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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Rational/Background

It is hard to imagine an advent of tourismearkiving to the border region, especially
the border between Thailand and Cambod?a. However, prior to and during the ‘Cold
War’ period, the border between Thailand and Cambodia was more or less closed; only
the military mission and local people wereé able to cross it. Then, with the political
changes in Cambodia duging 1990s and Thailéna’s policy of “turning the battlefield into a
market place’, the border pecame more open,',a{nd,began to attract tourists. Between 1962
and 1992, the Thai-€ambodian border was: dnundated with wviolence by communist
guerillas on both sides. Despite the région’s si'g;_;(-liffii:ant tourism potential, this violence
frustrated the development of ;tourism during—;-tr;a{‘,'.period (Timothy 2001: 24). The

inherited infrastructures of war such as road con.s:t;fgf:tiqns, electricity suppliers, camps of
refugees, and battle field’s appliances, become tour-istﬂattractions after fighting terminated.
Moreover, the uniqﬂe geographical characteristics of the Cardamom and Dangrek
Mountain Rages generates plenty of tourism resources; there are many interesting sights

and great views to be had.as well as wildlife, hillstribes and ancient temples which are

located adjacent to theborder on both'the Thai and Cambadian sides.

Moreovei, horder is ‘the ‘place where' states icollide; economics: converge, and
cultural blend. When border and tourism run together several interesting and unique
relationships become evident; border as barrier, border as tourist destination, border as a

line of transit, and the growth of supranationalism (Timothy, 2006a: 9). As a result, the



border tourism in this thesis describes many different types of tourist activity occur in
close proximity to the Thai-Cambodian border, or directly on the border itself. These
include crossing the border checkpoint for sightseeing; traveling to the local attractions
such as waterfalls, national parks, places of historical interest or temples; shopping at
markets which may be located on either side of ihe border, or sometimes on both sides;
playing golf or gambling in casinos; relaxing in the hotels and leisure resorts. A new
foundation gradually creates a.new traveIJtrend culminating at the borders. This has
generated new occupations, Ineomes, and communities related to tourism spirits and
prospects. Neverthelessthe siudies of barder regions are still focused on the topics of,
security issues border trade, contraband, Iabo?" permeability and demarcation debates.
Despite the fact that millions of people crc-g;s border every year for the purpose of
tourism, the links between Borders and tourisr}r_are not well defined, and the subject has
been all but completely ignored by scholars of both ft-ourism and border studies. With this
awareness, the idea of this thesis'was conceived.— ]’t_1e5e is much to learn about the growth
and development of border tourism hetween the; ;NO '_cpuntries. Thus, this thesis aims to
bring together the scattered concepts and theoriés ﬂthat help explain the relationship

between borders based on an empirical study from the Thai-Cambodian border area and

concepts borrowed from a wide range of disciplines.
1.2 Objectives of the thesis

1. ‘To'examiie the growthand development of barder tourism at the bordar between
Thailand and Cambodia after the end of the *‘Cold War’ period up to the present.
2. To explore the identity, spirit, and prospect of the Thai-Cambodian border

tourism.



1.3 Major arguments/Hypotheses

This thesis discusses that the advent of border tourism has become a pivotal force
which efficiently penetrates through the national territory — traditionally considered as
barrier between countries. Consequently, borderstourism manifests the juxtaposition of
the national territory and the daily life practices_ ef both regular visitors and border
residents. Moreover, there are the.eompeting meanings of the Thai-Cambodian borderline
as expressed through the spatialrelations of Nationalism and Tourism. On the one hand,
the border is a symbolsof separation between ‘us” and ‘them’, ‘here’ and ‘there’, or
‘inside’ and ‘outside’; on'the other hand,-it can be argued that opening of the border can

weaken people’s antagonisms and prejudices.

1.4 Scope of study
.

This thesis will focus on the border touri,sm alpng the 800-km Thai-Cambodian
borderline which many land-based crossing points ioc_éted on. Thisborder is separated by
the range of Dong Rek and Cardamom Mountain. It also means that'this border and the
adjacent borderlands are among the most remote area of the country. This thesis will be
highly descriptive and explorative, trying to figure out the nature of tourism related to
crossing the border by land_between Thailand and Cambodia starting from after the end
of the Cold War, primarily focusing on travel and tourism from Thailand to Cambodia.
The thesis will Bagin-by placing ‘border tourism-as a matter within the frame of border
studlies. Then the size of the tourism in focus will be presented, and the types of tourism
involved will be discussed. The tourist attractions will be further described, followed by a

discussion of what the major experiences of the border tourism represented.



1.5 Definition of terms

For more understanding, some the technical terms using in this thesis should be

V//g,

ist a vrty |proxrm|ty to the Thai-

defined as follows.

Border Tourism:
Many different type

Cambodian border, or

Border Checkpoint:

A border checkpornt is, mr- ﬂﬂ ,J o[

two states where

=

checkpoints :-%"uf :

nlace on the land border between

' orica ly all borders had

-1"4‘-' were usually the

, but in mﬂrn times checkpoints

have been reduced on orders due to international and supranational arrangements.

ARG IR G

checprIntSqllNhlch can be contrasted with the customs and immigration faC|I|t|es at

TR SERTIUNINEA ¢

only places at Whicm Wasega gvere



Chong or Crossing Point:

The word “Chong’ literary means the terrestrial site for crossing at the particular
border path from one country to another. It has the same meaning as crossing point and
border pass. Some of the ‘Chongs’ are located on the terrestrial site which is easily to
cross forth and back, while some are located on the cliff of the mountain where the

opposite side has difficulty to cross.

Permanent Crossing Point/[nternational Checkpoint:

The Permanent Crossing Roint or the International Checkpoint has the purpose to
allow local people, tourists, and vehicles to traveling across the border by the reasons of
trade, tourism and others. The Permanent Crossing Point or the International Checkpoint
must be recognized by the gevernmental agreement between the two countries. In
Thailand, the Minister sof Interior wwill sign' tﬁe;rdeclaration to officially open the
Permanent Crossing Point or the laternational Chéékgqint by the approval of the Cabinet.
It will be legitimately resulted when itis declared ir_1 th_e government gazette. (Wacharin,

2004: 11-12)

Checkpoint for|Border Trade:

The Checkpoint:for-Border Trade has the purpose to promote good relationships
between local people-of the two countries. It is_to allow local peaple for trading goods
and products, which are necessary for _daily living such as foods and medicines, within
the permitted area. In-Thailand;.the authority t@ bpen the Checkpoint for Boreer Trade is
under the consideration of Provincial Governor and thereafter must be recognized by the

Ministry of Interior. (Wacharin, 2004: 11-12)



1.6 Methodology

The study will adopt a qualitative research method. Research techniques include

documentary research and fieldwork. In addition, the fieldwork is an empirical study

based on evidence that was coll duri lal 20-day trip with several follow up

visit afterwards along th di ilp e between December 2007

meweﬁum Wﬂ"ﬂ'ﬁ"ﬂﬂqﬂ‘ﬁ
QAT P BT 1D

border and tourism are limited. Despite the significance of borders, and humankind’s
long history of foreign and domestic travel within the Thai-Cambodian border region,

very little has ever been written, and thus little is known, about them in the context of



tourism, only recently have scholars started to merge border research with tourism, which
likely reflects the relative infancy of tourism as an area of academic study. For this
literature review, | will roughly choose some works that concern to my thesis topic.
These four books may demonstrate the ideas and frameworks drawing pictures of what is

called ‘border tourism’.

Timothy, Dallen J. Tourism.and Political Boundaries. London and New York:

Routledge, 2001,

This is the most important work to conc’éptualize the idea of relationship between
the border and tourism. The author describes the three types of areas facing borders from
a touristic point of view. The first is that there are significant tourist areas on both sides,
but with a certain distance in between,being the_jtol;rist destinations. On the interior the
borders of the borderlands are vague. So, in sor}ie-'asgects the entire regions or counties
facing the borders can be seen as barderlands even if_they are big. However, there are
also tendencies towards the second pattern where tr;er; IS a tourist destination only on one
of the sides. The ihird pattern is that the boundary IS crossing through a tourist

destination.

As a cross-barder phenomenon it IS not surprising that tourism is_Seen as an area
for cross-border cooperation. The book discusses different ways — there is a whole
spectrum = in Wilich*such relationships can be developed. At the one end .iiere are no
relations. The second level is coexistence with minimal levels of partnership. In this case
neighbors visit each other but without working together. The third level involves initial

efforts between adjacent jurisdictions to solve common problem. There are signs of



movements towards this situation, as there are negotiations both between authorities and
private enterprises to facilitate the border crossing system. The fourth level is that of an
ongoing collaboration, where committees, organizations, projects and firms are
established. This is the case in the Mekang Region involving four countries; Thailand,
Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos. The fifth level is integrated business relation across border

where the border is no hindrance.

Borders are mostsoftensocated 'in! the periphery of the countries. Often such
peripheries are natural rgsource areas and.areas that are poor or scarcely populated. But,
of the same reasons peripheries often are fo(;}ism areas, and tourism is often given
priority by the authoritiesy as this is-one of fe\x/\} industrial opportunities for such regions.
Border-crossing for mest people is often more‘than just passing a line. But the experience
has very much to do with the status ofithe bord.ei;., z;hd the differences that exist between
the neighbor countries socially, pelitically and (;L,;IEU(ﬁlly. Borders are lines between life
as lived in one places and life fived.in anothe%: — n_1<_)st often in a different way. For
international travelers borders are symbols underli-nir;g a process of transition, of going
from one situation t@ another, from one state of mind to another; from a daily life modus

to a holiday or away-from-home modus, or vice versa. Thus, there is a close relation

between crossing of borders.and change of mind;

According to Matznetter (1979: 67, quoted by Timothy 1995), he highlighted
some Of the conractions betvween border ‘and tourism, and suggested a tree-fold typology
oftspatial relationships between the two: (1) where the boundary line is distant from
tourist areas, (2) where a tourist zone exists adjacent to the boundary on only one side, (3)

tourist zone that extend across, or meet at, borders. He suggests that in the first case, the



frontier functions as a barrier or simple line of transit. Thus, the influence of the border
depends largely on its degree of permeability. In the second case, Matznetter suggests
that in addition to being attracted to the tourist-oriented side, some people will be
attracted to visit the other side as well, which presents opportunities for the tourism
development to spill onto the non-tourist side ofithe border. In the third instance, there
may be communication and cooperation between the#wo sides, so that the entire natural
or cultural attraction system operates as ong entity, or conversely the border may act as a

significant barrier altogether.

Furthermore, thedduthor examines several of the relationships between tourism
and political boundaries, the cases and effects, as.well as the symbiotic relationships that
exist. While the real implications of the intersection between borders and tourism are
multifaceted, they were @xamined in Timothy’§ study which has its foundations in the
borders as modifiers of tourism landscape. Boun‘d_é;ie;_form real and perceived barriers to
international travel owing to specific functionsra,nd_ m_ethods of demarcation, as well as
the experiences and expectations of individual tra{ve;ers concerning the border itself or
what lies on the ‘opposite side. \arious scales of borders also act as tourist attractions
when they offer unique spectacle in the cultural landscape. The depth and influence of the
frontier into the borderlands also create economie, legal, and cultural differences that
become significant attractions i many: locations. Finally; human landscapes unique to
border regions also strongly influence,the way tourism develops spatially on opposite

sides©f a border- not simply in the borderlands but also deep within nationakspace.

These three primary relationships comprise the more traditional views of political

boundaries in that they focus more on the cultural landscapes, conflicts, barriers, and
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push and pull factors that are commonly attributed to boundary location. However, this
picture is not complete. This thesis will also attempt to answer questions of change as
monumental political transitions have occurred throughout the world during the past 10
years and as the process of rapid globalization continues to race on, resulting in clear

alterations of the more traditional functions and roles.of political boundary.

Moreover the book said that, borders are attractions in different ways. If there has
been or is a political coenflict.between two countries the border often has a strong
symbolic significance, it'Is the congrete line between potential or real enemies, us and
them. The frontier aspeet of ithe border-is rméierialized physically with fences, gates,
alarms and guard, and formally with-border coxﬁtrols. There are, and have been many such
boundaries, several offthem turned into touriét attractions in the aftermath, The Chinese
Wall, Hadrian’s Wall, the'Berlin Wall are amon.gl_ih(;most known. Often, borders are said

to be natural, as they follow natural “lines” as vall,eysuT_.nountain tops or rivers.

Thus, the border attraction is mainly the m-an—made markers, and a symbolic and
mental matter. Barders are attractions also because they are threshelds to countries. There
are quite many people/collecting countries. According to book there are several versions
of this motive. Some have as their goal to have been to as many countries as possible, this
is the real country-collector. A variant of this are the pass-part stamp collectors. Passport
with many stamps is a kind of life career monument. Another type of country-collectors
IS these going’ 40 a ‘particular,country because of the particular experiences that are
offered. Lastly, and related to this, to have visited a certain destination or country can be

a way to impress others and to gain status, and a way to communicate identity.
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Charnvit, Kasetsiri. Thong Takheb Daein Siam: Kan Samruaj Naew Phromdaein
Thai-Phama-Lao-Kambhucha [Border Exploration: A Survey of Areas between
Siam/Thailand and Her Neighbors in Burma, Laos, and Cambodia]. Bangkok:

Thammasat University Press, 2000.

The author Charnvit Kasetsiri is a distinguish historian, former Rector of
Thammasat University, and long-standingJactivist on.social, political, and intellectual
issues especially in the area of+Southeast Asian Studies and the Mekong region. This
book is the author’s final'repast when he was driving along the border in Thailand side to
survey the area in betwgen Thailand, Burmai,, L'aos, and Cambodia in 1990 — when the
Cold War just ended. Moreaver, this survé;} was conducted when Premier General

Chatichai Choonhawan announced the policyL of turning Indochina from “a battle field

into a marketplace.”

-Ilh

4L hd

The author’s idea of border survey was 9?ﬁ9ei_yed by many reasons. For the first
thing, the economi¢ achievement of Thailand usi-ngﬁthe Laissez-faire or capitalism in
almost the past threé decades from 1961 — when Thailand started.to employ the first
National Economic Plan — until late 1980s to early 1990s, Thailand continuously reached
to 10 percent of the economic growth rate for many years. Thus, Thailand became the
center of Seutheast Asian region'in economic, palitic, social, and cultural development. It
is because Thailand has surrounded by the borders of her four neighboring countries

namely Cambodia, Laos, Burma, ‘and Mailaysia. ‘This long-borderline has beeq inevitable

affected to the economic development in Thailand.
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For the second thing, this long-borderline has many border trade points such as
Khlong Yai District in Trat Province, Aranyaprathet District in Prachinburi Province
(Aranyaprathet is now in Sa Kaeo Province), Chong Mek in Ubon Ratchathani Province,
along the Mekong River bordering to Laos at Mae Sai District in Chiang Rai Province,
Mae Sot District in Tak Province, The Three Pagodas Pass at Sangkhla Buri District in
Kanchanaburi Province, and the Victoria Poini*(i<eh Song in Thai or Kawthaung in

Burmese) in Ranong Province.

