . . . . . . .  28 8 3  
Batek . Pulau (island) . Indon . . . . . . . . .  40 82 
Bathurst Island . Aust . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 C3 
Batoe Poellh . Tandloeng (cape) . 

Port . Tirnor. see Bato Putlk . . . . . . .  38 82 
Bato Putlk. Ponta (cape). Port . Tlrnor . . 38 82 
Battarnbang. Cambodia. see 

Baldambang . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 B3 
Baucarna . Mota (river). Indon .. sea 

Baukama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 D2 
Baukarna . Mote (rlver). lndon . . . . . . . .  40 D2 
Bawlake.Burrna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 81 
Bawui . Pegunungan (rnts). lndon . . . . . .  44 C3 
Bayka l .0~.  (lake) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . .  3 C2 
Baylag Bogd Uul (mts) . MongolialChina 6 A2 
Be . Song (river) . S . Viet . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 8 3  
Beanl Bazar . Bangla D . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 C2 
Beas R .. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 C2 
Bebuki (tribal area) . Indon . . . . . . . . . .  40 C2 
Bedel . Pereval (pass) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . .  4 83 
Bedok . Tanlong (point) . Slngapore . . . .  37 C2 
Belakangpadang . Pulau (island) . Indon . . 37 8 3  
Bengal . Bay of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 A3 
Ben Luc . S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 8 3  

. Long . 









Map Ref . La! . Long . 

Ka1ya.1. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 A2 34.18N 73.57E 
Kajan . Sungai (river). lndon . . . . . . . . .  44 CD-2 2.55N 117.35E 

. . .  K'a-la-ch'u-k'u-erh Ho (river). China 14 C2 37.14N 75.23E 
.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Kaladan R Burma 23 A3 20.09N 92.57E 

Kalagan (region). Iran . . . . . . . . .  12 83 27.10N 62.45E . . . . . . .  K'a-la-k'a-shlh Ho (river) China 16 A1 38.06N 80.24E 
K'a-la-k'un-lun Shan-k'ou (pass) . 

ChinaIPak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 D3 35.30N 77.50E 
. Kalat (regton) Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 C2 27.30N 64.10E 

Kalbano Baai (bay) . Indon., see Kolbano 
Teluk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 A3 10.02s 124.35E 

KallR .. Nepal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 A1-2 27.21N 81.23E 
Kali Wali (river) . Afghan .. see Qal 'Eh-ye 

Vali . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 02 35.39N 63.14E 
Kalirnantan (island). lndon . . . . . . . . . .  36 DE2-3 1.00s 114.00E 
KamalKhan.Afghan. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 82 30.18N 61.53E 
Kambing . Poelau (island) . Port.Timor. 

see Atauro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 82 8.135 125.35E 
Kambling Island . Porl.Timor. see Atauro 38 02 8.13s 125.35E 
Karnchay Mea . Cambodia . . . . . . . . . .  32b A1 11.35N 105.40E 
Karnde.P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 84 8.01s 141.00E 
Karneng R.. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 82 26.39N 92.54E 
Karnpong Cham . Cambodia . . . . . . . .  31 82 12.00N 105.27E 
Karnpong Chhnang . Cambodia . . . . . .  31 A2 12.15N 104.40E 
Kampong Kdei . Stoeng (river) . 

Cambodia. see Cai Bac . Rach (river) . 
S.Vie1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b A1 11.21N 105.56E 

Kampong Rou . Cambodia . . . . . . . . .  32b A3 10.55N 105.56E 
Karnpong Thum . Cambodia . . . . . . . .  31 A2 12.42N 104.54E 
Kanas R .. China. see K'o-la-ssu Ho 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (river).China 4 C2 48.48N 87.03E 
KanChanlot . S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . .  32a A3 10.25N 104.27E 
Kandahar. Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 83 31.35N 65.45E 
Kangar . W Malay . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 A2 6.26N 100.12E 
Kang Hau . China . see Ching k'ou . . . . .  33 B1 22.38N 114.11E 
Kanowit. Sungai (river) . E.Malay. . . . . .  44 83 2.06N 112.09E 
Kansong . S.Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 82 38.20N 128.28E 
Kantegir R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 A2 52.43N 91.19E 
Kapuas . Sungai (river). lndon . . . . . . . .  44 83 0.25s 109.40E 
Kapuas Hulu . Pegunongan (rnts) . 

E.Malay. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 83 1.25N 113.15E 
Kapurlhala . India . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 C2 31.30N 75.27E 
Kara-baba . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . .  8 82 36.11N 63.57E 
Karachi . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 04 24.52N 67.03E 
Kara Chukur R .. China . . . . . . . . . . .  14 C2 37.14N 75.23E 
Kara Davan (pass) . U.S.S.R.1China . . . .  4 82 45.09N 80.45E 
Kara lrtish (river) . U.S.S.R .. see Chernyy 

Irtysh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 C2 47.52N 84.16E 
Karai Tivu (island) . Sri Lanka . . . . . . . .  35 82 9.44N 79.51E 
Kara Jilgah Pass . Afghan .. see Qarah 

Jolgeh Davan (pass) . Afghan.1China . 14 B1 37.17N 74.34E 
Kara Kash. Darya (river) . U.S.S.R .. see 

K'a-la-k'a-shih Ho (river) . China . . . .  16 A1 38.06N 80 24E 
Karakoram Pass . Pak.IChina . . . . . . .  15 D3 35.30N 77.50E 
Karakoram Range (mts) . 

ChinalPak.llndia . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l a  02 35.00N 75.00E 
Karakurny. Peskildesert) . U.S.S.R. . . . .  l a  A02 39.00N 60.00E 
Karat . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 82 34.35N 60.34E 
Karatal R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 82 46.26N 77.10E 
Kargil. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 82 34.31N 76.13E 
Karirnanj . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 C2 24.52N 92.20E 
KarnaliR.. Nepal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 81-2 28.38N 81.20E 
Karobai Gall (hill). India . . . . . . . . . . .  21 02 34.39N 75.14E 
Kasbo . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 C1 24.17N 70.47E 
Kashan . Darya-ye (river) . 

Afghan.1U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  8 02 35.55N 62.57E 
Kashan . Darya-ye (river) . 

Alghan.1U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 82 35.55N 62.57E 
. Kashgar Yangi Shahr China . . . . . . . .  4 A4 39.27N 75.52E 

. . . .  Ka-shlh-ka-erh Ho (river). China 4 A4 39.46N 78.15E 
Kashmir State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Kas Prlng (Island) . Cambodia. see Kas 

Prins . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 82 10.23N 102.58E 
. Kas P r~ns  (island) Cambodia . . . . . .  43 02 10.23N 102.58E 

Kasur. Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 82 31.07N 74.34E 
. Kasur Canal l nd~a  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 C2 31.55N 75.25E 

Kathmandu. Nepal . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 C2 27.43N 85.19E 
. . . . .  Katmandu Nepai.see Kathmandu 17 C2 27.43N 85.19E 

. . .  Kalong . Taniong (cape). Singapore 37 02 1.18N 103.54E 
Kaur-I-Khan (r~ver).  Iran . . . . . . . . .  13 84 29.04N 61.23E . . Kaw~o. Pulau (Island) Indon . . . . . . .  42 C5 4.40N 125.27E 
Kawiudo. Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 81  18.29N 97.19E 
Kawnghsang . Burma . . . . . . . .  25 8 2  22.55N 99.03E 
Kawngrneum . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 81  23.01N 99.03E 
Kazakevbcheva . Protoka (channel) . 

US.SR.  . . . . . . . . . . .  5 82 48.23N 134.25E 
. Kazakevlchevo U.S S.R. . . . . . . . .  5 82 48.16N 134.46E 

Kazalwan. lndla . . . . . . . .  21 A2 34.30N 74.43E 
. Kedah. Slate of W.Malay. . . . . . . . . .  27 A2 6.00N 100.40E 

Kefamenanu . Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Kelannanoe . Indon .. see Kefarnenanu . 40 

. . .  Kefannanu . Indon .. see Kefamenanu 40 
Kefannau . Indon .. see Kefamenanu . . .  40 
Kegen R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Kel Islands . Indon .. see Kal . Kepulauan . 38 
Kei (kingdom) . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Kel . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Kel Pass . Thailand. see Ken . Chong . . .  28 
Kelai . Sungai (river) . Indon . . . . . . . . . .  44 
Kelali (rnt) . Indon.lPorl.Tirnor . . . . . . .  i c  
Keiantan . State of . W.Maiay. . . . . . . . .  27 
Kelantan . Sungal (river) . W.Malay . . . . .  27 
Keliman Su (rlver). Pak .. see Uprang Jilga 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 
Kernarat. Thailand . see Khernrnaret . . .  30 
Kernena . Balang (river). €.Malay. . . . . .  44 
Ken . Chong (pass) . Thalland . . . . . . . .  28 
Kenderong . Gunong (mt) . W.Malay. . . .  27 
Kenghsen . Burma. see Me Sakun . . . . .  26 
Keran . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Kerian . Sungai (river) . W.Malay. . . . . . .  27 
Kerk1.U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Kerulen (river) . Mongolia . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Ketmen'. Khr . (mts) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . .  4 
Ketungau . Sungai (river) . Indon . . . . . . .  44 
Khabarovsk . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Khabarovskly Kray (kray) . U.S.S.R. . . . .  5 
Khadir Is .. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Khalij-e Gavater (bay) . IranlPak .. see 

Gwalar Bay . Pak./lran . . . . . . . . . .  12 
KharnAb.U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Kham-I-Ab . U.S.S.R..see Kham Ab . . .  8 
Khanka . Ozero (lake) . Chlna1U.S.S.R. . .  2 
Khan-Tengri (peak). U.S.S.R. . . . . . . .  4 
Khaperka . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Khar Karnar (peak) . Pak.lAfghan. . . . . .  11 
Khash Rud (river) . Afghan . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Khashrod (river) . Afghan .. see Khash 

