
The fo l lowing  information from t h e  Registry of t he  Xntern8tional 
Court of Justice is communlcated t o  t h e  Press: 

The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Court of Jus$ice today (15 June 1962) delivered 
i t s  Judgrnent i n  t h e  case eoncerning t h e  Temple o f  Preah Vihear (Merits) 
betwe en Cambodia and Thailand. 

t Eroceedings were i n s t i t u t  ed on 6 October 1957 by an Appl ica t ion  
o f  t h e  Governent of Cambodi~; t h e  Government of Thailand having raised 
two preliminary objections,  t h e  Court, by i t s  hdgment of 26 May 1961, 
found t h a t  it had jusisdiction. 

Ln 3 s  Judgment delivered today, t h e  Court, by nine votes t o  th ree ,  
faund tha t  t h e  Temple o f  Preah Vihear was ai tuated 1i1 terri tory under 
t h e  sovereignty of Cambodia and, in consequence, t h a t  Thailand was under 
an obligation t a  withdraw any military o r  po l i ce  forces, or other guards 
o r  keepers, stat ibned by her at t h e  Temple, os in i t s  vrlcinity on 
Cambodian territory. 

By seven votes t o  f ive,  t h e  Court found t h a t  Thailand rms under 
an obligation t o  res tore  t o  Cambodia any sculptures, s telae,  fragments 
of monuments, sandstone model and ancient pottery which might, since 
t h e  d a t e  of t h e  occupation of t h e  Temple by Thailand in 1954, have 
been removed from t h e  Temple o r  t h e  Temple area by t h e  Thai authorities. 

Judge Tanaka and Judge More l l i  appended t o  t h e  Judgment a J o i n t  
Declarat ion. Vice-Presid ent IJfaro and Judge S b  Gerald F i t  m u r i c e  
appended.Separate Opinions; Judges Moreno Quktana, Wellington Koo and 
S i r  Percy Spender appended D i s sen thg  Opinions. 

In i t s  Judgment, t h e  Court found t h a t  t h e  subject  of'the dispute 
was sovereignty over t h e  region of t h e  Temple of Preah Vihear. This 
ancient sanctuary, par t i a l ly  in ruins, stood on a promontory of the 
Dangrek range of mountains which cons t i tu ted  t h e  boundary between 
Cambodia and Thailand, The dispute had i t s  fons e t  o r i g o  in t h e  
bowldary set t lements mde in t h e  period 1904-1908 bctween France, then 
conduct ing  t h e  fo re ign  r e l a t i ons  of -do-China, and Siam. The ap~llcation 
of t h e  Treaty of 13 Febmiary 1904 Mas, in particular, involved. That 
Treaty established the  general character  of t h e  f r o n t i e r  t h e  exact 
boundary of which wai t o  be delimcted by a Franco-Simese Wxed 
Commission. 

. I 

In the eastern  s e c t o r  of t h e  Dangrek range, Ln which Preah Vlhear 
was situated, t h e  frontier was to f o l l o w  t h e  watershed l i n e .  For t he  
purpose of d e l w t i n g  that f r o n t i e r ,  it \vas agreed, a t  a m e e t h g  heLd 
on 2 December 1906, t h a t  the Mixed Commission should traie1 d o n g  t h e  
Dangrek range carrying out  a l 1  t h e  necessary reconnaissance, and that 
a survey officer of t h e  French section of t he  Commission should survey 
t h e  whole of t h e  eastern p a r t  of t h e  range. It had not  been contested 
t h a t  t h e  Presidents of the French and S imeso  sec t ions  duly made t h i s  
journey, in t h e  çourse of r h i c h  they v is i ted  t he  Temple of Preah VThear, 



In January-February 1907, the President of t h e  French section had 
reported t o  his Crovernment t h a t  t h e  f r o n t i e r - l h e  had been defini tely 
es tabl ished.  It therefore  seerned cléar t h a t  a f ront le r  had been aurveyed 
and fixed, although there  was no reco rd  of any decision and no referenee 
t o  t h e  Dangrek region & any minutes of t h e  meetma of t h e  Cornmission 
a f t e r  2 December 1906. ~ o r i o v e r ,  a t  t h e  t lme , rhen  t h e  Commission 
rnight have met f o r  t h e  purgose of winding up l t s  work, a t tent ion was  
d i rected towards the conclusion of a fur ther  Franco-Siamese baundary 
t rea ty ,  the Treaty of '  23 Mmch 1907, 

The f &al stage of t h e .  delimitation was t h e  preparation of rriaps . 
The Siamese Goverment, which d i d  not  dispose of adequate t s o h i a i d  r?~c?.ns, had 
requested t h a t  French officers should map t h e  f r o n t i e r  region. These 
rriaps were completed in the  a u t m  of 1907 by a team of  French officers, 
some of whom had been membeys of t he  h e d  Conpiçsion, and they  were 
comunicated to t h e  Siamese kvernment in 1908. .:,mongst them was a 
map of t h e  Dangrek range showing Preah Vihear on t h e  Cambodian siàe. 
It wss on t h a t  map ( f u e d  gs Ianex I to i t s  Mernorial) t h a t  Camboàia 
had pr incipal ly  r e l i e d  in support of he r  e l a i m t o  savereignty over 
t h e  Temple. Thailauid, on t h e  o ther  hand, had bontendeci t h a t  the map, 
n o t  being t h e  work of t h e  Mixed Commission, had no binding çharacter; 
t ha t  t h e  f r o n t i e r  lndicated on it was net  t he  t rue  watershed l i n e  
and thaé t h e  t r u e  w a t e r ~ h e d  l i n e  m u i d  place t h e  Temple in Thailand; 
that t h e  map had never been accepted by Thalland or ,  alternatively, 
t h a t  i f  Thailand had iz'ccepted it, she  had. done so only because of a 
rnistaken bel ief  that t hé  f ron t i e r  ind ica ted  borrespcinded with t h e  
water'shed Pine. 