For the third thing, this border area has significance of the natural resources
plenty of floras, faunas,sand iminerals. These natural resources are the main factor for
economic growth ‘and development of Thailand. Briefly specking, the economic
achievement in Thailand is immensely depended on these resources from her neighboring
countries. In one hand, thése résources become'a_,.ra\;/v material to increase value-added in
the economic growth rate of Thaifand. In thé _:o-fhg[ hand, to consume these natural
resources, at the same time, it is followed by the ,de_strqction of ecosystem leading to the

environmental problems.

For the fourth thing, this border area is a home of people who are multi-linguistic
ethnicities and differenges.in cultures and traditions. The people living along the border
area are not only the Majority like Thal, Khmer (Cambodian), Laatian, or Burmese, but
also the Minerity such as Kha, Khammu, Kui, Chong, Mon, Chao Lay, and the hill tribes.
These ethnic diversities make, the area of ‘Southeast Asia become” ‘the -paradise of

anthropologist.’
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For the fifth thing, this border area has many important sites in which involved
the Tourism Industry. It is the area where the archaeological sites and objects are found.
However, these sites and objects are the evidence of the past; probably thousand years
ago when the wealthy of cultural diversity and the beauty of nature were still alive, they

are now destructed by the economic developmentandwar.

From all given reasons, the author Charnvit Kasetsiri as a leader and his team —
Songyote Waeohongsa, Thamrongsak Petchlert-anan, and Kriangsak Chetpattanavanich —
started driving survey ingOctober 1990 from.Thailand side from Tak Province in the West
of Thailand at the bordef side of Burma, then went along the borderline to Laos and
ended at the East of Thailand the border side of Cambodia. The author and his team
journeyed by driving a foug=wheel-drive jeep car, spent 28 days and 27 nights along the
borderline with the total distance of 7,081 kilomet-er-s when they arrived back to Bangkok.
Nevertheless, my thesis will use’informative detailsf(om only some part of the book in
which the author reported about the border. to Campod_ia in order to explore the changes

since then to the present.

Wacharin Yongsiri. Kankha Chaidaein Thal Kab Kambhucha: Panha Thi Phrasob
Nai Pajuban Lea Neawthang KaekhaigNai Anakod [Border Trading between
Thailand and" Cambodia: Problems and Solutions]. Bangkok: Institute of

Asian Studies, Chulalongkorn. University, 2004.

This is the distinguish work in Thai by Wacharin Yongsiri, who is the researcher
at the Institute of Asian Studies of Chulalongkorn University, providing informative data

of the subject matters. This book was published after the riots against Thai interests in
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Phanom Penh and the burning of the Royal Thai Embassy. The book argues that the
problems arose from the unequal nature of the border trade between Thailand and

Cambodia, and it proposes new methods of border trading to correct the imbalance.

The book started with the introducing tosthe policy instrument of Thailand and
Cambodia for border trade. Then, the book gives«the data-based information of the
Permanent Crossing Point or.the International Checkpoint, and the Temporarily
Permitted Area or the Cheekpaoint for Border Trade in which located at seven provinces
namely Trat, Sa Kaeo, €hanthaburi, Buriram, Surin, Si Sa Ket, and Ubon Ratchathani.
The book obviously said:ithat the border in thé past was the strategic sites for the national
security, but it is now begome the significantxérea where the permeability of labors and
contrabands affected the national econemic development Thus, the border is one of the
trading windows helpingto increase the economlc growth rate of the nation. Regarding to

this economic aspect, the healthy border trading (;oul_gi_.bund a good relationship between

the two countries.

Moreovery. the author has interviewed the key informants who involved in the
border trade between Thailand and Cambodia. In the last chapter of this book, the author
gives some recommendation. for solving the problems of the Thailand-Cambodia border
trading. In-addition, the appendix of“this baok provides the governmental declarations,
the statistic “‘table of border trading between Thailand and Cambodia, and list of the

official committec responsibleto the barder trading, which directly related to.iy thesis.

For my thesis, this book is a reference book to confirm and correct what | have

seen from the border survey during my field work. Although, this book does not directly
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study about tourism subject, in page 164 — 176 of this book has also examined the

possibility of the promotion of the border tourism between Thailand and Cambodia.
Franklin, Adrian. Tourism: An Introduction: London: SAGE Publication, 2003.

To guide what the tourism is, | choose this'boekto review for more understanding
about the tourism and its nature.-Fhe author proclaimed that this book is an up to date
guide to understanding the theory, practice, development and effects of tourism. It
considers general theories ofstourism to.be inadequate on their own and goes on to
develop a new approachsthat recognizes toufisfh as a complex set of social and cultural
phenomena. This approagh reguires.a variet)x/r of theoretical perspectives, a theoretical
pluralism, that can make sense of its varioué connections and engagements within the
constantly changings sogelal and cultural miIieyr'r__;)f{rmodernity, unlike some approaches
this book does not view tourism as merely base(;;-o;]vt_h_e pleasurability of the unusual and
the different. Instead, tourism is viewed also as a;sie_ri(_)qs individual engagement with the
changing (and fluid) conditions of modernity With-im—plications for nation formation and

citizenship, the “rise of consumerism, cosmopolitanism, the .natural world and

globalization.

The“book argues that tourism-is therefore a central component of modern social
identity formation and engagement, rather than something shallow and insignificant that
takes place on-the “social ‘margin. It “identifies” the® transformative and-redemptive
components of tourism and in so doing places more emphasis on its ritual, performative
and embodies dimensions. Here tourism can be understood as spaces and times of self-

making — rather special types of space and time that allow latitudes, freedoms and
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experimentation. As such it opposes more standardized accounts based on the tourist gaze
and the central significance of authenticity where both the tourist and object of their gaze
stand apart. The author’s approach emphasizes the interaction and effects of people and
these objects. It is argued that tourism cannot be separated from cultural, political and
economic conditions in which it has developedsand changed, and critically, the book
argues that tourism is no_longer something thai happens away from the everyday life
world. Rather tourism is infused-into the everyday and has become one of the ways in
which our lives are ordered .and: one of the ways In which consumers orientate

themselves, or take a stance ta.globalized world.

Moreover, this bogk isi@ guide to' understanding tourism, particularly as different
writers have tried to.understand it and to keep track of it as a changing cultural and
commercial form in modern life. But iourism |sn0w far too blended into everyday life
and the global flows of pegple and ihings to be treatgd as a detachable phenomenon. So,
unlike many other tourism texts; this book also ,ide_nti_l‘ies how tourism configures with

everyday social relations and cultures.
1.9 Limitation

Notwithstanding, this thesis discusses the border tourism between Thailand and
Cambodia, the narrative approach is mainly employed by Thailand perspective. It is
because most of-thejinformation iSselected from Thai and English; little has.bgen written
infCambodian. Actually, the utmost limitation of this thesis is time of writing, but | hope

this limitation is not affected to the main idea of this thesis.
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CHAPTER I

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BORDER AND TOURISM

This chapter is to conceptualize the relationships between border and tourism in
order to set up theoretical framework of this thesis’s subject matter. To elucidate the
border tourism along Thai-Cambedian boraer area, this thesis employs the idea of the
study of political boundaries and tourism by Timothy (1995a; 2006a; 2001). Initially,
Timothy (2001: 6) has defined the five prime functions of border. The first is that “the
borders are legal limits that define the territdry’-bf a state”, the limits for its sovereignty
and authority. Related to teurism, the border r:,g;n be a barrier both for people who want to
leave and for peopleswho want to enter a cbuntry During the Cold War period the
Thailand-Cambodia border had both these functupns The second is that boundaries have
an important economic role; they are there to—];t;teg'._.goods and to provide the border
countries with incomes from duties and other tax;s This has relevance for tourism as far
as there may be restriction on how much the touri-sts—can bring aleng of goods — and in
fact decisive for shdpping tourism. Third, the border is a control/of flow of people.
Fourth, the borders are ideological boundaries. This may still be one side of the Thailand-
Cambodia border, although-it was much more crucial during the Cold War period. Fifth,

borders are lines. of “military defense. This is._also ‘pretty obvigus on' the Thailand-

Cambodia border.

As a review of the border studies and tourism (Viken, 2006: 3-6), that in recent
years there has been an increasing focus on border studies, and a series of research

centers and organization have been formed, and both disciplinary and interdisciplinary
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milieus exist coping with such issues (Newman, 2006b). One reason is the recognition of
a more international and global world, another is the creation of new national states and
new international regions, and therefore new borders with new functions. According to
Newman (2006b), there are some significant approaches to border studies. The focus
classically was on borders and boundaries as linessand processes of demarcation and
delimitation, phenomena that are seen as outcomes.ef historical and political processes.
More recently scholars have focused on trans-boundary cooperation and regions. Borders
have been seen as sources for economic, social and cultural development, particularly
within the European Unien. Thus @ series.of studies has been made based on recognition
of borders as dynamic and creational entities.. There is also a strong approach within the
realm of border studies that focuses on borders as lines of separation, but also as

opportunities for unification.

Every day millions of peeple cross the;_:b;)rgl_er of neighboring countries for a
variety of reasons. However, millions.more people_crqss each day for purposes directly
opposite of work-leisure. In most cases, people c{ros's some form/of political boundary
every time they leave home for a weekend, go on an extended holiday. While these issues
are closely linked to tourism in many ways, the most notable boundaries from a tourism
perspective are found atithe.international level. Borders are places where political entities
collide, economies converge, and cultures| blend, they ‘are perhaps one of the best
laboratories “for studying the globalization process. Likewise, tourism, one to the most
glabalized of alk.industries, has,many unique characteristics.\\When the two,-Lorders and
todrism, run together, several interesting and unique relationships become evident: border

as tourist attractions and destinations, borders as barriers to travel and the growth of
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tourism, and border as modifiers of the tourism landscape. This chapter describes and

examines of these three relationships between border and tourism.

-
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Figure 2.1 The relationships between borders a{nd tourism (from Timothy 2001: 11)

2.1 Border as Barrier to Tourism

B F o el | -

While bo*rdrép&ma%mqman%instances be-sighificant-tourist attractions and
destinations, they also function as barriers to travel. In this sense,'barders can be seen as
either real or percei(]éd impediments to travel. Real barriers are created when heavy
fortifications are erected by+a country: to defend-itselfiagainst threatening-forces. Barbed
wire fences,, concrete walls, minefields, and armed guards contribute to the development
of landscapes of conflict that are generally uninviting“to*cross (Timothy 2001). Strict
immigration jand ‘customs policies mayalso function as real 'barriers to travel when
citizens of certain countries are refused entry or are made to go through rigorous visa
application processes or physical scrutiny when entering a country. It is not uncommon

for people to choose countries where a visa is not needed over destinations that require
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one. Travel to Cambodia during the communist period was affected by this phenomenon
quite notably. Strict visa requirements to enter this country, for instance, deterred many
people from visiting. Thai citizens were not permitted entry into Cambodia, and it was
difficult at best for other nationalities to acquire visas. If they were allowed, border
crossings between the two countries would be imporiant in the realm of tourism owing to
the heritage tourism linkages with a common past.that exist on both sides and many

cultural similarities.

Psychological, oppercgived, barriers.are the second type of border impediment to
tourism. This is certainly the situation with borders that separate hostile neighbors or at
borders that are heavily fortified and defended. However, even at friendly borders, people
may feel a sense of nervousness or apprehension about crossing. Language and cultural
differences, different currencies, and opposing ;.po;lritical ideologies may contribute to
some travelers’ reluctance t0 cross. In-addition, ‘t)_b;.de,(_ formalities can be an intimidating
process that might keep some people from trave,lin_g ‘a_broad. Even the Thai-Cambodian
border may erect psychological barriers when it{ c;)mes to customs and immigration
policies and procedures and perceived differences on opposite sides' of the border. The
Thai-Cambodian border is an excellent example of a line that separates two very different
entities — the well developed border region fromthe less-developed one on the opposite
side, language and culture, history, and political systems, For many Thais, crossing into
Cambodia is'not easy owing to different driving laws, language differences, and fears of

food'and quality-0f hygiene.

Border is usually recognized as barriers to human interaction; it is common sore

spots in international conflicts, and restrictive government policies are often most vivid in
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frontier communities and at border crossing points. International boundaries can be
viewed as barriers to travel from at least two perspectives: real and perceived. Real
barriers create insurmountable constraints to tourism because they either hinder tourist
flows physically or, through strict border-related policies, make travel difficult or
virtually impossible. Perceived barriers do not generally pose real physical obstacles to
border crossing. Instead, they create conditions wherein border crossing is challenging
and therefore undesirable. Thus; people are permitied to cross, but owing to perceived
constraints, do not. Inadditien .to hindering the flow of tourists, the planning,
development, and promotions of tourism. ‘in destination areas can be significantly

hampered in the face of bordegconflicts and other political problems.

The primary function of bolder is to eontrol the flow of people in and out of a
country. This can be done in at least two ways. Flrst heavy fortification and defensive
demarcation methods physically,-keep people"_ir;' a, country, which was of primary
importance along the Thai-Cambodian border during f[he ‘Cold War’ period. They can
also keep people out, such as in the case of the Walis a'nd fences along this border, erected
by the two sides-efithe border to keep illegal immigrants from crossing. Second, strict
frontier-crossing formalities can be operationalized by home and host country that will

function as a filter to keep people at home or to keep undesirables out.

International border possesses different degrees of permeability, ranging from
open-crossings with, no checkpoints to borders that are’completely closed and which no
one is permitted to cross. This condition depends to a large degree on the friendliness
between nations and the history of how their common boundary was established. Real

barriers, such as those associated with strict formalities and defensive demarcation



22

methods, necessarily deter many people from crossing a border. Indeed this may be one
of the primary aims of such a boundary (Timothy 1995a). This notion of permeability
varies from place to place, however, sometimes depending on which side of a border a
person lives. When physical demarcation and strict border policies work together,
however, which they usually do in cases of hiohly fortified boundaries, the border
becomes even more impermeable. Political problems and borderland crime also act as
real barriers to tourism in terms.of affecting the flow of tourists and the development of
the industry itself. Wars,Joorderdisputes, and crime can physically destroy natural and
cultural resources andgprevent .the /successful development of tourism in certain
destinations. The samegsproblems /also deter* many potential tourists from visiting

disturbed areas.

The extend to which a government all'oy.vs;its people to experience the border
influences their perceptions of it: People who Ii\;é ;qi_stance from the border will have a
different perception of it from people who live ,in_dai_ly contact with it. This behavior
demonstrates a itendency to ignore the actual f;eatIJres of the Porder in favor of a
standardized social perception of what the border is and how it fuactions. Phenomena,
places or events outside the behavioral, or subjective, space have no relevance to, and no
influence on, consciousidecision making and human behavior. Travelers commonly view
borders as barriers in the sense that they must present proof of citizenship, declare goods
purchased, and respond to a series of questions from intimidating immigration and

customs officials.

While some borders divide different cultural groups, but the Thai-Cambodian

border divides similar social groups — the Khmer descent people. The degree of cultural
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similarity on both sides of a border is determined largely by the history of the border and
to what degree residents are permitted to interact. Long-established borders, on the other
hand, will have separated societies for a long enough time that each will have developed
individually from those across the border. With time, values change and social
representations of the two countries are altered. MWhen languages and cultures are
different on opposite sides of a border, an additionalbarrier is created. Potential tourists
may fear driving into another.ceuntry if road signs are in a foreign language or if
residents do not speak the'samerlanguage as the tourists. This problem is compounded
even more when residents on.onesside are unaware of the culture on the other side. For
example, many Thais argdgnorant about whaf lies on the Cambodian side of the border in
terms of culture. They understand. that Carﬁbodian and Thai share many social and
cultural similarities and that many Cambodlan can speak Thai. While travel to Cambodia
by Thai people was regulated by real barrlers as dlscussed earlier, travel by Thais to
Cambodia was hindered more; by a perceptu_a-l-b_g._r.rler created by complex border
formalities, strict currency controls, accommodqti;oir[s,'_a_nd limited designed itineraries, as

well as the fact thatiideological differences were often in direct opposition to systems at

home. It is clear thai'this kept many Thai tourists from traveling to.Cambodia.