Rud (river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Khemarat . Thailand . see Khemmarat . . 30 
Khernchik R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Khernrnarat . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Khllak (river). U.S.S.R .. see Khilok R . . . .  3 
Khilok R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Khoai. Hon (island) . S.Viet. . . . . . . . . .  43 
Kholm.Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Khornal-Khan . Afghan., see Karnal Khan 10 
Khong . Don (Island) . Laos . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Koperka . U.S.S.R .. see Khaperka . . . . .  5 
Khoperskoye . U.S.S.R .. see Khaperka . . 5 
Khopersnoye . U.S.S.R .. see Khaperka . . 5 
Khorewah . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Khorgos R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Khospas Rud . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Khota Baru . W.Malay .. see Kota Baharu . 27 
Khota Bharu . W.Malay., see Kota 

Baharu . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 
Khulm . Afghan .. see Kholm . . . . . . . . .  7 
Khulna (district & div.). Bangla D . . . . . .  22 
Khunjerab Pass . Pak.lChina . . . . . . . .  15 
Khunjerab . Pak./Chlna . . . . . . . . . . .  15 
Khuspas (river) . Afghan .. see Khospas 

Rud (river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Khwaja Khidr (peak) . Afghan . . . . . . . .  11 
Khyber Pass . Pak.1Afghan. . . . . . . . . .  11 
Kiang-hung (region) . China . . . . . . . . .  24 
Kiang Tong (region) . Burma . . . . . . . .  24 
Kikori River . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Kila-i-Kohna . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Klla-i-Nau . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Kilakkarai . Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 
Kileh Wali (river) . Afghan .. see Qal 'Eh-ye 

Vali (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . Kilik Pass Pak.lChina 14 

Kinabatangan Besar . Kuala (r iver) . 
€.Malay. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 

Kishanganga R . IndialPak . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Klunga . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Klzil (river) . China. see K'a-shih-ka-erh 

Ho. lrlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Kizil Jlk (pass). U.S.S.R .. see Uch-bel'. 

Pereval (pass) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Kobdo Mongolia 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Kohat Pak 11 

Koh-I-Mallk-Slah (rnl). lran see Kuh-i- 
Mallk Siah (mt) . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Kohlstan (region) Pak 11 
. . . . .  .. . Kohsan Afghan see Kuhestan 9 

Ref . 



Map 

~ o k  . Narn (rlver). Burma. see Hkok . Narn 
(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 . . . . . . . . . . . .  Kokang (region) Burma 24 

Kokcha (river) . Afghan .. see Kowkchen R . 7 
~ o k  Su (river) . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
KoksuR ..U.S.S. R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

. . . . . . . . .  . KO-la-ssu Ho (river) China 4 . . . . . . . . . .  Kolbano . Teluk (bay) lndon 38 
Koleporn . Pulau (Island) . Indon .. see 

Dolak . Pulau (island) . . . . . . . . . .  38 
K'o-li-k'o Shan-k'ou (pass) . ChinalPek . . 14 
Kolodets Sary-Gurnbezll. U.S.S.R .. see 

Sary-Gurnbezli . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 . . . . . . . .  Kolok . Sungai (rlver) Thalland 27 
K'o-lu-lun Ho (river) . Chlna. see Kerulen 

(river) . Mongolla . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Kornchal Meas . Cambodia. see Karnchay 

Mea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 
. . . . .  KornpOng Mean Chey . Cambodia 32b 

KornpOng Tasang . Carnbodla . . . . . .  32b 
Kornpong Thorn . Cambodia. see 

Karnpong Thurn . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 
Kornpong Trach . Carnbodla. see Phurnl 

Kornpong Trach . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . Kong. Xe (river) Laos 30 

~ong -m ing  Shan (mts) . China. see 
Kung-rning Shan (rnts) . . . . . . . . .  24 . . . . . . . .  Kong Tonle (river) Cambodia 30 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Konturn . S.Viet. 30 
. . .  . .. Konur Olen U.S.S.R see Konyrolen 4 

Konyrolen . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Kop Valley. Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 

. . . . . . .  . . ~ o p o k  Tanjong (pt) W.Malay. 37 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Korl. India 19 . . . . . . . . . . . .  Kori Creek (river) India 19 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Korsakovo U.S.S.R. 5 
Korsakovskiy . U.S.S.R .. see Korsakovo . 5 
Korsakovskoye . U.S.S.R .. see Korsakovo 5 

. . . . . . .  Kosanf. N.Korea. see Kuurn-ni 34 
Koshk. Darya-ye (river) . Alghan . . . . . .  8 
Kosi R .. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 . . . . . . . . . . . .  Kota Baharu W.Malay. 27 

. . . . . . . . . . .  . Kola Kinabalu E.Malay. 44 
K'o-tsa-k'ai-wei-ch'ai-wo Shui-tao 

(channel).ChinalU.S.S.R. . . . . . . .  5 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Kowkchen R.. Alghan 7 

. . . . . .  Kowloon Peninsula . Hong Kong 33 
Kowtal-e-Khaybar (pass) . Afghan .. 

see Khyber Pass . Pak . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
. . . . . .  Ko-ya Shan-k'ou (pass) . China 17 

Kracheh . Cambodia . . . . . . . . .  31 
Krasnyy Zaton . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

. . . . . . .  Krati . Cambodia. see Kracheh 31 
Kravanh. Chuor Phnurn (rnls). Carnbodla 28 

. . . . . .  . Kreslovaya (channel) U.S.S.R. 5 
Krestovaya Nizhnyaya Spasovka 

(channel) . U.S.S.R .. see Krestovaya 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (channel) 5 

Krian . Sungai (river) . W.Malay .. see 
. . . . . . . . . .  Kerian. Sungai (river) 27 

Krong Po'ko (river) . S.Viet .. see Po'ko . 
Krong (river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 

Krung Thep . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Kuala Lurnpur . W.Malay. . . . . . . . . . .  36 
Kuang-hsi Chuang-tsu Tzu-chih-ch'u 

(province) . China . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Kucha.China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
K'u-ch'e . China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Kuching . E.Malay. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 
Kuel-chou Sheng (province) . China . . .  29 
Kuern. P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Kuhak. Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Kuhak. Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Kuhak (reglon). Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Kuheslan . Alghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Kuh-i-Mallk Slah (rnt) . Pak . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Kuh-i Siahan (rnls). I ran lPak .. see 

Siahan . Kuh-l (rnls) . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
K'u hs~ng Ho (river) . China . . . . . . . . .  25 
K'u-k'o-shui (river) . China . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Kuldja . China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Kulyab . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Kurnar8.U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Kurn Arlk (rlver) . Chlne . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Kun. Narn (river) . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Kundar R .. Pak.lAfghan. . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Kundar Rowd (rlver). Afghan.1Pak .. see 

Kundar R.. Pak.1Alghan. . . . . . . . .  11 
K'ung-rnlng Shan (rnts) . Chlna . . . . . . .  24 

Map Ref . 
Kunglo. see Chlng.1~ . China . . . .  33 B l  
Kunlong . Nnrn (river) . Chlna . . . . . .  25 A1 
Kun-lun (range) . China. see Kun-lun 

Shan(rnts) . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 CD2 
Kun-lun Shan (rnts) . China . . . . . . . .  15 CD2 
Kurrarn R~ver . Psk./Afghan . . . . . .  1 1 C2 
Kuruk.Alghan . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 C2 
Kushka (r~ver). U.S.S.R . . . . . .  8 B2 
Kusiyara R . IndialBnngla D . . . . .  22 C2 
Kuspas (river) . Alghan .. see Khospas Rud 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Kul. KO (Island) . Thailand . . . .  43 
Kutch . Gulf 01. India . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Kuurn-ni . N.Korea . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Kuytun Mt . Mongolia . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
KwaJa Salar. Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Kwangs~ Province. China. see Kuang-hs~ 

(province) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Kweichow Province . China. see Kuel- 

chou Sheng (province) . . . . . .  29 . Kyalng Cheing (region) Burma . . . . .  24 
Kyakht8.U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Kyebogyi . Burma . . . . . . . . . .  26 
KyraR.U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Kyzylkurn . Peski (desert) . U.S.S.R. . . . .  l a  
Kyzylrabol.U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Kyzylsu (river) . U.S.S.R .. see K'a-shlh-ka- 

. . . . . . . . . . .  erh Ho (rlver). China 4 

CDl  

L 
La . Narn (rlver) . China. see Nan-la Ho 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 82 
Labang.lndon. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 C2 
Labuan . Pulau (island) . E.Malay. . . . . .  44 C1 
Lac Giao . S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 C3 
Lahore . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 82 
Lal Chau . N.Vie1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 82 
Lei Chow . N.Viet .. see Lei Chau . . . . . .  29 82 
Lakecune (lrlbal area) . lndon . . . . . . . .  40 0 2  
Lakhpal-India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 A2 
Larnakitu (tribal area) . Por1.Tirnor . . . . .  40 D2 
Larnrna Island . Hong Kong . . . . . . . . .  33 B3 
Landak . Sungai (river). lndon . . . . . . . .  44 A3 
Landay Sind (river). Afghan . . . . . . . . .  11 C2 
Lang. Narn (river) . Chlna . . . . . . . . . .  25 C2 
Langkaw Island . W.Malay., see Langkaw~ . 

Pulau (island) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 81 
Langkawl . Pulau (island) . W.Malay. . . .  36 81  
Lang Son . N.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 C2 
Lanlao Island . Hong Kong . . . . . . . . . .  33 A2 . . . . . . .  Lan ts'ang Chiang (river) China 29 A1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Lao Cai N.Viet. 29 C2 
Lao Kay . N.Viet .. see Lao Cai . . . . . . . .  29 C2 
Lapthal (camping ground) . Chinallndia . 16 84 
Lararn Peak . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 C2 
Lar Kuh(rn1). Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 A2 . . . . . . . . . . .  Lar Rud(river) Pak.llran 13 81 
Lash . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 B1 
Lash-e-juwein. Afghan.. see Lash . . . . .  10 B1 . . . . . . . . . . .  Lawit Gunung (rnt). lndon 44 83 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Leh. India 21 C2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Lena (river) U.S.S.R. l a  D l  
Leninskoye . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 82 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Leyte . Phll 42 C3- . . . . . . . .  LI-hslen Chiang (river) Chlna 29 BC2 . . . . . .  Lirnbang. Sungai (river) E.Malay. 44 C2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Lin-chiang China 34 82 
. . . . . . . .  Ling. Laern (polnt). Thailand 28 83 . . . . . . . . . .  . Lipai Buket (rnt) Thailand 27 82 . . . . . . . . . . . .  Lo. Song (river) N.Viet. 29 C2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Loc Ninh. S.Viet. 31 83 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Logtak Lake lndla 23 82 
. . . . . . . . . . .  Lol. Narn (rlver). Burma 24 83 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . Lol Phou (peak). Laos 30 A1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Lol Leng (river) Leos 30 82 . . . . . . . . . . . .  Lol-Luh (region) Burma 25 83 
. . . . . . . . .  Long Khanh (prov.). S.Vlet. 32b 82 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Long Xuyen S.Vlet. 31 83 
. . . . . . . . .  . Losln. KO (island) Thalland 43 A4 . . . . . . . . . . . .  Louangphrabang Laos 30 A2 
. . . . . . . . .  . Lower Earl Doab Canal Pak 20 A2 

Luang Prabang ..Laos. see 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Louengphrabang 30 A2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Lu-fang Burrne 25 A1 

Lu-hel-t'e Ho (rlver). Chlna. see Luhll . . 18 C2 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Luhlt R.. lndla 18 C2 

. . . . . . . .  Lurnba. Pulau (Island). lndon 37 83 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Lunda. lndla 21 A2 

Lal . Long . 

