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Wi, Ao 23 AR g SR PR RIS TR L 08 T [ Bk e Ak A RS2 Bk o SCRE R I i
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Trap) , FUSE S SR I Z MR ZR E ;5 DRGSR 2 5127 A i EAR7R iy

w RULPHH R, SO E R SR Be X E bRk s g e % 4, [ ] EFREPIEBE (Tnstitut de
droit international) B, AN CRVEH L IR CREG S A, UL Sienho Yee, “Notes on the International Court of
Justice (Part 5) : Temple of Preah Vihear (Interpretation) (2013)”, (2015) 14 Chinese Journal of International Law 655.
SRR EE b 5 WATRRE

@©  Request for Interpretation of the Judgment of 15 June 1962 in the Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia wv.
Thailand) ( Cambodia v. Thailand) , Judgment, 1. C.J. Reports 2013, p.281.

@ FTFXH PR — P18 @, £ UL Shabtai Rosenne, The Law and Practice of the International Court, 1920 - 2005 ,
(Martinus Nijhoff, 4th edn., 2006 ), p.1611; Andreas Zimmermann and Tobias Thienel, * Article 60”, in Andreas
Zimmermann, Christian Tomuschat, Karin Oellers-Frahm and Christian J. Tams (eds. ), The Statute of the International Court
of Justice: A Commentary ( Oxford University Press, 2nd edition, 2012) ( hereinafter ICJ Statute Commentary) , p. 1469 ; K. H.
Kaikobad, Interpretation and Revision of International Boundary Decisions ( Cambridge University Press, 2007)
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) i Map Sheet 3 attached to annex 49
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3. A 1962 AR, EFRIEBERGE AR ST AL T RIS AT AT, i, %
A SO RUEFEAL TR0 TR+ b AR R <7 sl AR M X (vieinity) PRA 284200 %2,
L PAHAFEI NG, 2 EA 55 1) RO I 40 O & 7EH AR TR AR SRR R 4R W A 1954 4
ZRIE] 5 SRR 2 H A T REE 28 [ 24 Jm) DAL B S bl 2 < 3 X RS 8 9 T i iR @ i
At P AR A DU X 300 R PR A A T AR 1P 54 2 [ 2 ] ) i 2 e 28 ik DR 35 A — T
FE, (REBRIE BE A R A R 7R A A AR PR (Y B R sl et (R S5 1S BETid) .

4. 751962 AERYFIAE S, 22 FE AR SFcE NS, JFT 28 [E BRI B 25 1962 4R fiTE
IR (B BERRSVGAFRL"S [W4), il 0L, 7era S B
Mok, SASOHZERBIE—/ MR TT . 2R E BRI S WL mORAE, IR

O R~EE 1 PXFE N, Thailand (ZEE); Ann. I Map Line (B4 — i [& 23528 ) ; Phnom Trap (45Ji5ES); Watershed
Line (437/K%k); Thai Council Line (ZEREFPKSVGHRL); Cambodia (BIZE) . /~nE=IE 1 53k T Sienho Yee, “Notes
on the International Court of Justice (Part 5) ; Temple of Preah Vihear (Interpretation) (2013)”, p. 656; see also “ Annex 46 ;
International Boundaries Research Unit, Durham University, A review of maps presented in the period 1959 — 1962 and others
prepared in 2012” | in “ Annexes to Further Written Explanations of the Kingdom of Thailand” , Request for Interpretation of the
Judgment of 15 June 1962 in the Case Concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia v. Thailand) ( Cambodia v
Thailand ) , 21 June 2012, p. 321,

@ Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia v. Thailand ), Merits, Judgment of 15 June 1962, I C.J. Reports
1962, pp. 36-37.

®  Request for Interpretation of the Judgment of 15 June 1962 in the Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia v.

Thailand) ( Cambodia v. Thailand) , Judgment, 1. C. J. Reports 2013, p. 281, para. 22.
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6. 7t 2013 4 12 J pyAperp, EPREREE & 1962 44 58 1k B iy 4+ s T 5C 2 19 HO2 Mgl <5
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A SRS, BT PR 2 NS,

7. [EBR B 2013 A A 1R B9 LA WG A BRRE A SR 52 B T 2 B RS I A H o 56—,
SR ZE R AT 1962 AR A e — 1y F e ZOR AR B H P g — Mg s, B rid H R 2 B s
AP E T AHSCHE XA T2k . © Rad, EBRE B UL T AR &, FK -
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8. AilRAYIE, HEPREREPRX —HEEE T 2ER (B 107 ) RAETERE RS %
FIIRA A E VR EE AR #1 /A F]” (United States v. Detroit Timber & Lumber Co. ) —Z&® {4 [7]—

Ibid. , p.299, para. 42.

Request for Interpretation of the Judgment of 15 June 1962 in the Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia v.
Thailand) ( Cambodia v. Thailand) , Provisional Measures, Order of 18 July 2011, I. C. J. Reports 2011, p. 537.

Request for Interpretation of the Judgment of 15 June 1962 in the Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia
v. Thailand) ( Cambodia v. Thailand) , Judgment, 1. C. J. Reports 2013, p. 292, para. 20, p. 308, para. 76.