2.2 Border-as Tourist Destinations

The horder-crassing activity: has“fascinated people for centuries. Hewever, the
Thai-Cambodian border, for example, is vague area of dubious political control, where
exact borderline is few and far between. Today, however, most of the border area have

been clearly defined and well marked on the landscape, and they are even more of an



24

attraction than they have been in the past. Border as tourist attraction may be seen from
two main perspectives (Timothy, 2006: 10-11). First, the borderline itself, including the
demarcation indicators, fences, walls, and guard towers, exude considerable appeal for
curiosity seekers. This is especially the case with famous borders (e.g. the former Berlin
Wall and the North-South Korean and \ietnamsDMZ) or where the methods of
demarcation provide an_interesting contrast in" oiherwise ordinary landscapes. The
‘Golden Triangle’; the point where Thailand, Myanmar, and Laos meet, was well as the
‘Emerald Triangle’; the meetingspoint of barder between Thailand, Cambodia, and Laos,
has become a rather important tourist destination from the Thai side of the border.
Thousands of tourists visit the locations-each S/ear to have themselves photographed at
the Golden Triangle monument on-the bank' of the Mekong River, and the three-facet
pavilion at the Emerald Triangle on'the Dangrek mountain range. Research and
commentary demonstrate that wherever a borde'zrlj.n(; Is clearly marked, visitors will have
an interest in standing astride ‘it, hepping ovie:r”itr,,__or learning against is for photo
opportunities. Therefore, perhaps the simplest manifest_ation of the ‘border as attraction’
phenomenon is people’s propensity to want to stra&dI; borderlines,so that they can claim
to have been in two.0r many places at once or at least having been abroad, even if only by
a few meter (Timothy, 2006: 10). It 1s not uncommon to find travelers stopped at
‘Welcome to...” signs and border markers photographing and standing on them. In some
cases, the existence of a borderline and its historical significance becomes a tourist icon

for the border community’s marketing and promotional efforts.

The second way in which border attract attention among tourists and
recreationists is not the line itself, but the activities, attractions, and special features of

communities in the immediate vicinity of the boundary. While the line itself in these
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cases is not necessarily the main feature, the area’s appeal is rooted in its location
adjacent to the border, which creates some kind of competitive advantage from what lies
on the other side. This perspective could more accurately describe as the border as tourist
destination, while the first type might best be termed the border as an attraction. Places
where the border is a destination tend to have several activities and attractions in
common: shopping, prostitution, gambling/casines, restatrants, bars and nightclubs, and
liquor stores. People who live in-eountries where gambling is not permitted often travel
across a border to neighbering.countries where it is allowed. In this situation, casinos
tend to dot the landscapenear porder crossing points or further inland, and the majority to
their clientele is from abroad..Shopping is amo'ﬁg the most popular activities undertaken
in border communities, usually spurred by the existence of cheaper products, lower taxes,

wider arrays of goodsyand differences of operation in neighboring countries.

2.3 Border as Line of Transit and Tourist Gateway

The thirds relationship between tourism and border, and:’ perhaps the least
understood, is that of borders as lines of transit. In the majority of cases throughout the
world, borderlines are simply places to go beyond to get to more important destinations.
Many people pass through entry ‘procedures_and then continue|on to their final
destinations/“The Thai-Cambodian border is the line of transit in the sense that tourists,
who 'want to visit more attractions in the ‘countryside of‘the two countries, cross the land-
based border because it is cheaper than travel by air plane. Moreover, a look at border
and tourism would not be complete without at least a cursory discussion of the changes

that have taken place during the ‘post-Cold War period’ and the ongoing geopolitical
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transformations that are changing the relationships between tourism and political
boundaries. Broadly speaking two dichotomous patterns of change exist: a decrease in the

barrier effects of borders and an increase in their role as barriers (Timothy, 2006a: 14).

In the realm of decreasing barriers, one of the most prominent types of change is
popular known as supranationalism (Jessop 1995,.Feye 2000). As early as the mid-
twentieth century, countries began to realize the value in working together to further one
another’s economic development. Since that time, many supranational alliances have
been formed, although seme gi'the most prominent include the European Union (EU), the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN), the Egonomic Communit;/r of West African States (ECOWAS), the
Caribbean Community (CARICOM), “the Sdu’gh Asian Assoclation for Regional Co-
operation (SAARC), and the recently establishﬁr._;erflrt of the Greater Mekong Subregion
Economic Cooperation (GMS). Many more exi_si-in_,gll regions of the world, and most
countries belong to more than one. These assqcijét_ion_s are sometimes better known as
trading blocs, customs unions, or economic corr;m;nities, but what they all have in

common is a desite£0 collaborate in an effort to reduce trade barriers, tariffs, and import

and export quotas.

While relatively few of these alliances have tourism as a major focus, almost all
of them deal*with issues that directly affect tourism. For example, ASEAN has is own
tourism section«which is heawily invalved in promoting the entire region’ el Southeast
ASia as a large-scale tourist destination. It also acts as a liaison in negotiations between
national governments, airlines, and other forms of transportation. GMS is concerned with

tourism and its effects in the Mekong region, and one of the main goals of GMS is to
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simplify and encourage cross-border travel by citizens of its member countries. Cross-
border co-operation is also taking place on bilateral and multilateral scales in the realm of
environmental conservation. Another form of positive change is the opening up of

previously closed societies and the openi

new tourist destinations. For example, it
has only been since the 1990s t ow tourists to visit Preah Vihear

and Tamuen temples and rts of th _ikewise, with the collapse of
communism in many parts orld les have opened up to tourism and
embraced the indust AATRBNS ol. Despite these widespread
changes toward higher anness, in Some of the world as well as some
crossing points along rodi-gar an-border, : - change in the opposite
direction - that is, begomi sroRoedli es and therefore greater

barriers to travel — in the case of ne I ; vhich requires the approving
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CHAPTER Il

THE THAI-CAMBODIAN BORDER

In order to understand the relationships hbetveen border and tourism of the Thai-
Cambodian border in Chapter 2, this chapter gencrates rough information about Thai-
Cambodian border which is affeeted by trfe unigue geographical characteristics of the
Cardamom and DangrekeMountain Rages as well as the uneven political situation
between the two couniries. However, the three general geographical terms including
frontier, boundary, and border should be ini'tia’l'ly defined. First, ‘frontier’ describes the
zones of varying widths which were common?_%eallures of physical landscape belonged to
the state. Second, the'term ‘boundary ratherﬂlrefers to a line, while frontier refers to a
zone (Prescott, 1987: 13). The Iast term ‘border represents the line of physical contact

 Jia
immediately adjacent to the neighboring state, Wblclfl is the zone where international law
may apply (Prescott, 1987: 713). However, a}ﬁr_le'_ _state level, borders are usually
considered as inaccessible, mourltainous areas where the demarcation of boundaries is
difficult, and it someﬁmes becomes areas of overlapping territorial.claims (Lee, 1982: 8).
For people in Thailand, especially the bureaucratic officials who regularly work in the
metropolitan city such as Bangkok, they tend to aveid any posting at the border region. It
is because the border®s place-image Is remote and dangerous as well as_uncomfortable.
This chapteris to set up general characteristics of the Thai-Cambodian border including

geographical features; histary-ef ‘boundary delimitation between the two countries, and

thé comprehensive situations during and after the ‘Cold War’ period.
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3.1 Geographical Setting of the Thai-Cambodian Border

The physical landscape in Figure 3.1 is showing two mountain ranges, the
Cardamom and the Dangrek; these mountain ranges constituted the border between
Thailand and Cambodia. At the East of Thailand and the West of Cambodia, the
Cardamom Mountains, called Chuor Phnum Kravankin Cambodian and Khao Banthat in
Thai, separates the two countries; besides, the Dangrek Mountains, called Phanom
Dongrak in Thai and Chuer Phuum Dédngrék in Cambodia, divides between the Northeast
of Thailand and the Nerth offCambodia. In Cambodia, the isolated Cardamom is the
largest mountain in the country including ther hfghest elevation in Cambodia at the 1,813
meters (5,948 feet) Phnom Aural near PursaxtrPr;ovince; while in Thailand, the highest
elevation of the Dangrek is at 753 meters (2,470_feet) above sea level.

According to Preseott (1975: 428), tr_T(;-sgr.]dstones comprising the area of
Cardamom have been dissected by deep, short iy;';l!le_ys, and the high rainfall of about
5,080 millimeters (200 inches) encourages dense -tro—pical forest. The linear Dangrek is
also composed of.sandstones, but there are few peaks over 610 meters (2,000 feet) and
the structure, with the steeper scarp face overlooking Cambodia, is much simpler than
that of the Cardamomy The lower elevation and: distance from the coast give these
uplands a slighter rainfall ‘than ‘the southern_mountains, and the tropical forest is
correspondingly more open. On the Thai side from the west of the Cardamom ranges, the
roads are well censtructed throughout the-mountairous region and'mast of lands are well
developed as an urbanizing province. But on the Cambodian side, only small path and
logging roads intersect the Cardamom, and most of lands are uninhabited or only

occupied by scattered and remote villages. On the other hand, the range of Dangrek
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dominates the plain of northern Cambodia and separating the Korat Plateau in the Esarn,
or the northeastern region of Thailand. On Cambodian side, the Dangrek is an escarpment
spreading along the border; thus, it features inaccessible as well as remote and heavily

mined.

|s is only the land-based

boundary (see Figure 3.2). The length of the Th “'?ﬂ-u borderline was measured
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3.2 Historical Setting of the Thai-Cambodian Border

To describe a history of the Thai-Cambodian border, the making of its boundary
should be elucidated. The mapping of the Thai-Cambodian boundary is the main focus of
this section. Then, the history of the border region during and after the ‘Cold War’ period
would be described in order to explain general Siiwation of the border. The political
changes and the international relations between Thailand and Cambodia become main
factors leading touristic_tendeney to this horder region. Thus, this particular historical

characteristic also benefits thistborder as one'of the most desirable tourist destinations.
3.2.1 The Thai-Cambodian Spatial Relations from Frontier to Border

In mainland Southeast Asia, the-obvious I|ne :of boundary is an artifact introduced
by the arrival of the Europeans it-the nineteentr_r,-c—en]:yry, and it was an inception of the
political map of Southeast Asia (Lee, 1982: 1). rI—iidy_vey_er, the lines, theoretically without
any width, make the territorial division between ste-lte;. Historical chronology, in general,
shows that Cambedia dominated large parts of modern Thailand. from the ninth to the
twelfth centuries, but Siamese forces repeatedly invaded Cambodia after the fifteenth
century. Thus, there was only vague sphere of influence claimed over the land by the two
kingdoms, “During some significant periods when each realm was ruled by powerful
kings, the sphere of influence met roughly. However, this kind of traditional boundary
was ‘fast replaced by international boundaries, boundaries” between ‘cCompeling power
domains in mainland Southeast Asia were ‘negotiable’. In a sparsely populated world, for

Thai, Khmer, Burmese, and Lao kings, control of manpower and allegiance of vassal

provinces were greater significance than the precise delimitation and control of territory.
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Protection of the symbols of religio-political legitimacy at the centre was of paramount
importance. Hence, the military power of kings was concentrated in their capital and was
weakest at the periphery if their kingdom where vassal rulers formed a tenuous
quarantine line. British and French colonialism forced Thailand to accept a new ordering
of political space and a new regime of interstaie relations built upon the principle of
territorial sovereignty. Ethnic communities over whieh'the Thai court claimed suzerainty
were split by arbitrary divisions.that ignored traditional cultural and economic relations
and left a legacy of poorlysdemarcated landiborders. Decolonization exposed the fragility
of the new Southeast Asian states./So fragmented were newly independent mainland
polities during the ‘Cold®Wag" in ASia, thatrth'é' actual political reach of government in
Rangoon, Phnom Penh, and Vientiane, didxﬁot-correspond to territorial jurisdictions
conferred by international law. In practice, bo_rders were mere frontiers where central
power was weak and contested. Relations bet\&ée{ri Thailand and its neighbors in the
‘Cold War’ era reflected @ tension between_‘ir-adj,t._ional interstate practice and the
expectations of the modern nation-state system.}l%[or_n_ the Thai point of view, borders
imposed by Britain and France were impossible to -delzend, and left/Thailand strategically
exposed. Echoing. traditional strategies for protecting the core of. the Thai kingdom,
material assistance and refuge were given to antigovernment movements in Burma, Laos

and Cambodia — an approach to border security that perpetuated and exacerbated political

divisions among its neighbors (Battersby, 1998-99: 474-745).

During the colonial period, describing the mapping the Thai-Cambodian berder is
inventible to mention the areas in Laos and Vietnam. According to Prescott (1975, 429-
438), France secured a foothold at the mouth of the Mekong in 1862. In the same treaty

Annam/Vietnam renounced any claims to sovereignty over Cambodia, which at that time
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was a weak state subject to demands and instructions from both Annam/Vietnam and
Siam/Thailand. Some local French officers judged that France had inherited claim of
Annam/Vietnam to influence in Cambodia, and collect information about Cambodia and
possibly sign a treaty favorable to French interests, which were mainly centered about
securing access to or control over the Mekaong valley (Priestley, 1966: 116; Cady, 1967:
275-6). French successfully coneluded a secret treaty-with the Cambodian ruler. The first
article of this document conferred-French protection ever Cambodia, and the fourth gave
France exclusive influenceroverCambodia’s foreign relations. The limits of Cambodian
territory were not specified in‘this treaty. This caused concern to the Cambodian ruler,
who hastened to offset the possible wrath-of rSié'm/ThaiIand by signing a treaty indicated
that Cambodia was a triputary state of Sia;ﬁ/T,hailand. This treaty was signed on 1
December 1863 and ratified on 4 January 1864 By April, the Frenchmen in favor of
further expansion in Inpdo-China had persuaded the emperor to ratify the Franco-
Cambodian treaty, and on 14 April the Cambodlz_i’e -ru_l,e_.r was forced by French officials to
complete the formal validation of the treaty. When French officials resisted Thai claims
to the right to perform the coronation of King Nored(;m as ruler off Cambodia, on 3 June
1864, French ascendancy in Cambodia was symbolically confirmed..However, there was

still the problem of the two conflicting treaties and France opened negotiations with

Siam/Thailand to settle theproblem.