27 OON 107.00E 
21.20N 100.00E 
50.20N 106.3OE 
19.21N 97 14E 
49.24N 112.19E 
42.00N 64.00E 
37.28N 74.44E 



Map Ref . Map Rel . Lat . Long . 
Lundai Sin (river) . Afghan .. see Landay 

Sind (river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 C2 
Lung.ching . Chlna. see Lung-chou . . . .  29 C2 
Lung.chou . China . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 C2 
Lung-ch'uan Chiang (river) . China . . .  24 A2 
Lupar . Batang (river) . €.Malay. . . . . .  44 83 
Lushai Hills . India . see Mizo Hills . . . . .  22 C2-3 
Luzon (Island) . Phil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 82-3 

M 

Meng.so . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Meng-ling (region) . China . . . . . . . .  24 
Meng.lung . China . see Ts'ang-Yuan . . 25 
Meng.tzu . China . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Merauke . lndon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Merauke . Sungai (rlver) . Indon . . . . . . .  41 
Merawang . Tanlong (pt) . Singapore . . .  37 
Mergui . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Merv.U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 ... 

Ma . Narn (rlver) . Burma . . . . . . . . .  25 
Ma . Narn (river) .. Chlna . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Ma . Song (river) . N.Viat. . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Mabaduam . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Macau . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I d  
Madhopur . I nd~a  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Madhumall R .. Bangla D . . . . . . . . . . .  22 
Madras . indla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l c  
Mae Nam Khong (river) . Thailand . . . . .  28 
Mae Nam Kra Buri (rlver) . Thailand. 

see Pakchan R .. Burma . . . . . . . .  26 

Me Sakun . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Meto . Noil (river) . Porl.Tlmor1lndon. . 40 
Meung Mao (reglon) . Chlna . . . . . . . .  24 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Meymaneh. Afghan 7 
Miana Barer. Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 
Miangas . Pulau (Island) . Indon . . . . . . .  42 
Miangls Island. Indon .. see Miangas . 

Pulau (island) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Mlan Kangi . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Mlan Khangl. Iran. see Mlan Kangl . . . .  10 
Middle Banks (shoal). India . . . . . . . . .  35 
Mih Man Joli Pass . Alahan .. see 

B 1 
82 
lnset 
82 
A2 
D5 

D5 
B 1 
B 1 
B 1 

Mae Nam Moei (river) . Thailand. see 
Thaungyin R .. Burma . . . . . . . . . .  26 

Mae Nam Nam (river) . Thailand. see 
Nan . Mae Nam (river) . . . . . . . . . .  28 

Mahakarn . Sungai (river) . indon . . . . . .  44 
Maimana. Afghan .. see Meymaneh . . . .  7 
Main Strait . Singaporellndon . . . . . . . .  37 
Mak . Nam (river) . BurmaIChlna . . . . . .  24 
Maksotag. Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Malacca . Strait of . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 b 
Malda (districi). India . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 
Malek Siah . Kuh-e (mt) Alghan.llran, see 

. . . . . . .  Kuh-i-Malik Slah . (mt). Pak 10 
ManaR ..U.S.S. R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Manas R.. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 
Manass. Ch~na . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Ma-na-ssu . China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Man-chou-li . China . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Mand (region) . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Mandarin's Way . Cambodia . . . . . . . .  32a 
Mandeo (tribal area) . Indon . . . . . . . . .  40 
Manglon (region) . Burma . . . . . . . .  25 
Manipur R .. Burmallndia . . . . . . . . . .  23 
Manipur (state). lndla . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 
Ma-nl-t'u . China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Manitu Gatul Khan . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . .  4 
Mannar . Sri Lanka . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 
Mannar . Gulf of. IndialSri Lanka . . . . .  35 
Mannar Island . Sri Lanka . . . . . . . . . .  35 
Maoke . Pegunungan (mts) . Indon . . . . .  1 b 
Maprik.P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Mari Chaq . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Mariinskoye . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Maruchak . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Mary.U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Masan.S.Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Masbale (island) . Phil . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Masela . Pulau (Island) . Indon . . . . . . . .  38 
Mashkel . Hamun-I (swamp) . Pak . . . . . .  12 
Mashkel . Rud-l (river) . Pak./lran . . . . .  12 
Masin . Mota (river) . Indon . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Mala Kawa Island . Old .. Aust . . . . . . . .  39 
Mathabhanga R.. Bangla D . . . . . . . . . .  22 
Maubara (tribal area 8 town). Port.Timor 40 
Maubaru (tribal area) . Port.Tlmor, see 

. . . . . . . . .  Maubara (tribal area) 40 . . . . . . . . .  Maubesl. Teluk (bay) Indon 38 
Vaucatar ( t r~bal area 8 town) . Port.Timor 38 
Mawkma~ . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Mazavad (peak) . Iran. see 

. . . . . . .  . Mazawad (peak) Pak.1lran 13 
Mechi R . Nepalllndia . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Medan . lndon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 
Mehar . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 

. . .  Mehman Yowll Davan (pass) . Afghan 14 
Mekong R . BurmalLaosl 

Cambodla . Lan ts'ang Chiang . 
Chlna . Mae Nam Khong. 
Tha~land . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 

Melouprey. Cambodia. see Phuml Mlu 
Prey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 

Meviile Island . Aust . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 
Memot . Cambodla . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 
Mendi . P.N G . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 

. . . .  Mengiong. Sungal (river) . E.Malay. 44 
Meng-tun . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Meng-hen. Chlna . . . . .  25 
Meng-ma . Chlna . . . . .  25 

Mehrnan Yowli ~a;an (pass) . . . . . .  14 
Mlhman Yoll Dawan (pass) . Afghan . . . .  14 
Mlmot . Cambodla . see Memot . . . . . . .  31 
Mindanao (Island) . Phll . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Mindi Gall (deserted village). lndla . . . .  21 
Mindora (island) . Phil . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Mlndoro Stralt . Phll . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Minimarg . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
MirJawa . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 
Mirjawa R .. IranlPak . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 
Mlrs Bay . Hong Kong . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33 
Mithi.Pak. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Mithldhara . IndlalPak . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Mlzo Hills. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 
Mo (river) . Bhutanllndia. see Sankosh R . 18 
Moa Island. Old.. Aust . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Modu Barluk China 4 
Moeloek G . (mt). E.Malay.llndon. . . . . .  44 
Moga . India . 20 
Mohan R .. IndlalNepal . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Mokpo. S . Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
MonaR..U.S.S.R ..seeManaR..U.S.S. R. 3 
Mong Hang . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Monghka . China. see Hsi-meng . . . . . .  25 
Mong Hkut . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Mong Hsat . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Monghsaw . China . see Meng-so . . . . .  25 
Mong Hta . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Mong Kaw (region) . China . . . . . . . .  25 
Mong Mah . Burma. see Mong Mau . . . .  26 
Mong Mao . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Mong Mau. Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Mong Pan . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Mong Sat . Burma . see Mong Hsat . . . . .  26 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mong Ton Burma 26 
Mong Tun . Burma. see Mong Ton . . . . .  26 
Mongtun. Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Moon Passage (passage) . Aust . . . . . . .  39 
Morehead . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Morehead R .. P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Morghab . Darya-ye (river) . Alghan . . . . .  8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Moro Gulf Phil 42 
Moung Roessei . Cambodia . . . . . . . . .  28 
Muang Fang. Thailand. see Fang . . . . .  26 
Muang Ubon . Thailand. see Ubon 

Ratchathanl . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Mu-cha-erh-t'e Shan-k'ou (pass). China . 

see Muzart Davan (pass) . . . . . . . .  4 
Muda . Sungai (river) . W.Malay. . . . . . .  27 
Mukah . Batang (river) . €.Malay. . . . . . .  44 
Mukdahan . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 
Mun . Mae Nam (rlver). Thailand . . . . . .  28 
Mun . Nam (rlver). Thailand. see Mun . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mae Nam (river) 28 
Munawwarwali Tawi R .. IndialPak . . . . .  21 

. . . . . . . . . .  Munglem (region). Chlna 24 
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Murgab R U.S.S.R. 9 

Murghab (rlver). Afghan .. see Morghab . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Darya-ye (rlver) 8 

Murghab R .. U.S.S.R .. see Murgab R . . .  9 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Murray. Lake. P.N.G. 41 

Mu-ssu-t'a-ko Shan-k'ou (pass). 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ChlnalPak 15 

Mustagh R .. Chlna. see Muztagh R., 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Chlna 15 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Mustang Valley. Chlna 17 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . Muti Noe (river). Indon 40 

. . . . . . . .  Muzart Davan (pass). Chlna 4 
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Map R d  . Lal . Long . 
. . . . . . . . .  . Muzlagh Pass Pak.lChlna 15 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Muztagh R .. Chlna 15 
Myllkyina . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 

N 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Nablsar . Pak 19 

. . . . . . .  . Nadia (dlslricl) IndlalBangla D 22 
. . . . . . . . .  .. Nal R Bangla D.IBurma 23 