The Amex 1 mp was never formally approved by t h e  Mixed Commission, 
which had ceased t o  funciion some months before i ts production. ! h i l e  
there  could be no reasonable doubt t h a t  it was base'd 'on t h e  work of the 
surveyjng off icers  in t h e  Dangrek sector, t h e  Court nerrerbhclsss concludeci 
t ha t  , in itis inception,  ' it had no binding ch,aracter. It was clear 
f ~ o m t h e  record,  however, t h a t  t h e  maps were communicated t o  t h e  
Siamese Government as purpor t ing  to represent t h e  outcorne of the work 
of delimitation; since there was no xeact ion  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  
Siamese authorities, e i ther  then o r  f o r  mny years, they must be held 
t o  have acquiesced. The maps were rnareaver cammunicatedto the Siamese 
rnembers of t h e  Mixed Commission, who said nothing, t o  t h e  Siamese 
Mjnister of the Inter ior ,  Prince Damrang, wkio thanked t h e  French 
E n i s t e r  in Bangkok f o r  them, and t û  t h e  Shrnese provincial governors, 
some of  whom knew of Preah Vihear, If the Siamese authorities accepted 
t h e  ? m e x  1 map without investigation, they eould not  now plead any 
errar  v i t i a t i n g  t h e  roa l i t y  of t h e i r  consent. 

The Siamese Gaverment and l a t e r  t h e  T h a i  Goverment had raised 
no query about t h e  'nnex 1 map prior 'to i t s  ncgothations: wlth Cambodia 
in Bangkok in 1958. But in 1934-1995 a surveg had established a 
divergence between t h e  map l i n e  and t h e  t r u e  l i n e  o f  t h e  watershed, 
and other maps had been produced show% t h e  Temple as b e h g  in 
Thailand,: Thailand had nevertheless eontuiued also t a  use and indeed 
to publish maps showing Preah ~ i h e &  as lying in Cambodia, Moreover, 
in t h e  course of t h e  nezotiat ions f o r  t h e  1925 and 1937 Franco-Siamese 
Treaties, which confirrned the ex is t ing  f ron t i e r s ,  and in 19&7 in 
Washington before t h e  Franco-Simese Conciliation Commission, i - b  would 
have been na tu ra l  f o r  ThaiLand t a  raise t h e  matter: she d id  not  do so, 
The natural &ference was t h a t  she had accepted t h e  f r o n t i e r  a t  Preah 
Vihear as it was drawn on t h e  map, irrespective of i t s  correspondence 
w i t h  t h e  watershed l h e .  Thailand had s ta ted  t h a t  having been, a t  
al1 material  t h e s ,  in possession of Preah Vihear, she had had no 
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need t o  raise  t h e  mtter; s h s  had indeed instanced t h e  ects  of 
her administrative author  i t i e s  on the greund as evidence that 
she had never accepted the Annex 1 l h e  at Preah Vihear. But t h e  
Court found it d i f f i c u l t  t o  regard such l o c a l  ac ts  as negativing 
t h e  cons is tent  a t t i t u d e  af  t h e  cen t ra l  d h o r i t i e s ,  Horeover, when 
in 1930 Prince Dmrorrg, on a vis i t  to t he  Temple, las official* roceivcd 
the re  by t h e  French Resident f o r  t h e  adjoining Cambodian province, 
Siam failed t o  reac t .  

From t h e s e  fac ts ,  t h e  Court concluded that Thailand had accepted 
the finnex I map. Even i f  t h e r e  weremy doubt in this connection, 
Thailand was now precluded f rom s s se r t i ng  that she had not accepted 
it s h c e  France and Cambodia had r e l i ed  upon hcr  ecceptance and she 
had fo r  f i f t y  years enjoyed ? U C ~  b e n e f i t s  as t h e  Treaty of 1904. had 
conferred on her .  k i r t h e m o r e ,  t h e  acceptance of t h e  .innex 1 mp 
caused it t o  enter t h e  t r e a t y  ee t t l emen t ;  t h e  Pa r t i e s  had a t  that 
t h e  sdopted an interpretati?n_ of that  settlernent which caused t h e  
map line t o  prevail over t h e  provisions of t he  Traaty and, as there 
was no reason t a  th ink  that the  Pa r t i e s  had sttached any special 
importance to t h e  l ine  of Vie  mtershed as such, as cornpared w i t h  
t h e  over-rlding importance of a f i n a l  r e g d a t i o n  of t h e i r  own front iers ,  
t h e  Court considered that t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  be given now would  
be t h e  same. 

The Court t i i e refore  felt bound t o  pronounce Ln favour of t h e  
frontier indicated an t h e  ,>:nnex I map in t h e  disputed area and it 
became unnecessary to consider whether  t h e  l i n e  as mapped did in. 
fac t  correspond t o  t h e  t r u e  water shed l ine .  

For these  reasons, t h e  Cour t  upheld t h e  submissions of Garnbodia 
conceming sovereignty over Prsah Vfiezr. 

The Hague, 15 Jurie 1962. 