In April 1865, Siam/Thailand recognized the French protectorate over Cambodia,
while France acknowledged Cambedia’s ‘duty to pay tribute to Siam/Thailant, Then, new
negotiations began in 1866 and a year later the first Franco-Siamese boundary treaty was
signed on 15 July 1867. By this treaty Thailand recognized France’s protection of

Cambodia and relinquished any rights to tribute from Cambodia. In return France
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recognized that the Cambodian provinces of Battambang and Siem Reap/Angkor became
part of Siam/Thailand. These provinces were nominally Cambodian, but they had been
under effective Siamese control since 1795. The treaty made provision for the early
identification and demarcation of the Franco-Siamese boundary, and the preparation of an
accurate map by French survey officers. On 18 April 1893, French demanded
Siam/Thailand to sign the treaty of 3 October 1893.Thereafter, France’s territorial and
strategic gains by the treaty and cenvention were considerable. Siam/Thailand renounced
all claims to islands in thesMekong and territory on the east bank of that river, and agreed
that it would not maintain any.armed forces In Battambang and Siem Reap and a zone 25
kilometers wide adjoining the west bank of the 'Mekong. Siam/Thailand’s warships were
barred from the Tonle Sap, and the Mekong and its tributaries. French citizens were
accorded complete freedom to move and trade within the demilitarized areas. Finally
France was allowed tofremain in control of ',.C;lranthaburi until Siam/Thailand had

complied with all the terms of the ireaty and convention.

On 29 June 1904, the agreement made slidht_émendments to the Luang Prabang
boundary west of.the Mekong and fixed the boundary between the/Tonle Sap and the
Gulf of Siam. The amendments to the Luang Prabang boundary were in favor of France
and concerned the north and south termini on the watershed between the Mekong and
Mae Nam. In the south, instead of swinging northwest at the confluence of the Heung and
Tang rivers, to reach the watershed near the source of the Tang river, the boundary
continued ‘southwards-to the source of the Heung, which upstream is also calied the Man
river. This shifted the terminus on the watershed and transferred to France a triangular
area west of Daen Sai, which is now Dan Sai District in Loei Province of Thailand.

Thereafter on 23 March 1907, the Franco-Siamese treaty made the last major change in
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the boundary between the two countries. By the terms of this treaty France retroceded of
the Trat lowlands, and the triangular area west of Daen Sai to Siam/Thailand in exchange
for the territories of Battambang, Siem Reap and Sisophon. The new boundary
recognized that the Cardamom range represented a significant obstacle. The boundary
then crossed the alluvial plain linking Phnom Peah and Bangkok almost at its narrowest
point. The road from Aranyaprathet to the Chong-Fa-Koh pass, as far as the Dangrek
range between that Chong-Ta-Keh pass anin the Chong-So-Met pass, the line followed
the Dangrek range to the iMekong according to the 1904 convention. The 1907 treaty also
made provision for the delimitation of the new boundary, which was carried out by a joint

commission within a year without any-serious difficulty (Figure 3.3).

During World War I, Thailand (chanéed from Siam since 1939) took advantage
to regain some of the territory it had‘ earlier Iost; %he Thai army invaded northwestern
Cambodia in 1941, and after fierce fighting, too—K— t_:elj@_rol of Battambang and Siem Reap
provinces with the exception of the French ggrﬁs_on_g at Angkor Wat and Siem Reap
town. The Thai takeover was legitimized with Japz;me—se backing. in'a peace treaty signed
in Tokyo in March 1941. Through this agreement, France agreed. to return to Thailand
most of the territory, including Preah Vihear. But the end of the war in 1945, the Tokyo
convention was overturnedi-and in the 1946 Treaty,of Washington, Thailand returned the

border pravinces it had seized five years earlier. These last treaties are the final effect to

leave the unchanged boundary of the present day Thailand and Cambodia.
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3.2.2 The Thai-Cambodian Border during and after the ‘Cold War’ period

During the “‘Cold War’ period, the relationship between Thailand and Cambodia
was obstructed by the government policy based on the differentiation in the political
ideology. Thus, the economic relation from Thatland to Cambodia, especially border
trading, was affected by the Thai’s anti communism policy. However, the closing and
opening of border was depended.-on the political situations. \When the two countries have
conflict such as boundary disputes or the confrontation of the political ideological
differentiation, the border will be terminated. It is obviously that an advent of tourism
arriving to this border region is quite impossirblé'during the “Cold War’ period. But when
Cambodian domestic political turmoil had beexﬁ finished since 1990s with the new policy
of Thailand ‘turning the battlefield into'a mafk_et place’, the border was opened widely
for trading and began to attract tourists: e

As mentioned in French (2002: 428'30), The T_hai—Cambodian border is a place
where ethnic affiliation, national identity, political-co—ntingencies and economic interests
have collided, combined and recombined in a variety of ways over .ihe last thirty years.
The ‘Cold War’ period bracket a dramatic shift from the political to the economic in the
discourse of interactioniat.the border and in the region as a whole, as the ‘Cold War’
conflicts have given way to_globalization, and national struggles with communism have
evolved intoregional commerce and transnational trade networks. The Thai-Cambodian
border has been-ight'in the middle of these epochal changes'in the region. And while the
actual location of the border has not shifted significantly over this period, and the
significance of the border has changed for people on either side of it as well. Borders

delineate and distinguish political entities constitute economic resources and serve as a
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sign of both differences and relationships between the people they divide. This is amply
illustrated in the border regions of Thailand and its neighbors, both historically and today.
During the 1970s the growth of communist insurgencies throughout mainland Southeast
Asia prompted the Thai government to clese and militarize its border with Cambodia, and
monitor activity on all its borders extremely clasely. When the Vietnamese overthrew the
Khmer Rouge regime in 1979, however, hundreds ofthousands of Cambodian refugees
fled to the Thai border. In the late 1980s, howewver, Thali Prime Minister Chatichai
Choonhaven announced his‘inteation to “‘turn Cambodia’s battlefields into marketplaces,”
marking a dramatic shift insthe orientation of Thailand’s national policies toward
Cambodia. It took three more‘years for the guéfrilla war in Cambodia to end. But since
the Cambodian Peace Acgords were signed in Paris in 1991, and official relations were
re-established between the governments of Thailand and Cambodia in 1993, the border
has become the focus of afrenzy of commercial q,éti;}ity and transnational trade as well as

touristic tendency. et

In fact, thejarea along the Dangrek modnt;in range had been a hideout for
Cambodian subversives for a long time. Before the Khmer Rouge used it to consolidate
their power in the 1970s it was a haven for the anarchistic Khmer Issarak in the 1940s
and 1950s, and the anti-Cemmunist Khmer Sereisin the 1950s and early 1960s. These
groups had" generally=found support-in Thailand, as they were working against, first,
French colomialism, and later, the autocratic rule of Prince Sihanouk. But by the late
1960s, the Thai, government-feared the infiltration of Viethamese “cammunists  into
Thailand through Cambodia and Laos, and its borders were increasingly militarized.
When the Vietnamese army overthrew the Khmer Rouge in early 1979 and hundreds of

thousands of Cambodian refugees fled to the Thai border, this concern not only
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intensified, but was combined with the additional anxiety of being overrun by desperate
Cambodians trying to escape communism. The result was a Thai government policy
which provided material and logistical support to a tripartite Cambodian resistance
(which included the Khmer Rouge) fighting the Vietnamese from the Thai border but
which, after a brief period of leniency, refused {0 allow any refugees across the border

into Thailand itself.

During the first half of the 1980s, for the political and economic security of the
nation, The Thai govemmenthad to: deal with the Cambodian communist. With the
Vietnamese-installed government'in Phnom Pe'i*ih the Thai government had no relations
whatsoever. This rhetoric of strategic disengagxément notwithstanding, the Thai army was
in constant interaction with the Cambodlan reS|stance during the 1980s: it supplied
military assistance and training as well as materlal and financial support. Thailand was
the conduit for outside assistance o the re5|stz;r,;(;&_f§ct|ons, aid which came from the
United States, China and other ASEAN and Eu@bé:an_ r_1ations. A special unit of the Thai
army, code-named 838, was created to work exclu-siv—ely with the resistance. Rather than
operating through.the ordinary chain of military command, 838 answered directly to the
Supreme Commander of the Thai Armed Forces. But the entire border area had been
placed under martial daw.for security reasons; hence the regular army was well-
represented-at the border as well, along with several other military and paramilitary units.
While 838 worked directly with the resistance armies, all other military units cooperated

In protecting Thailand’s borderifrom the encroachment of *dangerous outsideis” (French,

2002: 443).
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The rhetoric of danger and distancing employed in relation to Cambodians
changed dramatically when Chatichai Choonhaven was elected Prime Minister of
Thailand in 1988. While the policies of the previous government had been heavily
influenced by the interests and concerns of the military, Chatichai represented a new
breed of businessman-politicians and was ingerested in reducing the influence of the
military in government (Pasuk and Sangsit, 1994).His goal of “turning Indochina’s
battlefields into marketplaces,” first articulz;ted in 1988, was a dramatic switch from the
foreign policy of the previeus eight years, during which Thailand’s political integrity was
protected both physically and.rhetorically. through the aggressive defense of its borders.
This policy was economi€ interagtion and cdoﬁération. It promoted trade with countries
which to that point had een embargoed by,,{all,-the ASEAN countries in an effort to
undermine and weaken their communist reglmes ThIS policy shifted the consideration of
Thailand’s neighbors ento ‘a dlfferent plane entlrely, suggesting that economic
engagement could overcome political dlffere—r]-c_e- Ja}nd lead to mutual benefit and
satisfaction. As a guiding principlg, “battlefi?Tds '_!nto marketplaces” continues to
characterize the Thai government’s foreign-policy ;)ri;ntation toward its neighbors in the
region. Chatichai’s srlogan implies a very different attitude toward/Cambodians and a
rather different mode of border control as well. Economic opportunism has superseded

loyalty to any national or-ethnic grouping, stater pronouncements about the national

benefits of regional trade notwithstanding.
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3.3 The Thai-Cambodian Border Crossing Points

Wacharin (2004: 55-56) informed that along the Thai-Cambodian borderline
appears to have 264 land-based crossing points; which are 20 points in Ubon Ratchathani,
51 points in Si Sa Ket, 60 points in Surin, 14 poiats in Buriram, 73 points in Sa Kaeo, 16
points in Chanthaburi, and 30 points in Trat. AS.a“result, because of many crossing
points, the Thai-Cambodian border is poréus and permeable for people and things to
traverse. Along the Thai-CGambodian borderline there are two types of the official border-
crossing point where thesfimmigration bureau office will be situated; these are six of the
International Checkpoings (ot Permaneni Cl;os}s-ing Points), and ten of the Checkpoints
for Border Trade. The International Checkpo'_;‘;at t}as a purpose of allowing local people,
tourists, goods, and vehicles to travel across t;ly_the reasons of trading and tourism. This
type of border-crossing point mrust{ be desié%}att;d by the governmental agreement

s il

between the two countries. In Thailand, the Ministe%ﬂf Interior will sign the declaration

to open the International Chqupoint by the appft_)_va_l_of the Cabinet, and then will be
declared in the gazette. The Chec:kpoint for Border- Trade allows only necessary products
such as daily producfs, foods, and medicines to be traded, and no testriction for tourism.
In Thailand, the authority to open the Checkpoint for Border Trade is under the
consideration of the Provincial Governor and ghall be legitimized by the Ministry of
Interior. Figure 3.3* shows the selected land-based “crossing points, which are

International® Checkpoint, Checkpoint. for Border Trade, or an example of Tourist

Destinations.
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3.3.1 Permanent Crossing Point/International Checkpoint

The Permanent Crossing Point/International Checkpoint has the purpose to allow
local people, tourists, and vehicles to traveling across the border by the reasons of trade,
tourism and others. The Permanent Crossing Poiat or the International Checkpoint must
be recognized by the governmental agreement between the two countries. In Thailand,
the Minister of Interior will sign the declaration to officially open the Permanent
Crossing Point or the International Checkpaint by the approval of the Cabinet. It will be
legitimately resulted when itJs declared. in the government gazette. Along the Thai-
Cambodian border startiag from Ubon RatcHatﬁ'ani province to Trat province appears to
have six of Permanent Cressing Point/lnternazironal Checkpoint. This kind of checkpoint
provides a visa on arrival for tourist whose purpose IS to visit other tourist attractions
inside Cambodian countryside. These checkpomts usually have border markets on both
sides of the border as well as gambling places a;rg-i-pr9§tltutlon brothels are also provided
for visitors. It allows people to cross the border e\i/réiryd_ay from 07.00 to 20.00 o’clock.

1. Chong.Sa-Ngam [E], on the Thai side of the border,.As located at Phrai
Phatthana Subdistrict, Phu Sing District of St Sa Ket Province connecting to the
Cambodian side at Choam,Anlong Veaeng District of Ourdor Meanchey Province. It has

been officrally designated ,as the Permanent Crossing Point/International Checkpoint

since 11 November 2003.

2. Chong Chom [F], on the Thai side of the border, is located at Dan Subdistrict,
Kab Choeng District in Surin Province connecting to the Cambodian side at Ou Smach,

Samraong District of Ourdor Meanchey Province on the Cambodian side. It has been
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officially designated as the Permanent Crossing Point/International Checkpoint since 1

September 2002.

3. Ban Khlong Luk [M] or Aranyaprathet, on the Thai side of the border, is
located at Tha Kham Subdistrict, Aranyaprathet District in Sa Kaeo Province connecting
to the Cambodian side at Paoy Paet (Poipet), Ou Chrov District in Banteay Meanchey
Province. It has been officially designated as the Permanent Crossing Point/International

Checkpoint since 20 September 4997

4. Ban Laem [3], on the Thai sidé. of the border, is located at Thep Nimit
Subdistrict, Pong ‘Nam /Ron: District (in E:hanthaburi Province connecting to the
Cambodian side at Doung, Kamrieng Dlstrlct in Battambang Province. It has been
officially designated as the Permanent Crossmg Pomt/lnternatlonal Checkpoint since 11

November 2003. i

5. Ban Pakkad [V], on the Thai side of the border, is locaied at Khlong Yai
Subdistrict, Pong MNam Ron District in Chanthaburi Provinee./connecting to the
Cambodian side at Phsar Prom of Krong Pailin (Special Municipality of Pailin). It has
been officially designated-as the Permanent Grossing Point/International Checkpoint

since 11 November 2003.

6. Ban'klad ‘Lek Y], on the Thai side of the border, is located-at Had Lek
Subdistrict, Khlong Yai District in Trat Province connecting to the Cambodian side at
Cham Yeam, Mondol Seima District on Koh Kong Province. It has been designated as

the Permanent Crossing Point/International Checkpoint since 11 November 2003.
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3.3.2 Checkpoint for Border Trade

The Checkpoint for Border Trade has the purpose to promote good relationships
between local people of the two countries. It is to allow local people for trading goods
and products, which are necessary for daily living such as foods and medicines, within
the permitted area. In Thailand, the authority to 0pen the Checkpoint for Border Trade is
under the consideration of Provincial Governor and thereafter must be recognized by the
Ministry of Interior. This kind of.echeckpoint does not allow people from other provinces
crossing the border; visitars cam onlyi travel to the adjacent area of the border not into the
country side of the bordef. It ds because there'is no immigration office situated at this
checkpoint. Along .the Thai-Cambodian borarer;appears to have ten locations of the

Checkpoint for Border Trade.

1. Chong Ann Mah [B], 6n- the Tha'i‘isrde of the border, is located at Song

Subdistrict and Si Wichian Subdistrict, Nam Yuen *Di'Js"-trict in Ubon Ratchathani Province
connecting to the Cambodian side at Choam Khéén'fnﬁiétrict of Preah-Vihear Province. It
has been officially -@esignated as the Checkpoint for Border Trade.since 11 May 1999. It
allows people to visit the border market every Tuesday and Thursday from 08.00 to 15.00

o’clock only.