. . . . . . . . .  Nagaland (slale). lndla 23 
Nagar Parker . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 . . . . . . . .  Nagar Parker (dislrlcl) Pek 10 

. . . . . . . . .  . Nalllmu (tribal area) Indon 40 
. . . . . . . . .  . Nalzar (marsh) IranlAlghan 10 

. . . . . . .  . Nakhon Ralchaslma Thailand 28 
Nakodar. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Naklang Valley . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 

. . .  . Namaksar KowCe (salt lake). Afghan 0 
Namakzar . Daryacheh-ye (salt lake) . Iran . 

see Namaksar . Kowl-e (sell lake) . 
Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 

Names . Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
. . . . . .  . Namdae-ch'on (rlver) N.Korea 34 

. . .  . . Nam Du Quan Dao (Islands) S.Vlel. 43 
. . . . . . . . . . .  . Nam Hka (river) Burma 25 

. . . . . . . .  Nam Hka Hkao (rlver). China 25 
. . . . . . . . .  Nam Hka Lam (rlvar) Chlne 25 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Namhkam . Burma 24 . . . . . . . .  Narn Hse (rlver) BurmalChlna 25 . . . . . . . .  Namla La (pass) NepallChlna 17 

. . . .  . Namkham . Burma see Namhkam 24 

. . . .  Nam Khan. Burma . see Namhkam 24 
Nam La Ho (rlvar) . Chlna. see Nan-la Ho 

(rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Narn Lwe (rlver) . Chlna. see Nan-lei Ho 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Namma . Hwe (river) . Burma . . . . . . . .  25 
Nam Mae Kok (rlver). Thelland. see Hkok . 

Nam (rlver). Burma . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Narn Mae Sai (river). Thailand. see Hok . 

Nam (rlver). Burma . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Namp'ot'ce-san (ml). N.Korea . . . . . . .  34 

. . .  Na-mu-cha Shan-k'ou (pass) . China 17 
Nan . Lam (rlver). Thailand. see Nan . Mae 

Nam (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 
Nan . Mae Nam (rlver) . Thailand . . . . . .  28 
Nan . Me (rlver) . Thailand. see Nan . Mae 

Nam (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 
Nan-a Ho (rlver). Chlna . . . . . . . . . . .  24 
Nangpa La (pass) . NepallChina . . . . . .  17 
Nang-pu-la Shan-k'ou (pass) . 

ChlnalNepal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Nan-hsiang Ho (rlver). Chlna . . . . . . . .  25 
Nan-hsu Ho (river) . ChlnalBurma . . . . .  25 
Nan-k'a Chlang (rlver). ChinalBurma . . 25 
Nan-k'a Ho (rlver). ChlnaIBurma. see 

Nam Kha (rlver) . BurmalChina . . . .  25 
Nan-k'a KO (rlver) . ChlnaIBurma. see 

Nam Hka (rlver). BurmalChina . . . .  25 
Nan-kun Ho (rlver). ChlnaIBurma. see 

Kunlong . Nam (rlver). BurmalChina . 25 
Nan-la Ho (river) . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Nan-lel Ho (rlver). China . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Nan-ning.China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Nan-la-pa Chiang (river) . China. see 

Tabet . Nam (river) . Burma . . . . . .  24 
Nan-ling Ho (rlver). Chlna . . . . . . . . . .  24 
Nanusa . Pulau-Pulau (Island) . Indon . . .  42 
Nan-wa Ho (river). Chlna . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Nan-wan (tract) . Chlna. see Wan . Nam 

(tract) . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 
Nan-wan Ho (rlver). ChlnalBurma. see 

Wan . Nam (rlver) . BurmaIChlna . . . .  24 
NapenLaos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Narathiwat . Chang Wet. (admln . area). 

Thaliand . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 
Narayanl R .. Nepal . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Naryn Nalga (ravlne). U.S.S.R.1Chlna . . 4 
Naslrabad (reglon). Pak . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Natuna Besar . Kepulauan (Islands) . 

Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 
Naungpala . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Nawa Pass . Pak.1Afghan. . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Negros (Island) . Phll . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Nepal (kingdom) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Nerll . lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
New Chaman . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
New Terrltorles . Hong Kong . . . . . . . .  33 
Nga . Nam (rlver) . BurmaIChlna . . . . . .  24 
Ngau Mei Hol (bay). Hong Kong . . . . . .  33 

N g a  Ang PIaMau . S.Vml. . . . . . . . .  30 C3 
Ngong Shuen Chau . Hong Kong . . . . .  33 82 
Nlman(rlver).U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . .  2 82 
Nlzhneya S w k o y e  . U.S.S.R. . . . .  5 82 
Nmml Hka (rlver). Burma . . . . . . . .  24 AB1 
Nmai Kha (rlverl . Burma. am Nmal Hka 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 AB1 
Nmalllawng Pit (river). Burma . ree Nmal 

Hka(river1 . . . . . . . . . .  24 AB1 
Noe Mull (trlbal area) . lndon . . . . . . .  40 83 
Holre Rlver . N.Viat .. m Black River . . 20 BC2 
Nominglyn Gov~ (desert) . Mongolia . . .  8 82 
No-mlng-ko-pi (desert) . Chlna . . . .  8 82 
Nornln Gobl (dmn) . MongollalChina . 

see No Mlng-ko-pl (desert) . China . . 6 82 
Nong Khei . Thalland . . . . . . . . . . .  30 A2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NorthKorea 34 
Nova-luso . Port . Timor . . . . . . . .  40 E2 

. . . .  Novogorodskaya U.S.S R 5 82 
Novotroitskoya . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . .  5 82 . Nu Chiang (rlver) Chlna . . . . . . . . .  24 81  -2  . Nul Sa Ky S.Vlat.lCambod~a . . . . .  328 A2 

. Nu Shan (mts) BurmalChlns . . . . .  l a  C3 

0 
Ob'(river).U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l a  C1 
Obl Poulo (Island) . S.Vlet .. see Khoai . 

Hon(islanda) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 c 3  
Occusi . Port.Tlmor. see 06-cusse . . .  40 82 
Ocussi-Ambano (tribal area) . Port.Tlmor 40 82 
Od-cusse . Port.Tlmor . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 82 
Oelkoesl . Port.Tlmor. see Oti-cusse . . .  40 82 
0-erh-ch'i-ssu Ho (river) . China . . . .  3 C2 
0-erh-ku-na Ho (rlvar) . China1U.S.S.R. 2 A2 
0kaba.lndon. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 A4 
Okhotsk . Seaof . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 C1 
Oksu (rlver). U.S.S.R .. see Aq Su . Darya- 

ye . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 DI -2  
Okussi . Port.Tlmor. see O/cusse . . . .  40 82 
Onon Gol (rlver) . Mongolia1U.S.S.R. . . .  3 C3 
Orlovka . U.S.S.R., see Samaro-Orlovka . 5 82 
Oslnovaya . Proloka (channel) . U.S.S.R. . 5 82 
Osinovaya Rechka . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . .  5 82 
Ou . Narn (rlver) . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 82 
Oud (rlvar) . U.S.S.R .. see Uda . . . . . . .  2 81  
Onus R .. U.S.S.R.lAfghan .. see Amu 

Darya (rlver) . A1ghan.lU.S.S.R. . . . .  8 D l  

P 
Pacham Island . lndla . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 82 
Padagl Kuh (peak) . IranlPak . . . . . . . .  13 83 
Padaha.Pak. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 C4 
Padas . Sungai (rlver) . €.Malay. . . . . . .  44 C2 
Padma R . Bangla D . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 83 
Paektu-san (ml) . N.KorealChina . . . . .  34 B1 
Paengnyong-do (island). S.Korea . . . . .  34 A3 
Pa9i.P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 B1 
Pal-lin Shan-k'ou (pass) . ChinaINepal . . 17 81 
Pal-t'ou Shan (mt) . ChlnalN.Korea . . . .  34 81 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. Pakchan R Burma 26 83 
Palawan (Island) . Phi1 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 84 
Palawan Passage (sea-way) . Phll . . . .  42 A4 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Pa-ll-chia-ssu Chlna 16 83 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Palk Strait. Sri Lanka 35 82 
Pamban Island . India . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 82 

. . . . . . .  Pamlr River. U.S.S.R.IAfghan. 7 D2 
. .  . Pamirs (mls) ChlnalU.S.S.R.lAfghan. l a  82 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Panay (Island) Phll 42 C3-4 . . . . . . . . . . .  Pang Nam (rlver). Burma 25 82 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Pangiao (reglon). China 25 A1 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Pang Long. Burma 25 A1 

Pangong Lake . Chlna. see Pan-kung Hu 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (lake) 16 82 

. . . . .  . Pangsang Burma.see Wan Long 25 83 
. . . . . .  Pangutaran Group (Islands). Phll 42 85 

. . . . . . . . . .  Pan-Hung (region). Chlne 25 B1 
. . . . . . . . . .  . Pan] Ab-a (rlver). Afghan 7 D2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Panjgur (region) Pak 12 83 
. . . . .  . Pan-kung Hu (lake) Chlnallndla 16 82 

. . . . . .  P'an-lung Chlang (river). Chlna 29 C1 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . P'anmunlom N.Korea 34 83 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Pao-an.China 33 81 
. . . .  . Parlgas Chlna. see Pa-ll-chla-ssu 16 83 

. . . . . . . . . .  . Pariun Rud-i (river). Iran 10 81  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Parom (reglon) Pak 12 83 

Paropamlsus Range . Afghan .. see Safld 
. . . . . . . . . .  . Kuh Seiseleh-ye (mts) 8 83 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Pashkovo. U.S.S.R. 2 82 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Palhankol. India 20 C1 

15.00N 10735E 
22.19N l l4.08E 
51.20N 132.45E 
*(1.25N 134.34E 
25.42N 87 JOE 

25.42N 97 JOE 
940s  12430E 

21.15N 105.20E 
43.45N 95 15E 
43.45N 95.15E 



Map Ref . 
Patkai Bum (mts) . IndialBurma . see 

Patkai Range (mts) . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 B1 
Patkai Range (mts) . IndialBurma . . . . .  23 81  
Pa To . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 82 
pan an^. Changwal (admin . div.). Thailand 27 B1 
Pattani . Mae Nam (river) . Tliailand . . . .  27 B2 
Pawel . Pulau (island) . Singapore . . . . .  37 8 2  
Pedjatan. Poelau (islands) . Indon . see 

Pedjantan . Pulau (~slands) . . . . . . .  36 D2 
Pedlantan . Pulau (Islands). lndon . . . . .  36 D2 
Pedro . Pt . (cape) . Sri Lanka . . . . . . . .  35 C2 
Pegu (district) . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 A82 
Pei-erh Hu (lake) . China. see Buyr Nuur 

(lake) . Mongolla . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 0 2  
Pei-la Shan (mts) . ChinaIMongolia . . . .  6 A2 
Pei-ti-erh Shan-k'ou (pass). China. see 

Bedel'. Pereval (pass) . U.S.S.R. . . . .  4 83 
Pemako(region) . China . . . . . . . . . . .  18 C1 
Pamping . Pulau (island). lndon . . . . . . .  37 83 
Pemping Besar (island) . Indon .. see 

Pemping . Pulau (Island) . Indon . . . . .  37 83 
Penang . Pulau (island) . W Malay .. see 

Pinang . Pulau (island) . . . . . . . . .  27 A3 
Penang . State o l  . W.Malay, see Pinang . 