Ibid. , p. 300, para. 46.

Ibid. , p. 317, paras. 104-105.

Ibid. , p. 307, para. 72.

Ibid. , para. 73.

United States v. Detroit Timber and Lumber Company, 200 U. S.321, 337 (1906).
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VL85, FERPRUBE S AAEHAIX " PR SRS o L e B e G TRy —
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AT, S SR o — B 2 A B R LA e e © [ B b b D 2 L TR A
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© Y3 slip opinion, BEBEAE I PE IR 20 L AT SCA, DURETT &R A T REMEE iU . JESEBIER B

@ SR 20 “Opinions” , Supreme Court of the United States, http: //www. supremecourt. gov/opinions/opinions. aspx ( last
visited August 18, 2018)

®  Request for Interpretation of the Judgment of 15 June 1962 in the Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia v.
Thailand) ( Cambodia v. Thailand) , Judgment, I. C. J. Reports 2013, p. 307, para. 75.

@  1Ibid.

®  EBRE BB B Sk B v 8 BRSSO R, A5 AR UREF (Lauterpacht) YABEHYZL: “HIXTARE 1950 4F
BRI, B0 —E A B2 IR E O, BB S T T A REIR B T3 B 3 BEA B R R kb 28 B, X 264K}
AAFE TR E BT E X B O s R S 7E 1950 4E4E 3 2 UL B0 S BN AL South-West Africa-Voting Procedure
Advisory Opinion of June 7th, 1955, 1. C. J. Reports 1955, p. 96 (Sep. Op. of Judge Lauterpacht).

© Request for Interpretation of the Judgment of 15 June 1962 in the Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia wv.
Thailand) ( Cambodia v. Thailand) , Judgment, 1. C. J. Reports 2013, p. 315, para. 97.
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Trindade) JEF T “FHEH MU "D Bys&iH, BAE/NETE (Hisashi Owada) JEF, B%F
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Ibid. , para. 98.

Ibid. , p. 313, para. 89.

Ibid. , p. 351, para. 11 (Declaration of Judge ad hoc Cot).

Ibid. , p. 317, para. 104.

E. g, Request for Interpretation of the Judgment of 11 June 1998 in the Case concerning the Land and Maritime Boundary between

© e oo

Cameroon and Nigeria ( Cameroon v. Nigeria) , Preliminary Objections ( Nigeria v. Cameroon), Judgment, I. C. J. Reports
1999, pp. 35-36, paras. 10-11.
© Request for Interpretation of the Judgment of 15 June 1962 in the Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia v.
Thailand) ( Cambodia v. Thailand) , Judgment, I. C. J. Reports 2013, paras. 34, 77, 90, 104.
Ibid. , pp.337-343, paras. 43-61 (Separate Opinion of Judge Cancado Trindade).
Joint Declaration of Judges Owada, Bennouna and Gaja, ibid. , p.320.

©®

Declaration of Judge ad hoc Guillaume, ibid. , p. 348, para. 12.
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Case concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear ( Cambodia v. Thailand ), Merits, Judgment of 15 June 1962, 1. C.]J. Reports
1962, p.23.

Ibid. , p. 23, et seq.

Ibid. , p.9.

Ibid. , p. 11.

Ibid.

Ibid. , p. 14.
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@® Ibid. , p. 36.

@ FXTHIEVFACRIIEYN 5, 2 0L Sienho Yee, “Article 40”, in Andreas Zimmermann, Christian Tomuschat, Karin
Oellers-Frahm and Christian J. Tams (eds. ), ICJ Statute Commentary, p. 922,

® Territorial and Maritime Dispute between Nicaragua and Honduras in the Caribbean Sea ( Nicaragua v. Honduras) , Judgment,
L. C. J. Reports 2007, p. 735, para.253.

@ XKTERMPEFEMIESIHPBERRENH T, =W Julio Barboza, “The Beagle Channel Dispute: Reflections of the
Agent of Argentina” , (2014) 13 Chinese JIL 147, p. 147. {EJSEABE, [ FREE B A Jrf e e TAME 58 M 2 K
WATEAE DT PE R P43, 2 DL Maria Teresa Infante Caffi, “Peru v. Chile: The International Court of Justice Decides on the
Status of the Maritime Boundary 7, 13 (2014) Chinese JIL 741, p. 761,
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Notes on the International Court of Justice

Temple of Preah Vihear ( Interpretation) (2013)
Stenho Yee

Abstract: This brief comment highlights (1) some important points in the Temple of Preah Vihear
(Interpretation) judgment that are likely to have impact on the law and practice at the International Court
of Justice and (2) some likely mistakes committed by the Siamese officials in earlier times in not giving
sufficient attention to cartographic and legal expertise and by Cambodia’s earlier lawyers in formulating its
claims.

Keywords: ICJ] Law and Practice, Interpretation of Judgments, Boundary Description and Its
Concretization, Cartographic and Legal Expertise in Boundary Delimitation, Mistakes in Litigation

and Consequences
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