2. 'Chong "Sar"Taku [H], on"the Thai side of the border, is located at Sai Taku
Subdistrict, Ban Kruat District in Buriram Province conhecting to the Cambodian side at
Chub' Korki [Khanglich, |Banteay Ampil (District in OQurdor Meanchey Province. It has
been officially designated as the Checkpoint for Border Trade since December 2003, but
it is now contemporary closed due to the illegal trafficking of drugs. Normally, it allows

people to visit the border market every 3 days from 07.00 to 11.00 o’clock only.
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3. Ban Ta Phraya [L], on the Thai side of the border, is located at Ta Phraya
Subdistrict, Ta Phraya District in Sa Kaeo Province connecting to the Cambodian side at
Boeng Ta Kwan, Thma Puok in Banteay Meanchey Province. It has been officially
designated as the Checkpoint for Border Trade since 24 December 1998. It allows people
to visit the border market every Tuesday, \Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday from 09.00

to 16.00 o’clock.

4. Ban Nong Prue ], on the Thai side of the border, is located at Phan Suek
Subdistrict, Aranyaprathet Disirici in Sa Kaeo Province connecting to the Cambodian
side at Malai District ingBanteay Meanchey Province. 24 December 1998. It allows
people to visit the berder market every Tuesday, y_Vednesday, Thursday, and Friday from

09.00 to 16.00 o’clocka

5. Ban Khao Din [Q], on-the-Thai sid'e‘iOf the border, is located at Khlong Hat

# Trl-.‘
Subdistrict, Khlong Hat District in-Sa#aeo Province connecting to the Cambodian side
at Kilou Dabbei, Santepheap, Sampov Lun Disfrict'iﬁ Battambang Province. It has been

officially designatee as the Checkpoint for Border Trade since 15 June 1998. It allows

people to visit the border market everyday from 09.00 to 16.00 o’clock.

6. Ban Sab ;Ta Ree [PR]yomthesThaissideyof; the border;=is loeated at Thung
Khanan Subdistrict, “Soi Dao" District in "Chanthaburi“Province ‘connecting to the
Cambodian side at Ou Rumduol, Phnum Proek District-in Battambang Province. It has
been officially'designated as the Checkgoint for Border Trade since 17, April 1997. It

allows people to visit the border market everyday from 07.00 to 16.00 o’clock.
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7. Ban Suan Som [R], on the Thai side of the border, is located at Saton
Subdistrict, Soi Dao District in Chanthaburi Province connecting to the Cambodian side
at Phnum Proek District in Battambang Province. It has been officially designated as the
Checkpoint for Border Trade since 2 May 1997. It allows people to visit the border

market everyday from 07.00 to 16.00 o’clock.

8. Ban Bueng Cha-nang Lang [T}, on the Thai side of the border, is located at
Thep Nimit Subdistrict, Poag"Nam Ron District in Chanthaburi Province connecting to
the Cambodian side at Svay \/eaeng, Kamrieng District in Battambang Province. It has
been officially designated as the Checkpoint for Border Trade since 28 May 1997. It

allows people to visit the border market everyaéy from 07.00 to 16.00 o’clock.

9. Ban Muen Dan [W], on the Thai si.d'e of the border, is located at Bo Phloi
Subdistrict, Borai District in Trat Province conhé.lcﬁ{\g to the Cambodian side at Samlout
District in Battambang Province:~it-was officiaHyJéesignated as the Checkpoint for
Border Trade in 16 December 1991, but is now rtévrﬁzii’ﬁ-aited its.task since 1997. Normally,

people can have a wisitor Sightseeing at the border on the Thai side only everyday from

08.30 to 17.00 o’clock.

10,~Bam: Mamuang: [X], onsthesiThaissideyofy the border;y=is loeated at Nonsi
Subdistrict, .Borai District in Trat Province connecting to“the Cambodian side at Chhar
RoKar, Samlout District in Battam Bang Province. It has‘been officially designated as the
Checkpaint for Barder Trade since:May 2004. It allows people to visit the border market

every Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday from 06.00 to 18.00 o’clock.
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3.3.3 Crossing Points for Tourism and Other Crossing Points

Besides the international check points and checkpoints for border trade, there are
other kind crossing points which can be probably divided into the crossing point for
tourism, and other geographical crossing points. These crossing points are not perceived
as an official border crossing peint, but they can Destraversed by the tourists and local
residents in order to their everyday life prz;ctices. As In the case of crossing points for
tourism such as Chong Bek; Khao Phra Viharn, and Chong Ta Muen, the famous tourist

destinations are locatedsadjacent to the border area. Notwithstanding, these unofficial

crossing points will haveithe police or military: outposts nearby the border.

1. Chong Bok'[A] is the meeting poiht-_of the border between three countries of
Thailand, Laos PDR, and Cambodiah, which s'c;_;[-nef-refer to as the “Emerald Triangle”.
On the Thai side, it is located within Dom Pradit—'ézjbg._istrict, Nam Yuen District in Ubon
Ratchathani Province, and on the Cambodian si%pf_t‘he border, it is located at Choam
Khsant District in \Preah Vihear Province; as V\-/eII— as an area'in Laos PDR is on
Moonlapamok Distribt in Champasak Province. This IS the Geographical Landscape for
Tourism opening daily from 08.00 to 15.00 o’clock. Its unique location attracts tourists to
visit and find sometimesto.traverse the borderline. iThe most popular tourist activity is to
straddle over the three countries at the'same time, and having opportunity_to take a photo

at the special spot where they can claim that they are standing on the meeting point of

Thailand, Cambedia, andLaos:
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2. Khao Phra Wihan [B] is the Thai name of this place located on Sao Thong
Chai Subdistrict, Kantharalak District in Si Sa Ket Province, while on the Cambodian
side of the border this place is known as Preah Vihear from Chong Bandai Hak of Preah
Vihear Province. This is the most famous crossing point for tourism along the Thai-
Cambodian border. Regular visitors travel to this'place for the temple of Preah Vihear
located on Cambodian side adjoining to the Thai side-of the border. It is designated as the
World Heritage site by UNESCO.in 2008. Tourists can visit to the temple everyday from
07.00 to 17.00 o’clock. The details and discussion of this place as tourist destination will

be described in Chapter 4.

3. Chong Ta Muen [G], 0on the Thaxir side of the border, is located at Bakdai
Subdistrict, Phanom Dong Rak District in Sufin Province connecting to the Cambodian
side at Chong Kal, Chong Kal District- in / éurtior Meanchey Province. It is the
Geographical Crossing Point where the three ter_ripiegpf The Ta Muen situated adjoining
to border on Thai side. The three Khmer ruins tgiléﬁp_le_ are Ta Muen, Ta Muen Toch, and
Ta Muen Thom. Tourists can visit to the temple éve;yday from 08.00 to 17.00 o’clock.
This border area-issvery much similar to Preah Vihear which is that the Khmer ruins
become the main focus of tourist activity. Perhaps this crossing point will be the next
border dispute due to the uncleared demarcation line. Although, the ordinary maps of
Thailand show the Ta Muen Thom situated on the Thai side, the American made maps
no.L7018 appearing on the website of the Royal Thai Survey Department under the

Suprerne Command, Headquarters fhttp:/AMww.rtsd-mi.th/gps/A7018.html] lis'showing this

temple on the Cambodian side of the border.
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4. Chong Obok [K], on the Thai side of the border, is located at Prasart
Subdistrict, Ban Kruat District in Buriram Province connecting to the Cambodian side at
Thma Puok District in Banteay Meanchey Province. It is the Geographical Landscape for
Tourism and also War Relic opening everyday: for tourists from 08.00 to 15.00 o’clock. It
is located on one of the cliffs of the Kravanh meountain range, so its geographical
characteristic becomes tourist attraction. As fer the war relic, Chong Obok was a
battlefield between Thailand and-her neighbors. In. 1979, Vietnamese troop invaded
Phnom Penh and fought te‘the Khmer Rough retreated to the Thai-Cambodian border at
Chong Obok. Then, Vietnamese suecesstully secured its troop over the land of Chong
Obok, but thereafter the 2™ Army Area of the Féoyal Thai Army finally defeated the foe.
After the Cold Warended; the Army Area Commander has installed the Buddha image at
the site since 13 July 1999; currently the area is promoted to be one of Buriram
Provincial tourist destination. -

.

5. Other Crossing Points: As mentioned egrli_er, there are approximately about
264 land-based crossing points along the Thai-Ce;mE)odian border such as Chong Phra
Phalai in Si Sa Ket#Chong Prig in Surin, Chong Samet in Surin,.Chong Chan Deang in
Buriram, and others. The selected example of this unofficial crossing point is Chong Phra
Phalai [D] which is geagraphical land-based crassing point but not tourist destination. It
is located on Bak Dong Subdistrict, Khun Han Districtiin Si Sa Ket Province on the Thai
side. On the'Cambodian side of the border is in the area of Chey Nivat, Tumnob Dach of
Trapeeang Prasat-District in Ourdor Meanchey Province. Visitors can visit only.to the Thai
side where the camp of ranger solders is located. One of the main factor that obstructs
this crossing point to be traverse is that the uncleared landmines. Thus, if these landmines

are successfully eliminated out of the area, it would be opened for common people.
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Table 3.3 Name of Points in Figure 3.4 Map of Selected Land-based Crossing Points at the
Thai-Cambodian Border

Point Area in Thailand Area in Cambodia Opening/Status Time to Visit
A Chong Bok, Choam Khsant District, n/a 08.00-15.00
Dom Pradit Subdistrict, Preah Vihear Province Geographical everyday
Nam Yuen District, Landscape for
Ubon Ratchathani Province Tourism
*Area in Laos PDR *Temporary
*sometimes called the Moonlapamok Distriet, closed for
Emerald Triangle. Champasak«Province crossing
B Chong Ann Mah, €hoam Khsant District, 11 May 1999 08.00-15.00
Song Subdistrict and Preah Vihear Province Checkpoint for Tue./Thu.
Si Wichian Subdistrict, Border Trade
Nam Yuen District,
Ubon Ratchathani Provance
C Khao Phra Wihan, Preah Vihear « n/a 07.00-17.00
Sao Thong Chai Subdistrict, + Chong Bandai Hak, Crossing Point for everyday
Kantharalak District, Preah VihearProvince Tourism the temple
Si Sa Ket Province 4 of Preah Vihear
adjoining to border
on Cambodian side
D Chong Phra Phalai, Chey Nivat, n/a It is not the
Bak Dong Subdistrict, Tumneb.Dach,+ J Geographical Tourist
Khun Han District, Trapeang Prasat District,  Crossing Point Destination.
Si Sa Ket Province Quidor-Meanchey:- - /4
Provinece ,
E Chong Sa-Ngam, Choam; 11 Nov.2003 07.00-20.00
Phrai Phatthana Subdistrict,  Anlong VVeaeng District, Permanent Crossing  everyday
Phu Sing District, Ourdor Meanchey Point/International
Si Sa Ket Provinge Province Checkpoint
F Chong Chom, Ou Smach, 1 Sept.2002 07.00-20.00
Dan Subdistrict, Samraong District, Permanent Crossing  everyday
Kab Choeng District, Ourdor Meanchey Point/international
Surin Province Province Checkpoint
G Chong Ta Muen Chong Kal, n/a 08.00-17.00
Bakdai Subdistrict, Chong Kal Distriet, Geographical everyday
Phanom Dong Rak District,ss Qurdar Meanchey Crossing Point
Surin Provifice Province The Ta Muen
adjoining to border
on Fhaiside
H Chong Sai Takuy, Chub Korki Khanglich, Dec.2003 07.00-11.00
Sal Taku Subdistrict, Banteay Ampil District, Checkpoint for every 3 days
Ban Kruat District, Ourdor Meanchey Border Trade
Buriram Province Province
K Chong Obok, Thma Puok District, n/a 08.00-15.00
Prasart Subdistrict, Banteay Meanchey Geographical everyday

Ban Kruat District,
Buriram Province

Province

Landscape for
Tourism (war relic)
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Point Area in Thailand Area in Cambodia Opening/Status Time to Visit

L Ban Ta Phraya, Boeng Ta Kwan, 24 Dec.1998 09.00-16.00
Ta Phraya Subdistrict, Thma Puok, Checkpoint for Tue./Wed./
Ta Phraya District, Banteay Meanchey Border Trade Thu./Fr.
Sa Kaeo Province Province

M Ban Khlong Luk, Paoy Paet (Poipet), 20 Sep.1997 07.00-20.00
Tha Kham Subdistrict, Ou Chrov District, Permanent Crossing  everyday
Aranyaprathet District, Banteay Meanchey Point/International
Sa Kaeo Province Province Checkpoint

N Ban Nong Prue, Malai District, 24 Dec.1998 09.00-16.00
Phan Suek Subdistrict, Banteay Meanchey Checkpoint for Tue./Wed./
Aranyaprathet District, Province Border Trade Thu./Fri.
Sa Kaeo Province

@) Ban Khao Din, Kilou'Dabbeli, 15Jun.1998 09.00-16.00
Khlong Hat Subdistrict, Santepheap, Sampov Lun  Checkpoint for everyday
Khlong Hat District, District,/Battambang Border Trade
Sa Kaeo Province Previnge

P Ban Sab Ta Ree, @u,Rumduol,s 17 Apr.1997 07.00-16.00
Thung Khanan Subdistriet, Phnum Preek-District, Checkpoint for everyday
Soi Dao District, Battambang Prevince Border Trade
Chanthaburi Province :

R Ban Suan Som, Phnum Proek District, 2 May 1997 07.00-16.00
Saton Subdistrict, Battambang Province Checkpoint for everyday
Soi Dao District, B Border Trade
Chanthaburi Province r

S Ban Laem, Doung, Kamrieng-— 11 Nov.2003 07.00-20.00
Thep Nimit Subdistrict, Distriet,-Battambang - /- Permanent Crossing  everyday
Pong Nam Ron District, Province Point/International
Chanthaburi Province Checkpoint

T Ban Bueng Cha-nang Lang, Svay Veaeng, 28 May 1997 07.00-16.00
Thep Nimit Subdisifict, Kamrieng District, Checkpoint for everyday
Pong Nam Ron District; Battambang Province Border-Trade
Chanthaburi Province

\Y Ban Pakkad, Phsar Prom, 11 Nov.2003 07.00-20.00
Khlong Yai Subdistrict, Krong Pailin Permanent Crossing  everyday
Pong Nam Ron District, (Special Municipality of  Point/International
Chanthaburi Province Pailin) Checkpoint

W Ban Muen Pan; Samlout District, 16'Dec:1991 08.30-17.00
Bo Phloi Subdistrict, Battambang Province (Terminated in 1997)  everyday
Borai Distrigt, Trat Province Checkpoint for

Border Trade

X Ban Mamuang, Chhar RoKar; May, 2004 06.00 -18.00
Nonsi Subdistrict; Samlout District, Checkpoint for Tue./Wed./
Barai'District, Battam Bang Province BorderTrade Thu.
Trat Province

Y Ban Had Lek, Cham Yeam, 11 Nov.2003 07.00-20.00
Had Lek Subdistrict, Mondol Seima District, Permanent Crossing  everyday

Khlong Yai District,
Trat Province

Koh Kong Province

Point/International
Checkpoint

Note: The spelling of Cambodian names come from http://www.cambodia.gov.kh/unisqll/egov/english/organ.admin.html.
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Figure 3.5 Map of Roads between Thailand and Cambodia: This map shows the linkage roads at the Thai-Cambodian border
crossing points. It is excerpted from the GMS map produced by PN MAP Company in Thailand [contact number: +66 (0)-2411-

1285]. However, this map is appearing an error point of Chong Sa-Ngam, the highlighted circle; this point should be Chong Obok.
In fact, Chong Sa-Ngam might be probably put at point E.
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Flgure 3.6 Chong Sa- Ng I m‘lgr|on O . S|to  fron Thallénd are waltlng for

immigration procedure 0 cross the b(ﬁ o, (_l j"&tkeno January 2008)

- s T B
Figure 3.7 Border Gate at Chong Sa-Ngam: Visitors and venders Cross the borderline
to the border market on the Cambodian side for traveling and trading. (Photo taken on 2

January 2008)
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Figure 3.8 Chong Sa-Ngg

of the border. Not only ordin sho Sell
also provides their service ta |S|3ors:\§ao kn _-.