Staleof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 ~3 
Penawar . Tanjong (point) . W.Maley. . . .  37 D l  
Pen-ch'i.China . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 A2 
Pendjeh . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 82 
P'eng-ch'u Ho (river) . China . . . . . . . .  17 CD2 
Pengelih . Tanjong (point) . W.Malay. . . .  37 C2 
Pensiangan . Sungai (river). lndon . . . .  44 C2 
Penyusoh . Tanjong (cape) . W.Malay .. see 

Penyusop . Tanjong (cape) . . . . . . . .  37 D2 
Penyusop . Tanjong (cape) . W.Malay. . .  37 D2 
Perak . Stale of . W.Malay. . . . . . . . . . .  27 B3 
Perak . Sungai (river) . W.Malay. . . . . . .  27 82 
Pergau . Sungai (river) . W.Malay. . . . . .  27 82 
Perkam . Tandjung (cape) . lndon . . . . . .  38 D l  
Perlis . Stale of. W.Malay. . . . . . . . . . .  27 A1-2 
Peshawar . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 C2 
Peyar Rock (islet) . India . . . . . . . . . . .  35 81 
Phanom Dongrak . Thiu Khao (mtsl . 

Tha~land . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 83 
Philippine Sea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Phillip Channel (strait). lndon . . . . . . . .  37 83 
Phnom Penh . Cambodia . . . . . . . . . .  28 84 
Phnum Penh . Cambodia . . . . . . . . . .  31 A3 
Phongsali.Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 82 
Phong Saly. Laos . see Phongsall . . . . .  29 8 2  
Phou Den Dinh . Laos. see Den Dinh . Pou 

(range) . N.Vlet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 A1 
Phou Loi (peak) . Laos. see Loi . Phou 

(peak) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 A1 
Phuket . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 81  
Phumi Kampong Thom . Cambodia. see 

Kampong Thum . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 A2 
Phurn~ Kampong Thum. Cambodia. see 

Kampong Thum . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 A2 
Phuml Kompong Trach . Cambodia . . . .  32b A2 
Phumi Mlu Prey . Cambodia . . . . . . . .  30 83 
Phuoc Binh . S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 8 3  
Phuoc Nlnh . S.Vlet .. see Ben Sol . . . . .  32b A2 
Phu Quoc . Dao (island) . Viet . . . . . . .  43 82 
Piai. Tanjong (point) . W.Malay. . . . . . .  37 A2 
Pinang . Pulau (island) . W.Malay. . . . . .  36 81  
Pinang . State . W.Malay. . . . . . . . . . . .  27 A3 
Plran R .. IranIPak . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 82 
Plran Zlaral . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 82 
Piran Z~yarat . Pak .. see Piran Zlarat . . .  13 82 
Plshin (reg~on) . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 A3 
Piyain Gang . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 C2 
Piyaln Valley . Indla. see Piyaln Gang . . .  22 C2 
Plelku. S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 C2 
Pokkye-rl . N.Korea . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 82 
Pok LIU Chau (island) . Hong Kong . . . .  33 8 3  
Poko . Krong (rlver) . S.Vlet. . . . . . . . .  30 C3 
Pole Khatun . U.S.S.R .. see Pul'-i-Khalum 8 A1 
Pollllo Island . Phil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 C2-3 
P'o-lo-ho-lo Shan (mls) . China . . . . . . .  4 BC3 
Pondlcherry . India . . . . . . . . . . . .  l c  8 3  
Porl Sheller (bay). I iong Kong . . . . . . .  33 C2 
Portuguese Timor . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Pou Den Dinh (range) . N.Vlet .. see Den 

Dlnh. Pou (range) . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 A1 
Pouth~sat . Cambodia . . . . . . . . . .  30 A4 
Povalo Shveikovskl (peak) . Afghan .. see 

Povalo Shveykovskogo Plk (peak) . 
U .SSR lA lghan  . . . . . . .  14 C1 

Povalo Shveykovskogo Plk (peak) . 
. . .  U S S R /Afghan . . .  14 C1 

Lal . Long . Ma1 
Pozdnyakovo . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Pravaya (river) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Preah Chambol . Col de (pass) . 

CambodlalLaos . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Prek Dak Dam (rlver) . Cambodla. see 

Dak Dam . Prek (river) . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Prek Dak Huol (rlver). Cambodla. see 

Ho'yl . Dak (rlver). S.Vie1. . . . . . . . .  31 
Prey Veng . Cambodia . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 
Prlamurskly. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Prince o l  Wales Channel . Qld .. Aust . . .  39 
Prince of Wales Island. Qld .. Aust . . . . .  39 
Pryamaya . Protoka (channel) . U.S.S.R. . 5 
Pu-erh-ching Ho (river) . China . . . . . . .  4 
P'u-Ian . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  16 
Pulan Dzong . Chlna. see P'u-Ian . . . . . .  16 
Pul'-I-Khatum . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Punch . Indla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Punch R .. IndialPak . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Punggal . Tanjong (cape) . W.Malay. . . . .  37 
Punkudu Tlvu (Island) . Srl Lanka . . . . .  35 
Pursat . Cambodia . see Pouthlsal . . . . .  30 
Pusan.S.Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Puza-I-Dak-i-Tir . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Pyandzh (rlver). Alghan.1U.S.S.R .. see 

Panj . Ab-e (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
P'yonggang . N.Korea. see Pokkye-rl . . .  34 
Pyongyang . N.Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 

Q 
Qalsar . Ab-l (river) . Afghan., see 

Qaysar . Darya-ye (river) . . . . . . . . .  8 
Qala Wall (river) . Afghan .. see 

Qal 'Eh-ye Vali (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Qal 'Eh-ye Vali (rlver) . Afghan . . . . . . . .  8 
Qandahar. Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Qarah Jolgeli Davan (pass). 

Afghan.1China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 
Qara Jilga Dawan (pass) . ChlnaIAlghan . 14 
Qara Qash (rlver). Chlna. see K'a-la-k'a- 

shlh Ho . (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  16 
Qeysar . Darya-ye (rlver). Afghan . . . . . .  8 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Qila Ladgasht Pak 12 
Qu'eng Trl . S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Quetta . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 

R 
Rach Cai Bac (rlver). S.Vle1 .. see Cal Bac . 

Rach (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 
Radhanpur. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Raimangal . R .. Bangla D.llndla . . . . . . . . .  22 
RaJang . Batang (river) . €.Malay. . . . . . .  44 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Rajasthan State Indla 19 
Rajshahi (district). Bangla D . . . . . . . . .  22 
Rak (pass). NepallChlna. see Rakha La 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (pass) 17 
Rakha La (pass). NepallChlne . . . . . . .  17 
Rakhshan (rlver). Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Rarnanathapuram. India . . . . . . . . . . .  35 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Rameswaram lndla 35 
Ramnad. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 
Rangoon . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 

. . . . . . . . .  Rangpur (dlslrict). Bangle D 22 
Rapli (rlver). India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Raskam (rlver) . Chlna. see Raskem (rlver) 15 
Raskern (river) . China . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 
Ravl River . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Rawalplndl. Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Raya. Gunong (mt) . E.Malay. . . . . . . . .  44 
Red (rlver). China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Repou . Tonle (river) . Laos. see Ropou . 

Tonle . Cambodla . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Rlbat. Pak .. see Robat Qlla . . . . . . . . .  13 
Rlbat (river) . IranlPak . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 
Robat Qila . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 
Ropou . Tonle (rlver) . Cambodia . . . . . .  30 
Roshan (area). U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Rotl . Pulau (island). lndon . . . . . . . . . .  38 
Rudbar . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Rud Bug (rlver). Iran. see Bug . Rud (rlver) 13 
Rud-e-Blaban (rlver) . Afghan .. see 

Blaban. Rud-a (rlver). . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Rud-I-Parlun (river) . Iran. see Parlun . 

Rud-i (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Rud-1-Seislan (rlver). Iran. see Slstan . 

Rud-i (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Rud-i-Slstan (rlver) . Iran. see Sistan . 

Rud-i (river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Rudok . Chlna . see Jlh-t'u . . . . . . . . . .  16 

. . . . . . . .  . . Rui Sungal (river) W.Malay. 27 . . . . . . . . . .  . Rupat Pulau (Island) Indon 36 

L.1. Long . 
48.23N 134 49E 
48.20N 134.57E 



S 
Map 

Sabah (district) . E.Malay . . . . . . . .  44 
Sadarlaja Got . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Sadly Canal . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 

. . . .  . . Sadong Batang (rlver) €.Malay. 44 
. . .  Safld Kuh . Selseieh-ye (rnts) . Afghan 8 

Sai. Houei Nam (rlver) . Cambodla. see 
Sat . Hual Nam (rlver) . Thalland . . . .  28 

Sat . Hual Narn (river) . Thailand . . . . .  28 
Sal . Sungai (river) . Indon . . . . . . .  44 

. . . . . . . . . .  . . Saibal Island Qld Aust 39 
. . . . .  Sai Burl . Khlong (rlver) . Thailand 27 

Sal Gon . S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 . . . . . . . . .  Sal Gon . Song (rlver) S.Vlet. 31 
Sal-il Shan (mts) . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Sa~nt Matthew's Island . Burma . . . . . . .  26 
Sak . Nam (river) . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . .  25 

. . . .  Sakhalin . Ostrov (island) . U.S.S.R. 2 
Sakljang Bendera . Pulau (island) . 