Figure 3.9 Road to Angkor from Chong Sa-Ngam: A well constructed road from Chong
Sa-Ngam linked to Angkor in Siem Reap [135 kilometers/2 Hours] is an important factor
to facilitate tourism industry. (Photo taken on 5 May 2007)



Figure 3.10 Chong Choam - nach C 'po t: Generally, the International
Checkpoint allows visitors and vehﬂ S to the Cambodian side of the border.
Photo taken on 2 January 20 j0) !

Figure 3.11 Road to Border: A road at Chong Chom was initially constructed during the
‘Cold War’ and reconstructed again in early 2000s. This photo shows hundreds of cars of
visitors who came to the border during the New Year. (Photo taken on 2 January 2008)
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Figure 3.12 Transportation § rvrc ranspiration services tthe border of Chong Chom
provide vans for visitors who want toﬂ?avel ‘e W 'n Surin province and the border; as well as
the motorcycles gueue provides | so 1 vice. (Photo taken on 2 January 2008)

i ey

s

Flgure 3.13 Tourist Informatlon Serwce Center To faC|I|tate the border tourism, Chong
Chom established an information center for tourists. (Photo taken on 2 January 2008)
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Flgure 3 14 Chong Chom Bg de’? Market Th glgantlé sig board showmg the area of
Chong Chom is ready fa trad g. Thﬁjaorder j:a‘liet IS operat d by private sector. (Photo
taken on 2 January 2008)

Figure 3.15 Visitors at the Border Market: Everyday, visitors and local people came to
Chong Chom’s border market especially during the weekend. (Photo taken on 2 January
2008)
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Figure 3.16 Direction S| b d'to ourlst Attractions: Visitors could visit the Chong
Chom Border Market and other attra fons 4 ﬂgwmg everal direction signboards like
this one. (Photo taken on 2 uary-2008

il

Figure 3.17 Direction to Chom Pass Immigration: Along the road to the Thai-
Cambodian border, visitors are guided by this signboard. This is one of the facilities that
support touristic tendency along the borderline. (Photo taken on 2 January 2008)
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Figure 3.18 Tourist Attractions Signboard: As mentioned earlier, this signboard also

|

n = . iy !
guides visitors to tourist 3 actlo@':ﬁnc ding . border market. (Photo taken on 26
Y T e I
December 2007) ¥

‘.‘r 7-:"!5-‘1! "'_n'f ;I-- iy

Figure 3.19 Vendors at Aranyaprathet-Poipet Checkpoint: Everyday Cambodian
vendors cross the border to the Thai side to run their business as well as visitors who cross
the border to spend their leisure and money. (Photo taken on 26 December 2007)
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Figure 3.20 Aranyaprathet I ) ﬁ - Office: t 07.00 o’clock, tourists, both
Thais and foreigners, are i ~the openi e Aranyaprathet International
Checkpoint. (Photo taken on 2

Tt 1T Bl |

Figure 3.21 Inside the Aranyaprathet Immigration Office: This land-based immigration
office has the same status as Suvarnabhumi Immigration Office which provides
immigration check-out and check-in for tourists. (Photo taken on 27 December 2007)



63

e ill,l‘.
¥y B -
Figure 3.22 Border Gat f Ca m‘bodla This; mer temple-like border gate was built to
welcome tourists to the Kingdom of @}mbodl ‘.‘s‘H‘f‘wmg the competing meanings between
Nationalism and Tourism. (Photo taﬁen on 27 Bannmber Zgﬂ?)
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Figure 3.23 Bridge of the Two Countries: The inscription on this new bridge said that it
was built in 1993 by Thailand, and donated by Britain as ‘a gift to the people of Cambodia’.
In fact, benefits almost go “as a gift’ to the Thai side. (Photo taken on 27 December 2007)



Figure 3.24 Tourist’s Lane: At Aranyaprathet chec , the special lane was built for
tourists. On the one hand, i ifests. the_pi [ tourism; on the other hand, it
constitutes the travel control.of peapte. (Phot

‘Qnder
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BAN LAEN THA'LAND - CAM EDH EORDER MARKET,

Figure 3.25 Slgnboards to Border Several S|gnboards pomt the way g ingtotheb .
Thus, it seems to me that Thai government promotes the border as “a place to visit’. (Photo
taken on 26 December 2007)
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(Photo taken on 26 Decembg 209

Flgure 3 27 Border Market of Helplng On top of the shops at Ban Laem border market
it wrote that “following the [Thai] government’s policy of helping the neighbor’. This

extremely shows Thai’s perspective to the opposite side of the border. (Photo taken on 26
December 2007)
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Figure 3.28 Ban Laem Touri Ser\ngq Center: his is an important factor to facilitate
tourism industry, but mest o.informt;gn provided here is much concerning to the Thai
side of the border not the opposite . Photo 26 December 2007

Figure 3.29 Inside the Ban Laem Tourist Service Center: This center was established
according to the policy of Thai government of ‘promoting border trading and tourism’.
(Photo taken on 26 December 2007)
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Figure 3.30 Ranger Camp a Prig, n Province: For national security, the Thai
Ranger Force has to build the ly ' by the border area, and the Thai national flag is
installed to symbolize this ar :
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Figure 3.31 Mountain Pass at Chong Prig: Visitors are not permitted to cross this border
pass; only the local people and solders use this crossing point as their everyday life
practices. (Photo taken on 4 January 2008)
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CHAPTER IV

IDENTITY AND SPIRIT OF THE THAI-CAMBODIAN BORDER TOURISM

This Chapter deals with identity and spirit.of the tourist attractions along the Thai-

Cambodian border. It is also a report of my empirical study based on evidence that was

o

collected during an initial 20-day ficldwork  with several follow up visit afterwards along

the 800-km Thai-Cambodiansborderling between December 2007 and April 2008. The

survey was conducted mainly along the Tha_i side of the border, but several visits were
also made to locationsson the Campodian sid;e{ t'o gather information from there as well.
According to the book called Maps and Guic?e to Travel.in Thailand (Thinknet, 2008),
numbers of cultural tourist attraction are Iocaté'q_al,c_)ng the Thai-Cambodian border. As
Charnvit (2003: 115) indicated numbers of the a_ric_ient Khmer ruin temple located on the
Thai side are about 117 locatiens. However, éﬂéc’fing only the ancient Khmer ruin
temples adjoining to the border, these include; Pf_aSét- Khao Noi and Prasat Sdok Gok
Thom in Sa Kae@ Province; Prasat Ta Muen in Surin Province; Prasat‘Don Tuan in Si Sa
Ket. On the one hand, the Khmer sanctuaries, National Parks, waterfalls, and other
natural resources located adjacent to the border are considered as the prominent tourist
attractions_in- the sense of mainstream tourism literature, but on the other hands, there is
other sortiof interpretation Which denotes that why these places at the Thai-Cambodian

border have become the vital tourist destination. Perhapsithe border tourism happening in

this region is particularly related to.the heritage of time; both physically and mentally.

" The allowance of 40,000 THB during the survey was supported by the Rockefeller
Foundation as well as the car, Toyota Fortuner, was sponsored by Mr.Preecha Phothi from
Toyota Motor Thailand.
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Table 4 List of Selected Tourist Attractions along the Thai Side of the Border

Province Attractions Type/Genre
- Chong Bok/Emerald Triangle - Natural Attraction/War Relics
- Phuchong-Nayoi National Park - Natural Attraction
- Huai Luang Waterfall - Natural Attraction
Ubon - Kaeng Lamduan Waterfall - Natural Attraction
Ratchathani - Bak Teo Waterfall - Natural Attraction
- Prasat'Ban-Ben - Khmer Sanctuary
- Reclining \ishnu Base-JReIief - Khmer Art
- Khao Phra \iharn National Park - Natural Attraction
-"Pha Madl'Daeng Cliff - Natural Attraction
- HurChan ' Waterfall - Natural Attraction
- SamrRong Kiat Waterfal'lr- J'- - Natural Attraction
-4ChongPhra Phalai " 4 - Natural Attraction/War Relics
- Chang Sa-Ngam Border Market - Market Place
- PrasatyPonsTuan, - Khmer Sanctuary
Si Sa Ket - Pragat Tamnak Sai ; , = Khmer Sanctuary
- Base-Relief at Pha Mo | Degﬁé Cliff - Khmer Art
- Tab Tim Sidm Village No.OSénH%? - Community-Based Tourism
On the Cambodiai side of the barder
-Preah Vihear Temple - Khmer Sanctuary
“Pol Pot’s house and crematory - War Relic
_ Choam Pass Border Market - Market Place
- “Prasat Tamuen - Khmer Sanctuary
- PrasatsFamuen Toch - Khmer Sanctuary
- Prasat Tamuen Thom - Khmer Sanctuary
- Prasat Phumpon - Khmer Sanctuary
- Prasat Ban Phluang - Khmer Sanctuary
Surin -4Prasat Yai'Ngao - 'Khmer Sanctuary

Chong Chom Border Market
- Tab Tim Siam Village No.04

On the Cambodian side of the border

- Casino (2 locations)

Market Place

Community-Based Tourism

Recreation Place
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Province Attractions Type/Genre

- Prasat Nong Hong - Khmer Sanctuary

- Chong Obok - Natural Attraction/War Relics
Buriram - Chong Sai Taku Border Market - Market Place

- Natural Attraction
- War Relic

- Quarry Sources

- Raosu Monument

- Prasat Khac

- - Khmer Sanctuary
Khmer Sanctuary
arket Place
Sa Kaeo 3 onal Pa N Ty, _ Natural Attraction/War Relics

ﬂd._i o Fid

Chanthaburi - Khao So0i C g&l}l '@P; , .1 = Natural Attraction
On the Cambodiansi bord"en‘li |
- Casind |0§ : - Recreation Place
- Khlong Kaeo Waterfall Natic : - Natural Attraction
) | - Community-Based Tourism
7 ea Resort/War Relic
Trat Ban Had Lek | Border Mar| - arket Place

the Cambodian side of the border
- Casino«(1 location) o/ - Recreation Place

Note: Thes€s attractions are selected from various kind of suggested tourist destinations

TSI TIng 8y
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4.1 The Thai-Cambodian Border as a Permissive Zone

The simplest manifestation of the border as tourist destination is that people want

to straddle borderlines, so they can claim te ave been in two places at once or at least

having been abroad, even onIy by a fe \\1 and commentary demonstrated

that whether a borderline ;nn___;:, arked, ' ve an interest in standing
astride it, hopping over it, or leani inst i ohoto oppo tunltles (Timothy, 2006a:
10). However, in this cas aaffnd baded Crossi along the Thai-Cambodian
border perhaps becomes t ' ! al n (21 ed that, in some cases,

for visitors whose behavioral sangtia '.-_i' ed by legal restrictions as well as social and

economic constraints, the. al border constitutes a permissive zone.

Likewise, the visitors'to tt | Cai%?df engage various recreational
behaviors with a freed anc aba@] own countries. It often

involves typical kinds of tlv ;FL ,,as, entertainment, dining, but also

gambling and the use of sexual s n ices. F ., k s, the crossing points at D, F, M, S,

=~ .‘ur
O

V, and Y (see Tuble ces where market goods

such as cheap cla lE gls g ‘-‘ ommercial sex and

ﬂﬂﬂ’)‘ﬂﬂ"ﬂ‘ﬁ'ﬂﬂ'ﬂﬂ‘ﬁ
Qﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂiﬁu 1N1INYAY

gambling are availa@on the Cambodian side.
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Table 4.1.1 Border-Crossing Departures from Thailand to Cambodia, as measured by
International Checkpoint 2002-2007*

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Checkpoint
Phu Sing, Si Sa Ket n/a n/a n/a 373 2,521 6,640
Kab Choeng, Surin 1,550 8,3% 73,459 122,026 238,202 277,718
Aranyaprathet, Sa Kaeo 416,389 659,874 /1,097,220 1,149,896 1,316,375 1,474,521
Pong Nam Ron, Chanthaburi 365 10,810 " 45#914e 84,904 238,652 222,817
Khlong Yai, Trat 21,5601 °-39,638 57,260 64,555 76,667 71,901

Table 4.1.2 Border-Crossing Arrivals from Cambodia to Thailand, as measured by
International Checkpoint 2002-2007*

Year 2002, 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Checkpoint

Phu Sing, Si Sa Ket n/a n/a . nla 2% 2,356 6,193
Kab Choeng, Surin 29 7,990 70,806 120,757 238,511 274,238
Aranyaprathet, Sa Kaeo 458489 649,869 1,'166,603 1,107,993 1,320,956 1,482,219
Pong Nam Ron, Chanthaburi 74 10,843 '1:57,733 94,686 240,340 222,351
Khlong Yai, Trat 31,504="= 47264 6’1,6}1 72,611 80,334 81,352

*on land only, excludes sea and air travel

Source: adapted from the Thal Immigration Bureau 2008 (Attp:t/www.immigration.go.th)

However, the"prominent tourism characteristic of the Thai-Cambodian border is
the region of Casinos; it is because Casino is illegal in Thailand. According to Wacharin
(2004: 188-192), [Casinos on' the Cambodian.side’ appear /t0, have /about seventeen
locations; two from Kab Choeng, seven from Aranyaprathet, seven from Pong Nam Ron,
one from.Khlong. Yai,as well as some gambling places in-Phu Sing. In addition, from my
survey last year, I'found that two more Casinos were built.at Aranyaprathet-Poipet-Then,
number of tourists who visit to the border can be indicated from the border-crossing
departures and arrivals at the International Checkpoint in the Table 4.1.1 and Table 4.1.2.

These checkpoints are the locations of the gambling place, and one of the initial
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motivations to designate these crossing points to be the International Checkpoint or
Permanent Crossing Point is the Casinos on the opposite side. Noticeably, the number of
visitors from 2002 to 2003 is immensely increased because three more International
Checkpoints were opened due to the ready-to-play Casino; therefore, a number of visitors
have been increasing annually since 2003. It does not mean that all the visitors go to
Casinos, but it could be probably assumed that these places become tourist destination

because of Casinos.