Singapore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  37 
Saky . S.Vlet .. see Nul Sa Ky . S.Viet. . . .  320 
Salween R .. BurrnalChina . . . . . . . . .  26 
Sarnar (island) . Phil . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sarnarkand. U.S.S.R. 7 . . . . . . . . . .  Samaro-Orlovka U.S.S.R. 5 
Sambas . Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 

. . . . . . . .  Sambas . Sungal (rlver). Indon 44 
Sambha Karez (lort) . Alghan .. see 

Sombeh Karlz (fort) . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Samlt . Laem (polnt) . Thalland . . . . . . .  28 
Samlt . Point . Thailand. see Sarnlt . Laem 

(polnt). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 
Sam Neua. Laos . see Xam Nua . . . . . .  29 
Samnua . Laos. see Xarn Nua . . . . . . . .  29 
Sen . Tonle (river) . Carnbodla . . . . . . . .  31 
Sang . Chinallndia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  16 
Sangbar . Desht-i (plain) . IranIAfghan . . .  10 
Sankosh R .. Bhutanlindia . . . . . . . . .  18 
Sao-hin . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Sarakhs . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Saravan . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Sarawak (state) . E.Malay. . . . . . . . . . .  44 
Sarawan . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Sarbaz (reglon) . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Sarbaz (rlver). Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Sarda R . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Sardoba Dupchi . U.S.S.R .. see Dupchl . 

Sardoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Sar-e-Pol . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Sar-i-Pul . Afghan .. see Sar-e-Pol . Afghan . 8 
Sarl Qul (lake) . Afghan.1U.S.S.R .. see 

Zorkul' Oz .. (lake) . U.S.S.R.IAfghan. . 7 
Sariwon . N.Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Sarybulak . U.S.S.R .. see Zharbulak . . .  4 
Sary-Gumbezll . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Sary-Yazy . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Sathey . Nam (river) . S.Viet1Carnbodla . . 31 
Sathay . Nuoc (rlver). S.Vlet. . . . . . . . .  31 
Saturnu . Pulau (island) . Singapore . . . .  37 
Saur . Khrebet (mts) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . .  4 
Saur Range. U.S.S.R .. see Saur . Khrebet 

(mts) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Savannakhet . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Savoe Sea . see Savu Sea . . . . . . . . . .  40 
SavuSea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Sawlon . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
Sawu Sea . see Savu Sea . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Saya Burl . Thailand . see Ban Chal Burl . 28 
Sayan Mts. U.S.S.R.IMongolia . . . . . . .  3 
Scarborough Reef . Phll . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Sebatlk . Pulau (Island) . €.Malay. . . . . .  44 
Sebuda . Sungai (rlver). €.Malay. . . . . .  44 
Sebuku. Sungai (rlver). lndon . . . . . . . .  44 
Sedallr . Sungai (river). lndon . . . . . . . .  44 
Segama . Sungai (rlver). €.Malay. . . . . .  44 
Sekuha . Iran . see Sekuheh . . . . . . . . .  10 
Sekuheh.lran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Selalabo . Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Selemdzha (river) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . .  2 
Selenga R .. U.S.S.R .. see Selenge Moron 

(river) . Mongol~a . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Selenge Moron (river) . Mongolia . . . . .  3 
Selseleh-ye Safld Kuh. see Salld Kuh. 

Selseleh-ye . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Sernbakung . Sungal (rlver). indon . . . . .  44 
Semipalat~nsk . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  l c  
Seng . Nem (river) . Laos. see Xeng . Nern 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Sengkoeang . Tandjoeng (cape) . Indon .. 

see Sengkuang . Tandjung (cape) . . .  37 

I Long . 
. . . . .  Sengkuang Tandlung (cape) lndon . Seoul S.Korea. sw Soul . . . . . . .  

Separan . Sungai (river) . Indon.lE.Malay 
. Seplk Rlver P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Serikin. Sungai (rlver) . €.Malay. . . . .  
Serrnata . Kepulauan (Idand). indon . 
Sermowai . Sungai (river) . lndon . . . . .  
Serudong . Sungal (rlver) . E.Malay. . . . .  
Shabina Dabage (pare) . U.S.S.R. . . .  
Shaksgam R .. Chlne . . . . . . . . . . .  
She Tau Kok. Hong KonglChlna . . 
Sha Tau Kok HOl (bay) . H.K. . . . . . . .  
Sha-I'ou-chiao. H.K.IChina . . . . . .  

L.1 . Long . 
1.12N 1M.02E 

37.32N 127 OOE 
1.24N 109.57E 
351s  14433E 
1.21N 110.03E 
0.10s 128.40E 
2.228 140 WE 
4.14N 117.36E 

52.1 I N  90.28E 
3635N 76.13E 
2233N 11413E 
22.32N 114.14E 
22 33N 114 13E 

Sheberghan . Afghan . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Shelkhupura . Pak .. sea Shekhupura . 20 
Shekhupura . Pak . . . . . . . . . .  rn 
Shela Hamun (plain) . Alghan . see 

Gowd-e-Zereh . Dashl-e (plain) . 10 
Shen.ch'uan . Chlna . see Shumchun 33 
Shibarghan . Alghan., see Sheberghan 8 
Shlgnan (area) . U.S.S R . . . . . . . .  7 
Shih-p'u-ch'i Shan-k'ou (pass). 

Chtnallndia . . . . . . . . . . . .  16 
Shllka (rlver). U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Shirnshal R., Pak .. see Shlngshal River . 15 
Shlngshai Pass . Pek.lChina . . . . . . . .  15 
Shlngshal River . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 
Shipki La (pass). IndialChina . . . . . . . .  16 
Shirin Tagab (river). Alghen . . . . . . . .  8 
Shlrin Tagao (river) . Afghan .. see Shlrin 

Tagab (rlver). . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Shir Tappeh . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
Shorab Rud (river) . IranlPak . . . . .  13 
Shumchun.China . . . . . . .  33 
Shwel~ R.. Burma . . . . . . . .  24 
Shyok R .. IndialPak . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Slahan . Kuh-i (mts) . IranIPak . . . . . . . .  12 
Siah Koh (mt) . Iran. see Siah Kuh (rnt) . . 9 
Siah Kuh (rnt) . Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Sialkol . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Slam. Gulf 01. see Thalland . Gull o l  . . . .  43 
Siang R .. Indla . see Dihang R . . . . . . .  18 
Siang Chlang (rlver) . China. see Y; 

Chlang (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Slbu . E.Malay. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 
Slbuyen See . Phil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Slempang. Cambodia . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 
Siernreab . Cambodla . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Slem Reap. Cambodia . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Sikang R .. India . see Dibang R . . . . . . .  18 
Sikaram Peak. Alghan.lPak. . . . . . . .  11 
Siksar R .. Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Sllaba . Rio (river) . Porl.T~mor, see 

Hallrnuek . Mote (river) . Indon . . . . . .  40 
Slma.Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 
Slndal Bet (distrlct) . Indla . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Slngapore . Republic of . . . . . . . . . . .  37 
Singapore Stralt . Slngaporellndon . . . .  37 
Singapura . Selat (strall) . 

Slngaporellndon., see Slngapore 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Strait 37 

Sinki . Selat (streit) . Singapore . . . . . . .  37 
Sinkiang (region). China . . . . . . . . . .  16 
Sinkiang Ulghur (autonomous reglon) . 

Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 
Slnkieng-Tibet Roed. IndlalChlna . . . .  16 
Slnuija . N.Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Sipang . Tanjong (cape) . €.Malay. . . . . .  44 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sir Creek Pak.llndla 19 
Slrik . Tenjong (cape) . E.Maley. . . . . .  44 
Slsophon . Stoeng (rlver). Cambodia . . .  28 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Sistan (region). Afghan 9 
. . . . . . . .  Sistan. Band-i-(dam). Afghan 10 

Sistan . Daryacheh-ye (marsh) . 
IranIAfghan., see Helrnand . Hamun-e . . . . . . . . . . .  (marsh) Alghan./lran 10 . . . . . . . . . . .  . Slstan Rud-I-(river) Iran 10 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sittang R Burma 26 
. . . . .  .. . Slttaung R Burma see Slllang R 26 

. . . . . .  .. . Siltong R Burma see Sltlang R 26 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Skardu.Pak. 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sobraon Canal India 20 

. . .  . So-ch'e Chlna, see Yeh-erh-ch'iang 4 
. . . . . . . . .  Sornbeh Kariz (fort) Afghan 8 

. . . . . .  Sorneswar Range. IndlalNepal 17 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . Somu (reolon) Burma 24 

Song ~e.(rlver) . S.Vlet., see Be. Song 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (rlver) 31 C3 11.32N 107 48E 

Song Ca (rlver) . N.Vlet .. see Ca . Song 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (rlver) 30 82 18.45N 105.45E 



Map Ref . 
Song Da (river) . N.Viet .. see Da . Song 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 AB1 
Songkhle . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 81  
Songkhla . Changwat (adrnin.). Thailand . 27 A1 
Song Ma (river) . N.Viet. see Ma . Song 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 81 
Songramang . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 82 
Song Srepok (river) . Viet .. see Srepok . 