Furthermore, thesmajosity of tourists\who come from Thailand will travel around
only the adjoining border area because to gert. into the Cambodian side they need to pay
about 20-25 USD for the €ambodian. entry vi;é. So, for the visitors whose purpose is not
travel inside to the heart of Cambodia such as Angkor Wat in Siem Reap, they will travel
around the border market or sightseeing the prOXImlty area in-between the two countries
— the area called the no-man’s land. Thus, thls_z;(;-r_r;gn s land area is a location of the
gambling place. Consequently, these Casinos caﬁ 553 e;a_lsily accessed by one-day trip, so,
during the weekendj the Thai residents living in thé p—rovinces nearby the border propend
to travel to the bokder for this initial purpose. Most of the Casinos on.the Cambodian side
are luxurious and fungtion as five stars hotel; thus, if visitors purchase the offering gift
vouchers, the Casino will provide free food and:free hotel room. As a result, from this

example, the barder, becomes the permissive zone for those tourists who have full of

money and leisure.



74

Nevertheless, the permissive zone is not only related to the purpose of tourism,
but also becomes daily life practices of regular visitors and local people who live adjacent
to the border. Several border-crossing points, especially the unofficial one, become
gateway of wildlife products. For instance, Chong Bok [A] in Ubon Ratchathani — where
the Thai, Laotian, and Cambodian borders meet andawhich some refer to as the Emerald
Triangle — on the Thai side IS within the area -of the Phuchong-Nayoi National Park;
people cross border for the enjoyment of eating wild animals. It is because in Thailand
several animals are legally regisiered to be the National Protected and Preserved
Animals, while on the @pposite sices people could hunt and sell wildlife as their daily
food. Thus, the visitors egould easily find several small shacks providing living animals
such as barking deer, parcupine, pangolin, wild boar, gibbon, python, or any kind of
available wildlife. The'shack’s @wner will receive order and instantly cook for the client
after negotiated its price. Unfortunatety, rece'n_,t.ly-.the office of the Phuchong-Nayoi
National Park declared the temporary closing (;f_: (-'Ehp__ng Bok crossing point due to this
unhealthy tourist activity of wildlife consumption: I\_th_only common people enjoyed the
permissive zone, but soldiers who operate their tasl% at'the border also pleased to cross the

border.

At Chong Ta Muen.[G], the Ranger Forces 960 operates their task to defense
Thailand’s territory at'the Khmer temples of Ta_Muen. On the apposite side, during the
weekend, several Cambodian soldiers. cross the border to join the Thai soldiers for
watching television, programs-together, ‘especially’ the" boxing live program. Although
during the New Year period, the Thai and Cambodian commander agree to arrange the
joining party for their soldiers. Moreover, several Thai soldiers, whose wife request to

bring home some jungle products, have to cross the border which is few minutes by walk.
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Some could say that, language is the one great boundary which for so many of us remains
difficult to cross, but, for the people or soldiers living near the border in these cases, their
birth-with language is Khmer or Cambodian. As a result, it is quite obvious that these

border-crossing points have an underlying

Itural unity not congruent with state borders.

In other words, regional unity ma e from the use of the border to exploit, legally

ﬂ‘lJEl’WlEW]‘iWEI’]ﬂ‘i
amaﬁnimumwmaa
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. . . e i
Casino will provide free food and free hotel roo

Figure 4.2 Casinos in Poipet: Visitors have an interest in standing in front of Casino for
photo opportunities. These Casinos are located on the no-man’s land area; visitors just
check-out only at the Thai immigration office. (Photo taken on 17 April 2008)
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Figure 4.4 New Year Party at the Border:At Chong Ta Muen during the New Year,
the Thai and Cambodian commander agree to arrange the joining party for their soldiers.
(Photo taken on 6 January 2008)
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4.2 Collective Memory as a Tourist Attraction

One of distinguished identities of the Thai-Cambodian bolder tourism is a
collective memory. Wartime events is one of this identity, it represents important tourist
attractions, drawing visitors to a diversity of locations such as those related to the ‘Cold
War’ period and its aftermath as well as more receaiconflicts. The examples of Chong
Bok in Ubon Ratchathani, Pol Poi’s last settlement at Chong Sa-Ngam in Si Sa Ket, and
Chong Obok in Buriram.actually illustrate the idea of war as attractions. This section
employs a case study ofsHenderson (2000) which is an exploratory one, but aims to offer
an insight into the appeal and/meaning of wérti'fne heritage attractions for both residents
and visitors, and the responsipilities. of provixders In achieving integrity with regard to
presentation and interpretation. However, the_re is a potential conflict between the
functions of education and entertainment and the ;ﬁroblem IS compounded when those
affected by the circumstances depicted are still_;;lliivg;._.leading Tunbridge and Ashworth
(1996) to comment that ‘living memory must fex_p_ire before the question can be
dispassionately weighed (115)°. The central role -oc;upied by attpactions in the tourism
industry is apparent; Gunn (1994) described them as constituting.‘the most powerful
component on the supply side of tourism ... the energizing power unit of the tourism
system (57)” with purpeses.of providing visitorgsatisfaction, enticement and stimulating
interest in travel. Historical resources of various types emerge as of great significance
world-wide,"and the uses and abuses of. history by tourism have generated a literature of
theirown.”Accoidingto Hewisan'(1987); he deseribes a process of commodiiication and
trivialization, where history has been replaced by a heritage industry that presents a false

view of the past. There is more concern with providing opportunities and settings to

satisfy contemporary society and commercial interests than accurately portraying the



79

realities and complexities of historical figures, events and processes. The anthropological
discussion studies of warfare and the tourist attractions dating attempts to ‘link war and
the pleasure periphery’ to the mid-1990s and identifying ‘warfare-tourism genres’ as ‘the
heroic past’, ‘remember the fallen’, “lest we farget’, “‘when we were young’ and ‘reliving
the past’ (Smith, 1996: 205). Smith explains show war can stimulate tourism as a
consequence of technological advances and demearaphic change, returning to the
argument that ‘despite the horrors of death and destruction (and also because of them),
the memorabilia of warfare and allied products probably eonstitutes the largest single
category of tourist attragtionsan the world’” (Smith, 1996: 131). For example, the border
area of Chong Obok was‘a battlefield between Thailand and her neighbors. In 1979, the
Vietnamese troop invaded Phnom Penh and fought the Khmer Rough to retreat to the
Thai-Cambodian border at Chong Obok. Then, the VVietnamese successfully secured its
troop over the land of Chong Obok, but thereaftér ;he 2" Army Area of the Royal Thai
Army finally defeated the Vieinamese. Afteriﬁh;vrc:old War ended, the Army Area
Commander has installed the Buddha image at the _site_since 13 July 1999; currently the
area becomes tourist attraction. The use to the exarﬁplwe of the baitlefield at Chong Bok in
Ubon and Chong-©bok in Buriram during the wartime, as well as Chong Sa-Ngam where
was the last settlement of the world-famous former Khimer Rouge leader, Pol Pot; after he
died in 1998, his place guch.as home and crematory were officially designated as tourist
attractions by Cambodian Ministry of Tourism, Undoubtedly, many wartime heritages
along the Thai-Cambodian border region were turned to be tourist attractions as a vehicle
for reconstruction and economic development'and have' identified periods of-turmoil and
war as possible themes of appeal to visitors. Thus, war as the tourist attraction is one of
the distinguished identities of the Thai-Cambodian border tourism which is circumstances

in terms of stage of development, and state of the tourism industry.
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Figure 4.6 Pol Pot’s Home Signboard: Cambodian Ministry of Tourism put the
signboard showing visitors that ‘Pol Pol was sentenced here’ and ‘Please help to

preserve this historical site. (Photo taken on 5 May 2007)
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Figure 4.8 Pol Pot’s Crematory Signboard: Cambodian Ministry of Tourism put the
signboard to inform visitors that ‘Pol Pot was cremated here’. (Photo taken on 5 May

2007)
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Figure 4.10 War Monument at Chong Obok. This waé-built to memorlzé t-r-lis c.rossing
point when it was the battlefield between Thailand and her neighbors in 1979. (Photo
taken on 6 January 2008)
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4.3 Boundary Dispute and the Rise of Tourism: A Case Study of Preah Vihear

The invention of the Map actually leads to a problem of boundary dispute.
Considering to the Thai-Cambodian border, several boundary disputes directly involve
important tourism resources and destinations’ (Fimethy, 2001: 24). For example, the
temple of Preah Vihear (known as Khao Phra \ihag'in Thailand) is located nearly the
border of the two countries; the baeckground and loeation of the temple make it an integral
part of any discussion of.the contemporary borderland in this troubled area of the world
(St John, 1994: 64). Aeccording to the. previous works about the Thai-Cambodian
boundary dispute in the gase of Preah Viheaf.(l'_f'eifer, 1961-62: 365-366; Singh 1962; St
John 1994; Lee, 1982: 1-32, and Charnvit, 2066:151—157), the temple crowns a triangular
promontory in the Dangrekisome six hundred meters above sea level. The temple faces
north toward the highlands of Thailand, while .rrrirl_(.)s;:Khmer sanctuaries face east. At the
top of the sanctuary, a sheer precipice drops off_I;-o-thp._.plains of Cambodia which stretch
south to the distant horizon (St John, 1994 64)', Itls one of the best examples of Khmer
architecture and one of the most impressive templés i—n Southeast Asia; thus, this unique
characteristic possesses great tourism potential. However, the problem lies in the fact that
its location has been strongly contested between the two countries, and each has at some
point controlled ownership..of it. Several disputes have ensured regarding where the
border lies; and the temple has changed hands several ‘times between the Thais and

Cambodians.

Historical chronology recited by St John (1994: 64-66) recorded that Cambodia
dominated large parts of modern Thailand from the ninth to the twelfth centuries, but

Siamese forces repeatedly invaded Cambodia after the fifteenth century. The boundary
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dispute actually dates from the period of the French Indo-China. In the Franco-Siamese
treaties of 1867 and 1893, King Chulalongkorn of Siam renounced all territorial claims
on the left bank of the Mekong River, including the islands located in the river. Through
a later series of treaties concluded in 1904-1907, Siam also ceded to France the border
provinces of Battambang, Sisophon and Siem Reap included the temple of Preah Vihear.
During World War |1, Thailand took advantage to.regain some of the territory it had
earlier lost. The Thai army Invaded northwestern Cambodia in 1941, and after fierce
fighting, took control of Battambang and Siem Reap provinees with the exception of the
French garrisons at Angkor Wat and Siem.Reap town. The Thal takeover was legitimized
with Japanese backing in a peace treaty sighe&' in Tokyo in March 1941. Through this
agreement, France ‘agreed to return to ThaiI;nd,most of the territory, including Preah
Vihear, earlier ceded by thelatter in the'pacts of 1904 and 1907. But the end of the war in
1945, the Tokyo convention was overturned; and in the 1946 Treaty of Washington,

Thailand returned the border provinces it had seized f_we years earlier.

Then in 1958, the government of Thailand,- ur;der the pretext of strengthening its
border defenses, established a police post in the Dangrek Mountains'just north of Preah
Vihear and hoisted the Thai flag over the sanctuary. When protracted negotiations from
1954 to 1958 failed to produce a positive resultpthe Cambodian government in October
1959 instituted | legal~proceedings against Thailand before the International Court of
Justice. In 1962, the Court, by a majority vote of 9 to 3, upheld Cambodian sovereignty
over'the temple-of PreahVihear. In explaining this decision; the ‘president el the' Court
observed that the Thai government, as it had earlier accepted the terms of the 1904

convention, could not now deny that it was ever a consenting party to the pact.
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Finally, aftell' n extended period

temple of Preah Vihear.lWE.finally opened to thts from the Thai side in early 1992.

STV IS CHREE S

than a yearﬂ which time the Khmer?ouge in July 1993 reoccupled the sanctuary and
TR ST O P TR o
Cambodian and Thai governments, the temple of Preah Vihear was finally opened in
early 1998, and became attractive to tourists. So, both countries benefited economically

with bright hopes for future growth.
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CHAPTER V
BORDER OF MIND AND THE PROSPECTS OF THE THAI-CAMBODIAN

BORDER TOURISM

tourism. The discussion_i ' order tourism is one of the pivotal forces

mena of touristic tendency

mgs between nationalism and

national territory a _ '*__ i | isitors and border residents

as described in Cha ¥ . ver, ‘the - ) 1peti i f the Thai-Cambodian

‘there’, or ‘inside’ and ‘outmde;.%otl{ and, it can be argued that opening of the

T
border can weakge;jeople s antagonisms and pre; e of the limit of time, the

border touristic tend@y.
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Thai-Cambodian borderline would be probably termed as ‘border of mind’. Recently, a
piece of news from Today newspaper in Singapore on 19 June 2008 page 12 reported

that:
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“TEMPLE OF CONFLICT: About 5,000 people protested yesterday at the
Thai foreign minister against a deal will allow Cambodia to seek United Nations
recognition for a Hindu temple on the border dividing the two nations. The long-
disputed Preah Vihear Temple is in Cambodia, but the only way to reach it is through
an entrance in Thailand. The Thai Cabinet approved a deal laying out the boundary,
allowing Cambodia to seek recognition for the temple.from Uesco. The protesters,
who have tallied for more than three weeks, demanded that Foreign Minister
Noppadaol Pattama release.deiails of| the deal. The protesters with the People’s
Alliance for Democracyralse said the'deal could benefit former Premier Thaksin
Shinawatra, whem theysaccused for seeking to profit from increased tourism at the
temple.” 2%

This piece of news gives many signifi‘cant keywords such as Cambodia, border,
nation, boundary, Thailand, and tourism Wh.i(;:f.l ;ﬁlemonstrate a dynamic relationship
between border and tourism, the-subject matte_r:;fv_mis thesis. However, the domestic
politics of Thailand are not an issue to be discusééﬁ_; t_h_e discussion rather focuses on the
competing meanings -between Nationalism and -Tozjrism. The People’s Alliance for
Democracy launches its campaign of Preah Vihear which initially expected to demolish
its opposition, but the result goes beyond its purpose. it seems to be expanded to become
an international problem rather than domestic. There are not only the protesters at the
heart of Bangkak_ gathered around the Rayal Thai Government House, but hundreds of
people from‘the center of Si Sa Ket province — around 100 kilometers faraway from the
border =+ alsa preceed to protest the Cambodian government'at the border ifisiront of the
temple of Preah Vihear. The Thai mob at the border waves Thai flags and shows several

signboards written “Return Preah Vihear to Thailand” or “Preah Vihear is Thai

Heritage”. These signboards also arouse Thai people to fight for the loss of territory in
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1962 when the temple of Preah Vihear was ruled to belong to Cambodia by the
International Court of Justice. Then on the same day, Cambodian government shuts the
border of Preah Vihear. After that, a group of Thai shop owners at the entrance of Preah
Vihear also come out to protest; in contrast, they oppose the Thai mob that interrupted
their incomes — selling foods and souvenirs for tourists. The food sellers throw rocks and
pestles into the mob, and some of them fight; the _guarrel was finally calmed down by

Thai police.

On the other hand, The Straits Times reported that “tension mounts in Phnom
Penh and Bangkok; text.messages have been flbbding the Cambodian capital saying that
the temple of Preah'Vihear belongs to Cambodia, not to Thailand™ (Ghosh, 2008: 7). The
Cambodian authorities have to deploy riot police at Thailand’s Embassy in Phnom Penh
as tension as rises. They afraid that the tragedy yvi_jl [:;e repeated the January 2003 incident
when Cambodian mobs had attacked the Thali Erﬁbg_ssy and Thai-owned businesses in
Phnom Penh after a Thai actress allegedly said _the_ fame Angkor Wat belonged to

Thailand. The temple of Preah Vihear is a similarly sensitive issue.