Tonle (river) . Cambodia . . . . . . . . .  30 83 
Song Tam Ly (river) . S.Viet./Cambodia. 

see Trabek . Prek (river) . 
Cambodia1S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 83 

Songya-mang . Burma . see Songramang 25 82 
Sonnebait (tribal area) . Indon . . . . . . . .  40 83 
Soul . S.Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 83 
South Banks (shoal). Sri Lanka . . . . . .  35 BC1 
South Ch~na Sea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 CDEI 
South Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Soulh Vietnam . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 
Spanggur Tso (lake) . Chinal lnd~a . . . . .  16 A2 
Spratley Is., South China Sea. see 

SpraUy Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 E l  
Spratly  land. South China Sea . . . . . .  36 E l  
Srepok . Tonle (river) . Cambodia . . . . .  31 82 
SriLanka . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 
Srinagar . lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 A2 
Starling Inlet . Hong Kong . . . . . . . . . .  33 81  
Star Mountains . 1ndon.lP.N.G. . . . . . . .  41 82 
Stoeng Karnpong Kdei (river) . Cambodia . 

see Cal Bac. Rach (river) . S.Viet. . . .  32b A1 
Sloeng Treng . Cambodia . . . . . . . . . .  31 82 
Stonecutters Is .. Hong Kong . . . . . . . .  33 82 
Slr~ckland River . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . .  41 83 
Slung Treng . Cambodia. see Sloeng 

Treng . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 83 
Suai (lribal area) . Port.Timor . . . . . . . .  40 D2 
Subansiri R .. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 C2 
Subi . Pulau (island). lndon . . . . . . . . . .  36 D2 
Sudong . Pulau (island) . Singapore . . . .  37 82 
Su-fu.Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 A4 
Suhbaatar (adrnin . div.). Mongolia . . . .  6 C2 
Su-hsl . Ch~na . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 83 
Suigam. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 D l  
Sui- la^. China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 C3 
Sulyuan (region) . China . . . . . . . . . . .  6 C2 
Sukarnapura . lndon . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 E l  
Sulairnan Range (rnls) . Pak . . . . . . . .  l a  82 
Sulu Archipelago (island) . Phil . . . . . . .  42 B5 
Sulu Sea . Phil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 B4-5 
Surnalera . Pulau (island). lndon . . . . . .  36 82-3  
Sumatra (island). lndon . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 82-3 
Surnesar Range . Nepal. see Sornaswar 

Map 
Talki Pass . China. see Talkl Davan (pass) 4 
T'a-lo-k'en Shan-k'ou (pass) . Chlna . . 4 
Tarnbelan . Pulau (island). lndon . . . . . .  36 
Tarniru Allala (tribal area) . Indon . . . . . .  40 
Tarnu.Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 
Tanahmerah . lndon . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Tan An . S.Viet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 
Tangon R .. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 
Tanlrnbar . Kapulauan (Island) . Indon . . .  38 
Tannu-Ola . Khr (rnts) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . .  l a  
Tan-lung . China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Taping R .. Burma. see Ta-ylng Chlang 

(rlver). China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 
Tarabarovka . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Tarakhun (rulns) . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Tarakun (ruins) . Alghan .. see Tarakhun 

1 Ref . 
83 
83 
0 2  
0 2  
82 
83 
83 

La1 . Long . 
44.27N 81.08E 
44.27N 81.08~ 
0.58N 107.34E 
9.20s 125.00E 

24.13N 94.19E 
6.06s 140.17E 

10.32N 106.25E 
28.37N 95.50E 

7.30s 131.30E 
5O.OON 95.00E 
40.08N 124.24E 

24.17N 97.14E 
48.24N 134.34E 
30.08N 61.25E 

(rulns) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Tarbagalay . Khr (rnts) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . .  4 
Tarbagtal . China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Tarlrn Basin . China . see T'a-ll-mu . . . . .  l a  
Tarltalu . Sungai (rlver). Indon . . . . . . . .  40 
Tarn Taran. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Taseyeva R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Tasgozar. Afghan .. see Tash Gozar . . . .  7 
Tash Gozar. Afghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Tash Guzar . Afghan., see Tash Gozar . . 7 
Tashkenl . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l c  
Taunsa . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Tawang . India . see Towang . . . . . . . .  18 
Ta-ying Chiang (rlver). China . . . . . . . .  24 
Tay Ninh . S.Viet . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 
Te . Prek (river) . Cambodia . . . . . . . . .  31 
Tekes R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Tekong-Besar . Pulau (island). Singapore 37 
T'e-k'o-ssu Ho (river) . China. see Tekes 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  R ..U.S.S. R. 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Telefomin P.N.G. 41 
.. . . . . .  Temerlik. U.S.S.R see Ternirllk R 4 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Temirlik R U.S.S.R. 4 
Tenasserim (divislon) . Burma . . . . . . .  26 
Tanges Gol (river) . Mongolia. see Tengls 

Gol (river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Tengesiin Gol (rlver) . Mongolla. see 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Tengis Gol (rlver) 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Tengls Gol Mongolla 3 . . . . . . . .  Terengganu (state) W.Malay. 27 . . . . . . . . . . .  Terlng Taluk (bay). lndon 37 . . . . . .  Terusan Batang (rlver). €.Malay. 44 
Thailand . Gulf of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Thang lndla 21 

. . . . .  Thanh GI (adrnln.div.). Carnbodla 32a . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Thanh Hoa N.Viet. 29 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Thar Desert Pak l a  
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Thaungyin R Burma 26 . . . . . . . .  Tho Chau Hon (island) S.Vlel. 43 

Thurnwold Range . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Thursday Island . Qld.Aust. . . . . . . . . .  39 
Thu Thu'a. S.Vlet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 
Tibet (reglon) . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 
T'ien Shan (mts) . U.S.S.R./Chlna . . . . .  4 
Tigarrnansu . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 
Tigarman Su Davan (pass) . Afghan . . . .  14 
Timor (island) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 
Tirnor . Laut. see Tlrnor Sea . . . . . . . . .  40 
Tirnor . Mar De. see Tirnor Sea . . . . . . .  40 
Tirnor Sea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Ting . Narn (rlver). Burma . . . . . . . . . .  24 
Tlthwal . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Tobakl . Indon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 

Range . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 C2 
Sungari R .. China . see Sung-hua Chlang 2 A82 
Sungarskoi . U.S.5.R .. see Leninskoye . . 2 82 
Suna.chia.l'un . China . . . . . . . . . . .  5 A2 
Sung-hua Chiang (rlver) . China . . . . . .  2 
Sun Kosi R .. Nepal . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Su-pan-hsi-lih Ho (river) . China. see 

Subans~r~ R .. India . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 
Surat Thani . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . .  36 
Surrna River. India . . . . . . . . . .  22 
Sulle] R~ver . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Svay Teab . Cambodia . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 
Svay Teap . Cambodla. see Svay Teab . . 32b 
Swat (district) . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Sylhet (distrlcl) . Bangla D . . . . . . . . .  22 

I 

Tabet . Nam ( r~ver )  . Burma . . . . . . . . .  24 A1 
T'a.ch'eng . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 82 
Taegu . %Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 83 
Taejon . S Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 83 

. . . .  Taghdumbash Parnir(mts) . Chlna 15 82 
Tahakay (tribal area) . Indon . . . . . . . .  40 D2 
Tahlab (river) . Iran . . . . . . . . . . .  12 8 2  
Tal Pang Wan (bay) . Hong Kong . . . . . .  33 C1 
Tal Po HOI (harbour). Hong Kong . . . . .  33 BC1 
Ta~wan . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l b  83 

. . . .  Tal Yue Shan (island) . Hong Kong 33 A2 
Tak Bal . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 C2 
Takev. Cambodla . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 A3 
Taklakot . Chlna.see P'u-Ian . . . . .  16 C4 
Takong. Pulau (Island). lndon . . . . . . .  37 83 
T'a-k'o-tun-pa-shih P'a-rnl-erh (rnts) . 

Chlna . see Taghdumbash Parnir (rnts) 15 82 
Talas Mota f r~ver )  . Porl T~rnor 40 D2 
T a-11-mu P'en-11 (basin). Chlna . . l a  C2 
Talk1 Davan (pass). Chlna 4 83 

25.OBN 
46.45N 
35.52N 
36.20N 
37.20N 

9.10s 
28.20N 
22.33N 
22.27N 
23.30N 
22.15N 
6.16N 

10.59N 
30.15N 

1.07N 

37.20N 
9 27s 

41 OON 
44.27N 

97.22E 
82.57E 

128.36E 
127.26E 
75.10E 

125.07E 
62.48E 

114.24E 
114.12E 
121.00E 
113.56E 
102.03E 
104.47E 
81.lOE 

103.43E 

75.10E 
125.07E 
84 OOE 
81.08E 

Toktor (hill). Mongolia . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Tolo Harbour . Hong Kong . . . . . . . . . .  33 
Tondang . Tandjung (point) . Indon . . . . .  37 
Tondl. India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 
Tonkin . Gull of . N.Viat. . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Tonle Cham (river) . Cambodia. see 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Cham (river) S.Viet. 32b 
Tonle Kong (rlver). Cambodia. see Kong. 

Tonle (river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Tonle Repou (river) . Laos. see Ropou . 

Tonle (rlver). Carnbodla . . . . . . . . .  30 
Tonle Sab . Boeng (lake) . Cambodia . . .  30 
Tonle Sap (lake) . Cambodla. see Tonle 

Sab. Boeng (lake) . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Tonle Srepok (rlver). Cambodla. see 

Srepok . Tonle (river) . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Toping. Ford . W.Malay .. see Toping. 

Lubok . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 
Toping . Lubok. W.Malay. . . . . . . . . . .  27 
Torassi R .. P.N.G./lndon .. see Bensbach 

R . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 



Map Re1 . La1 . Long . 
H a p R d  . La1 . Long . 

Torres Strall . Ausl . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
. . . . . . . .  . Torr~celli Mountains P.N.G. 41 

~ ' ~ - s h l h - k a n  Ho (rlver) . Chlna . . . . . . .  4 
Towang. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 . . . . . . .  Trabek. Prek (river) Cambodla 31 . . . . . . . .  Tra Co. Ile De (Island) N.Vlet. 29 

. . . . . . .  Trangan . Pulau (Island). lndon 38 
Trang Bang . S.Vlet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32b 
Trat. Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 
Trengganu (stale). W.Malay., see 

Terengganu (slate) . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 
. . . . . . . . . . .  Tripura (terrltory). lndla 23 

Tsangpo R .. Chlna. see Ye-lu-ls'ang-pu 
Chlang (rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l a  

Ts'ang Yuan . Chlna . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
. . .  Tseyeva R .. U.S.S.R .. see Taseyeva R 3 

Tsezhe R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Tsona Dzong . China . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
Tson Gol (river) . Mongolia . see Chikoy R .. 

U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Tuba R .. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Tubah. Sungai (rlver) . E.Malay. . . . . . .  44 
TUI-ku-lo-man-su . China . . . . . . . . . .  14 
Tui-ku-lo-man-su Shan-k'ou (pass) . 