In fact, the temple of Preah Vihear is abused to arouse delusion that the temple
belongs to Thailand and a.desire to revive the claim. One of the false premises for
fanning hatred and creating delusion is the perception of lest territories. The idea of loss
is a powerful tool used to whip up nationalism, especially in domestic politics
(Thongchai, 2008). From-a personal email communication, Thongchai Winiehakul, who
is‘a Professor at the University of Wisconsin in the United States, has raised an important
question asking that Preah Vihear is not merely one case of loss of territory among many;

how did it become an “emblem” of Thailand’s “losses of territories”? The temple of
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Preah Vihear was not much in anybody’s attention during King Chulalongkorn reign.
Prince Damrong also visited it, as Charnvit (2000: 168) pointed out in his article. But
nobody paid attention to it in regard to the dispute territories. The Cambodian provinces
in exchange for Chanthaburi and Trat in 1907 did have effect on Preah Vihear. But at the
time, Preah Vihear was not an issue. The Cambodian border became much more the
center of controversy in the 1940-41. Only in the'context of the 1940s that Preah Vihear
was mentioned in particular as.an-issue, but only in the 1950s-1960s that it became a
deadly serious controversy. Hewever, the answers could be explained from various
perspectives due to the different academic approaches, but it may be simply to answer
that the temple of Preah Mihear can ‘benefited ébonomically with bright hopes for future
growth’. Another key word should be a/World Heritage Site; several countries want to
install the label of UNESCO into their tourist attractions. But if analyzing the case of
Preah Vihear from this argument, it seems o be'st;al;low.

Going beyond definitions, according to And_erspn and O’Dowd (1999: 595-596),
borders have both material and symbolic uses. Tr;e); can have a very obvious physical
presence, and evenswhere visually indistinct, they are typically the/bearers of a wider
symbolism as the material embodiment of history — as time written in space.
Consequently, the temple of Preah Vihear may be the most recently encapsulated history
of struggle“against ‘outside’ forces,“and as marking the failure' of| the Thai national
‘community® or ‘society’. The students in Thailand must lean from the compulsory
textbooks of history. subject which-discus-the fourteen losses of Thai territories including
the last loss of Preah Vihear. Nevertheless, the loss of territory before Preah Vihear was
1908 when the provinces of Kelantan, Terengganu, Kedah, and Perlis were ceded to

British Malaya; it may be too long and far from any possibility to claim them back.
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But in the case of Preah Vihear, Thai people were completely mastered a so-
called “‘mental map’ by the redundant national history. When the Thai tourists visit to the
border of Preah Vihear, it is inevitable that most of the tour guides usually repeat an
anecdote while Thailand surrendered its sovereignty over Preah Vihear in 1962, and the
Thai flag and flagpole were removed from the temple. This story effectively stimulates
the love-of-nation in Thais™ heart. Moreover, when a2 group of the Thai prominent
academics and senators petitioned-to Thailand’s Administrative Court to annul a Cabinet
resolution endorsing a Werld Heritage Site of Preah Vihear, it reveals the product of the
past. The time during 4962, students throughout the country, with the government
support, protested the verdict.of the Internatioﬁél Court of Justice and staged a colorful
march in which they proclaimed their intent txd protect ‘Khao Phra Viharn’. At the time,
students of Thammasat University in Bangkdk_demanded that the name of Cambodian
Prince Sihanouk be removed from the rolls.é_;‘ ;he University and insisted that an
honorary degree conferred on him-be Withdrawn_(é; Jghn 1994: 66).

The people who had experience during 195-03-—19605 becone the present majority
of Thai adult population, especially the bureaucratic authorities. Fhus, the recent loss of
Preah Vihear is coeval during their life time; it 1s the utmost concrete national traumatic
memory for them. The:meyvements of protestation allow them to show their love-of-
nation; therefore, they do agree to this'promptly and proudly. Certainly, this problem will
not be happened at any other crossing points along the 800-km Thai-Cambodian
borderline. In the case of tourism, as long as'the other border crossing points still play
their role as gateways to the economic benefits; the areas of opportunity and zones of
cooperation such as border markets are mostly located within the Thai side.

Consequently, it may conclude that the ‘border of mind’ at the border of Preah Vihear
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reveals the competing meaning between nationalism and tourism which is depending on
its spatial relationships; it means that border conflicts are typically waged in the name of
‘nation’. The problem with contested border is precisely that “origins’ remain a live issue
and cannot be “forgotten’ (Anderson and O’Dowd, 1999: 596). Thus, to resolve (or partly
resolve) the contradictions generally require jopening the gateways and reducing the
‘barrier’ functions of the border; it probably can-be proposed that the most effective tool

is Tourism.
5.2 Prospects to the Thal-Cambodian Border Tourism

This thesis has attempted ito provide ‘an overview of most of the concepts and
issues that exist in berder regions, and to highlight the primary relationships between
border and tourism. As this text demonstrates,'th.e -.irdea of tourism and border is rich in
concepts and theories, but there are still some as‘[)_ér(;tsr,tp be examined in future. While the
work has focused primarily on the traditional view qf ‘b_order, it is important to remember
that other types of frontiers exist that have not bée; included within the scope of this
discussion. For example, cultural and gender boundaries are highly-political and dynamic,
and thus from a tourism perspective deserve additional research attention. Cultural
frontiers within countries.and regions may exertsjust as much of a barrier effect as
traditional political beundaries. The linguistic border between Thailand_and Cambodia
does not necessarily correspond to established political lines, is a serious chasm between
many. people ai, the "same nationality. Linguistic ‘line”and “political’ regime, commonly
determine the societal values, attitudes, and belief systems ingrained in people’s everyday

experiences.
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Certainly these divisions are important within the realm of tourism, for they affect
the host-guest relationship and create images (positive and negative) that have long-
lasting consequences. Culture as tourist attraction and the cultural impacts of tourism
have recently received considerable attention in the literature. Part of the intrigue
associated with visiting cultures that are different from the tourists’ must lie within the
concept of crossing ethnic boundaries, for most tourists travel in search of the different,
the ‘other’, and the exotic — something beyond their everyday experience. Thus, cultural
boundaries form the basis of much tourist activity today. For instance, a visit to the
Cambodian side of thesborder is like stepping into the past, a foreign past, where
symbolic frontiers are ci@ssed and where visitors have to Keep right driving, spend US
dollars or Cambodian Riels, eat Cambodian food, and get along speaking their own
version of English. Qur understanding“of the ‘myriad relationships between tourism and
language, and other elements of cultural is-in it§ i',.rlf;ncy. There is a great deal of work to

be done along this genre of boundaries. il

Moreover, the.concept of the Mekong regi{on' has been developed for almost 16
years since the foundation of the Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS) in the year 1992
with ADB’s assistance. The six countries namely Cambodia, the People’s Republic of
China, Lao People’s Demaecratic Republic (PDR); Myanmar, Thailand, and Viet Nam,
entered into a program of subrégional ‘economic cooperation, designed to enhance
economic relations among the countries. The program has contributed to the development
of infrastructure-i0 enable the development and sharing of the resource base, and promote
the free flow of goods and people in the region. Consequently, tourism has been
proclaimed to be one of the economic strategies by the GMS countries. They are also the

fastest growing tourism destinations in the world — bringing in much needed foreign
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exchange, creating jobs, and contributing substantially to economic growth. Tourism in
the GMS has increasingly become multicountry; amid a highly competitive world
tourism industry and the GMS therefore develops and promotes the subregion as a single
tourist destination. GMS countries have recognized the advantages of cooperating in
order to develop new products, improve the policy.climate and institutional capacities,
strengthen promotion and marketing, and establish_partnerships between the public and
private sectors. The GMS tourism-program as a single destination based on a diversity of
good quality and high-yielding.subregional products that help distribute the benefits of
tourism more widely; add to the tourism development efforts of each GMS country; and
contribute to poverty reduction, gender equai'l'ity and empowerment of women, and

sustainable development, whilg minimizing any adverse impacts.

As for the future of “the Thai—Camquj.ar-l” border tourism will be the trend
identified in this thesis, supranationalism, WiII‘_:n-(')vrq_pubt becoming discourses on the
globalization of tourism. As existing international_all_iances are strengthened and new
ones created, scholars' will have to be more coéni;ant of the effects of this on the
industry. Labor <migration, environmental management, education, and economic
activities such as trade in goods and services, which all have primary functions within the
production and consumptien of tourism, willsbe significantly affected as so-called
‘borderless™ ' regions* become ' more commonplace. “Several  international trade
organizations have interests in tourism, including ASEAN and GMS. In fact, these two
organizations paid special attention to mechanisms to ‘encourage ‘freer trade,in Services
with important implications for tourism. It is likely that tourism will come closer to the
forefront of these multilateral negotiations as they continue to develop and as their

mandates continue to be implemented, creating a rich subject area for additional inquiry.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

According to Chapter 3 the Thal-Cambedian geographical and historical
characteristic were defined. It shows that some-of.ihe Thai-Cambodian border tourist
attractions lie either directly on, orin close E)roximity to, the borderline. The Khmer ruins
such as Preah Vihear, thesthreegemples of iTa Muen, Sdok Gok Thom, and also several
National Parks are prime examples of this.' Likewise, certain tourist-oriented activities
nearly always develop (e:g. shopping; prosti-tufi'on, gambling, and drinking) adjacent to
political lines when'laws and policies pertain{r;g to them are different on opposite sides,
and when people are permitted 0 cross unhiﬁd_ered. On even a more specific level, the
borderline itself can be an important ‘tourist at;r:z_;ct;bn because it presents some kind of
curiosity in the cultural landscape and connote—s,—d_iﬁf_rences in political systems, social
mores, cultural traditions, and possibly ecosyst.eﬁs_; ﬁorderlands therefore hold a grate
deal of potential for tourism development, a|th0l-Jgf; on a global scale little has been
accomplished in thié arena. Moreover, there should be little doubt that borders are
complex and influence tourism In a variety of dynamic ways; they are barriers to tourism,
tourist attractions, and modification of the tourism: The landscapes of tourism were the
focus of chapter 3. These landscapes are very often distinct on opposite sides of a border
based on differences in tenure systems, planning policies and traditions, settlement
patterns, urban’siructures; and-levels of socio-economic development.” Often, the barrier
effect of borders is so great that parallel tourism development occurs where like services,

infrastructure, and even attractions exist side by side but on opposite faces of a political

divide with little cross-border coordinated efforts to link the two systems. In addition to
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borders influencing the tourism landscape, tourism in some cases has been crucial in
effecting changes to the border landscape and its functions. This reverse relationship is
likely to continue in the future as tourism continues to grow and play a more important
role in bringing down political barriers that have existed for centuries. As described in
chapter 2, the barrier effects of border are unmistakable, hindering both the flow of
tourists and the physical and socio-economic development of tourism in destination
regions. While along many of the Thai-Cambodian border crossing points are difficult to
travel owing to defensiverdemarcation methods and strict control measures, even the
friendliest of borders 4€an ereate /psychological barriers for many people. These
relationships (i.e. barriegs, attractions; and Ian"dscape modifiers) are dynamic, and the

current global economic and pelitical climate has a major role to play in this fluidity.

The focus of chapter 4 was the identity and changes that affect the growth and
development of the Thai-Cambaodian border tou‘ri_:s;rhr,\__Nar as tourist attraction is obvious
tourist resources a well as the border tourism Vgen_era_te the permissive zone along the
Thai-Cambodian berder. Improvements in inter{na;ional relations between the two
countries and the‘collapse of communism have increased levels of freedom for millions
of common people to enter the country on the opposite side. The creation of
supranational alliances ((e.@.. ASEAN, GMS) and the program of Two Kingdoms, One
Destination” has led” to more cross-barder cooperation, more liberal travel and
development-policies, and more consistent levels of environmental and safety standards
glabally. Evideneg strangly: suggests that'all of these events and actions profoundly affect
the flow of tourists and the development of tourism in destination regions. This is
especially clear when considering the abrupt and rapid increase in tourist numbers to

Cambodia from Thailand since the opening of the border checkpoints and the
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development of tourist communities in places like Aranyaprathet — Poipet [M], Chong
Chom — Ou Smach [F], and Ban Had Lek — Cham Yeam [Y] that have long been off

limits to mass tourism.

According to Chapter 5, as in the cases of the Thai-Cambodian border-crossing
points, | would like to conclude that for regularswisitors and border residents, the
borderline has lost its significance as a barrier between nation states and instead has taken
on characteristics of a tourist gateway representing the convergence of the two countries.
The extent to which allsborders are social constructs, partly imposed from above and,
even more so, evolving from¢below, is played'f'out through these border scenes. If we
really want to know what borders mean to peoxble,.then we need to listen to their personal
and group narratives (Newman, 2006b:#154). In the case of Preah Vihear, the Thai border
shop owners came out tofight the mob that came from faraway; thus, it is explicit that the
border means opportunity for the people I|V|ng_1‘:r;eq{by, but, at the same time, it also
means ‘national fence’ for the national.claims. 'I'rfiiérnirn_plies the notions of the ‘competing
meaning’ in the real daily lives of people. From ihis— perspective, on the one hand, the
border, such as Preah Vihear, is normally perceived as institutional.mechanisms for the
state aimed, by excluding whatever originates from the opposite side. While, on the other
hand, the opening of barder, such as other crossing points, is seen as a positive factor,
pointing 10" goad_neighborliness between territorial and“social entities; the historical
records have'shown just how easily these gateways can be destroyed and the barriers
reconstructed. This raises ethical questions concerning the construction and sanagement
oftboundaries - for whom, by whom and in whose interests are some people excluded, or

cut off, from their cultural, ethnic or economic living spaces? Good fences do not

automatically create good neighbors. Were there good neighborliness in the first place, it
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is possible that fences would not be needed at all. But strong fences and walls do create,
for the ruling élites, a manageable situation where the ‘us here’ and the ‘them there’ line

of binary separation is easier to control (Newman, 2006b: 150).

Finally, at the time of wiring this thesisy UNESCO has already designated the
temple of Preah Vihear as a World Heritage Site./Alihough, the entrance at the temple of
Preah Vihear still can not be entered from TJhaiIand, it will not be too long to see the gate
reopened again for tourists. Howewver, the problem of Preah Vihear does not affect to
other border-crossing paints; people still run their business life regularly. 1 would like to
relate this thesis to the remarkable definitioﬁ,df the relationships between Thailand and
Cambodia. Charnvit™ Kasetsigi, one of the- { prominent historians from Thammasat
University, said that the 800-km extended Iong border petween Thailand and Cambodia
symbolized the long hisStory of relatlons between the two countries. Among the
neighboring countries of Southeasi Asia, none':seems more similar to Thailand than
Cambodia (perhaps not even exeluding Laos an(ﬁr_}e_ ‘fTai” people scattered throughout
such countries as Burma, Vietnam, and southere C—:hina). Both /nations share similar
customs, traditions, beliefs, and ways of life. This is especially true of royal customs,
language, writing systems, vocabulary, literature, and the dramatic arts. In light of these
similarities, it seems surprising, therefore, that relations between Thailand and Cambodia
should be characterized by _deep-seated “ignorance, misunderstanding, and prejudice.”

Indeed, the two countries have what can be termed “a love-hate relationship” (Charnvit,

2003: 1),
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