ChlnalAlghan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 
Tuman-gang (rlver). N . Korea. see Tumen 

River . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Tumbaba (trlbal area). Indon . . . . . . . .  40 
T'u-men Chiang (rlver). Chlna. see 

Tumen Rlver . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Turnen River . ChlnalN.Korea1U.S.S.R. . 34 
Tump (region). Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Tumyn-tszyan (r lver).  U.S.S.R .. see 

Tumen Rlver . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Tun . Nam (river). Chlne . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Turbal . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Turnagaln Island . Qld.Aus1. . . . . . . . . .  39 
Turtok. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Tuvinskaya Avtonomnaya Oblast' 

(autom.provlnce). U.S.S.R. . . . . . . .  3 
Tyan' Shan (mts) . U.S.S.R .. see T'ien 

Shan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Tyao R . Burmallndla . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 

Uato.udo . Port.Timor . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Ubln . Pulau (island) . Singapore . . . . . .  37 
Ubsu.Nur . Oz . (late) . Mongolia. see Uvs 

Nuur (lake) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Ubon Rejathanl . Thailand. see Ubon 

Ratchathanl . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Ubon Ratchathanl. Thailand . . . . . . . .  30 
Uch-bel'. Pereval (pass) . U.S.S.R. . . . . .  4 
Uda (rlver) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Udon Thanl . Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Udorndhanl . Thailand. see Udon Thani . . 30 
Ujh R .. lndla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Ulaan Baatar. Mongolla . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Ulan Bator . Mongolla . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Uldz Gol (river). Mongolla . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Ullassutal . Mongolla . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Ullastay . Mongolla . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Uliley R . U.S.S.R., see Bol'shoy Uliley R . . 3 
Um-ot . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Un . Loi (peak) . BurmalThalland . . . . . .  26 
Unlled Khasl-Jalnlla Hllls (dlstrlct). lndla 22 
Upper Barl Doab Canal . Indla . . . . . . .  20 
Upper Chenab Canal. Pak . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Uprang Jllga (river). Pak . . . . . . . . . . .  15 
Urai Lagna (pass) . NepalIChlna . . . . . .  17 
Uri . Indla . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
Urla Tagal (Island) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . .  7 
UsR ..U.S.S. R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
UsekR ..U.S.S. R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Ussurl Rlver . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
Uuldza Gol (rlver) . Mongolla. see Uldz Gol 

(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Uur Gol (river) . Mongolla . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Uvs Nuur (lake) . Mongolia . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Uz Bel Pass . U.S.S.R.lChlna, see Uch- 

bel'. Pereval (pass) . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

v 
Vakhan (region) . Afghan . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Vakhan . Ab-e (rlver) . Afghan . . . . . . . .  14 
Vakhjlr . Darya (rlver). Afghan . . . . . . . .  7 
Vakhiir Davan (pass). Afghan . . . . . . . .  14 
Vakhjlr Jilga (rlver) . Chlna . . . . . . . . .  14 
Vals . Tandlung (cape) . Indon . . . . . . . .  38 

Valech . KEEP (cape) . Indon .. see vale . 
Tandiung (cape) . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 . Vam Co Dong . Song (river) S.Vlet. . . . .  32b . Vam Co Tay . Song (river) S . Vlet . . . . . .  32b 

Van1mo.P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Valawa . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
VWr . Ilot (leland) . Cambodie . . . . . . .  43 
Verkhne-Spasakoye. U.S.S.R. . . . . . . .  5 
Vlangchan . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Victor Emanuel Range . P.N.G. . . . . . .  41 
Vlenliane . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Vlngoor . Pak .. see Vlngur . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Vingur.Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
Vlnh . S.Vlel. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Vlnh Long . S.Vlet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 
Vlnh Te . Kinh (canal) . S.Vle1. . . . . . . . .  32a 
Vlrawah . Pak . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 
Visayan Sea . Phlllpplnes . . . . . . .  42 
Vladlvostok . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Volga (river) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . .  l a  

W 
. Wal . Poulo (ielands) Cambodla . . . . . .  43 

Wai Islands . Cambodia. see Wal . Poulo 
(islands) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 

Wakhan (region) . Alghan .. see Vakhan 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (region) 7 

Wakhan (river) . Alghan., see Vakhan . Ab- 
e(river) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 

Waklllr Pass . Afghan .. see Vakhjir Davan . 
(pass) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 

Wa-k'o-chi-erh Shan-k'ou (pass). 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ChinalAlghan 14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Waloete lndon 41 

Wan . Nam (river) . Burma . . . . . . . . . .  24 
Wan . Nam (tract) . Burma . . . . . . . . . .  24 

.. . . . . . . . . . .  . Wandh Pak see Vatawa 19 
Wan Long. Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Wan-t'lng . Burma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 . . . . . . . . . .  Wa Petken (region) Chlna 25 
Warrior Reefs . Qld .. AuS1 . . . . . . . . . . .  39 
Wawol Rlver. P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Weam P.N.G. 41 

.. .. . . . . . . . . .  Wessel Is Qld Aust 38 
West New Guinea . see lrlan Baral. Indon . 38 . . . . . . . . . .  . Wetar Pulau (Island) lndon 38 
Wewak . P.N.G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Wu-ch'lh-pieh-li Shan-k'ou (pass) . Chlna . 

see Uch-bel'. Pereval (pass) . U.S.S.R. 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wu-su-chen Chlna 5 
Wu-su-ll Chlang (river) . Chlna1U.S.S.R .. 

. . . . . . .  . see Ussurl Rlver U.S.S.R. 5 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wu1ong.P.N.G. 41 

X 
Xam Nus . Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 C2 2025N 104.02E 
Xe Kong (river). Laos see Kong . Xe (rlver) . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Laos 30 83 13.32N 105.58E 
Xeng . Nam (river). Laos . . . . . . . . . . .  30 A1 20.10N 102.40E 
Xiangkhoang. Laos . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 A2 19.20N 103.22E 
Xleng Khouang . Laos . see Xlangkhoang 30 A2 19.20N 103.22E 
Xuan Loc. S.Vle1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 C3 10.56N 107.14E 

Y 
Yablonovyy Khrebel (mts). U.S.S.R. . . .  1 b 01  
Yala . Changwat (admin . area) . Thalland . 27 82 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Yalgan Kuduk. U.S.S.R. 8 C2 
Ya-lu Chiang (rlver). Chlna. see Yalu 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  River 34 A2 
Yalu Rlver . N.KorealChina . . . . . . . . .  34 A2 
Ya-lu-ts'eng-pu Chiang (rlver). Chlna . . l a  C3 
Yamdena (Island) . Indon .. see Jamdena . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Pulau(lsland) 38 C2 
Yang . Nam (river) . Chlna . . . . . . . . . .  25 83 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yanglhlssar. China 4 A4 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Yangl Pass Chlna 15 0 2  

Yangtze Rlver . Chlna . see Ch'ang Chlang 1 b A2-3 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yarkand. Chlna 4 84 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . Yerkand (rlver) Chlna 15 CD2 
. . . . . .  . . Yashil' Kul'. Oz (lake) U.S.S.R. 7 - D2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Yawngprlm Burma 25 82 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yazdan. Iran 9 82 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Yeh-erh-ch'lang . Chlna 4 84 
. . . .  . . Yeh-erh-ch'lang Ho (rlver) Chlna 15 CD2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yellow Sea 34 A3 
. . . . . . . . . . .  . Yenlsey Rlver U.S.S.R. 3 A2 

Yergak-Targak-Tayga . Khrebet (mts) . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  U.S.S.R. 3 82 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ying-chl-sha. China 4 A4 



Map Ref . La1 . Long . 
Ying-chi Shan-k'ou (pass) . China . . . . .  15 D2 36.32N 77.08E 
Yln-lu Ho (river) . China . . . . . . . . . . .  16 83 24.20N 67.47E 
Yuam . Mae Nam (river) . Thailand. see 

Yuam . Nam Mae (river) . . . . . . . . .  26 81  17.47N 97.45E 
Yuam . Menam (river) . Thailand. see 

Yuam . Nam Maatriver) . . . . . . . . .  26 81  17.47N 97.45E 
Yuam . Nam Mae (river) . Thallend . . . . .  26 B1 17.47N 97.45E 
Yuarn . Namme (river) . Thalland . see 

Yuam . Nam Mae(river) . . . . . . . . .  26 81  17.47N 97.45E 
Yuan Chiang (river). China . . . . . . . . .  29 BC1-2 20.17N 106.34E 
Yu Chiang (river) . China . . . . . . . . . . .  29 D l  23.20N 111.05E 
Yugo-voslochnyye Karakurny . (deserl) . 

U.S S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 A1 37.40N 64.00E 
Yun-ling Shan (mls) . China . . . . . . . .  l a  0 3  28.00N 99.00E 
Yunnan Prov~nce . Chtna. see Yun-nan 

Sheng (prov ) . . . . . . . . : . . . . . .  29 81 25.00N 102.00E 
Yun-nan Sheng (prov.). China . . . . . .  29 81 25.00N 102.00E 

Map Ref . 
z 

Zadelkyi Kyun (Island) . Burma . . . . . . .  26 83-4 
Zahldan.lran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 A1 
Zamuran (region). Pak . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 83 
Zarafshan (river). Chlna. see Yarkand 

(rlver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 CD2 
Zaysan . Oz . (lake) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . .  4 C2 
Zereh. Gowd-e (plain). Afghan .. see 

Gowd-e.Zereh . Dasht-e (plaln) . . . .  10 83 
Zeya (rlver) . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 8 2  
Zharbulak . U.S.S.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 82 
Zhob R .. Pak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 83 
Zira . India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 83 
Zorkul'. Oz . (lake) . U.S.S.R.1Afghan. . . .  7 D2 
Zulfikar Pass . Afghan.1U.S.S.R. . . . . . .  9 82 
Zulflqar Pass . Afghan.llran, see Zulflker 

Pass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 82 

Lat . Long . 

Teal 6el In 9 pl Helvellca on 11 pl  body 

.... . . .  -~ .- ............................. ..... ........-..- 
. . . . .  ......... .- ...... ......... ...... 
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