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Abstract

Boundary maps have long played a pivotal—yet often
contested—role in international law, particularly in the delineation,
demarcation, and adjudication of territorial sovereignty. This article
examines their evolving legal significance through doctrinal analysis and
judicial practice. While maps are not treaties in themselves, they may
attain binding force when annexed to treaties, acknowledged as part of
customary international law, or issued as unilateral acts by states. In
proceedings before international courts and tribunals, maps frequently
serve as evidence of sovereignty claims. Their legal weight, however,
depends on factors such as origin, accuracy, context, and whether the
opposing state accepted or acquiesced to them. Jurisprudence from
landmark cases—including Temple of Preah Vihear (Cambodia v.
Thailand), Burkina Faso/Mali Frontier Dispute, and Pulau Ligitan and Pulau
Sipadan (Indonesia/Malaysia)—illustrates the increasingly recognized but
conditional and sometimes decisive evidentiary value of maps in resolving

international boundary disputes.

Keywords: Borders and Boundary Areas, International Law, Demarcation,

Boundary Conflicts
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2 IU‘;G]@J, Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, May 23, 1969, art. 31(3)(b), 1155 UNTS 331;
Eritrea/Ethiopia, Decision Regarding Delimitation of Border (Eritrea-Ethiopia Boundary Comm’n, Apr. 13,
2002); lan Brownlie, the Rule of Law in International Affairs, (1998), pp.156-61.

3 Keith Highet, Evidence, the Court, and the Nicaragua Case, The American Journal of
International Law, Vol. 81, No. 1, (1987), p.17

*Guenter Weissberg, Maps as Evidence in International Boundary Disputes: A Reappraisal,
The American Journal of International Law, Vol. 57, No. 4, (1963), p.803

5 wofnsesznTuitdRUS USRI Timens fidenansmns Wiy g, Sargsyan v

Azerbaijian, Appl. No. 40167/06, Judgment (Merits), paras. 60, 69
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¢ 1Usmg, Sargsyan v Azerbaijian, Appl. No. 40167/06, Judgment (Merits), pp.229-230.

" Ibid.

SIUSWQ, Indo-Pakistan Western Boundary, p.85.

° Hyung K. Lee, Mapping the Law of Legalizing Maps: The Implications of the Emerging
Rule on Map Evidence in International Law, Washington International Law Journal, Volume 14
Number 1, 2005, p.161.

10 I‘USWQ, Case Concerning the Frontier Disp. (Burk. Faso v. Mali), 1986 ICJ Reps. 554, 583, para. 56.
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1 Statute of the International Court of Justice, 1945

Article 50 “The Court may, at any time, entrust any individual body, bureau, commission,
or other organization that it may select, with the task of carrying out an enquiry or giving an expert opinion.”

12TUsmg), The Indo-Pakistan Western Boundary (India v. Pakistan), XVIl UNRIAA 1, 83-88 (Arb. Trib,,
Feb. 19, 1968), Dispute between Argentina and Chile concerning the Beagle Channel (Argentina v. Chile),
XXI'UNRIAA 53, para. 137 (Arb. Trib., Feb. 18, 1977); Continental Shelf (Tunisia v.Libya), Merits, Judgment,
1982 ICJ Reps. 18 (Feb. 24); Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary of the Gulf of Maine Area
(Canada v. US), Judgment, 1984 ICJ Reps. 246 (Oct. 12); Continental Shelf (Libya v. Malta), Merits, Judgment,
1985 ICJ Reps. 13 (June 3); Case Concerning the Frontier Disp. (Burk. Faso v. Mali), 1986 ICJ Reps. 554, 582-83,
paras. 55-56 (Dec. 22); Eritrea v. Ethiopia, Decision Regarding Delimitation of Border, para. 3.18 (Eritrea-
Ethiopia Boundary Comm’n, Apr. 13, 2002); lan Brownlie, the Rule of Law in International Affairs, (1998), p.156.

B i dnwazd lWlddeguuiugundninusinsdinavieldsunssensulaegisuns
gy aunusy Wing, 18819 The Indo-Pakistan Western Boundary (Rann of Kutch) (india, Pakistan),
XVII UNRIAA 1, 85 (Arb. Trib., Feb. 19, 1968); Durward v. Sandifer, Evidence before international tribunals,
(2d ed., 1975), p.229

1 Mé’ﬂgwmmuﬁma%%’ﬂLLETqﬁ"U%EJaﬂaSu q fiundeninnimieeradaudafunauiisu q
ﬁl,auaimwjmm I‘dsm@, The Island of Las Palmas Case (US v. Neths.), Award, Il UNRIAA 829, 831, 852
(Arb. Trib. Apr. 4, 1928); The Minquiers & Ecrehos Case (Fr. v. UK), Merits, Judgment, 1953 ICJ Reps. 47 (Nov. 17);
Case Concerning the Frontier Disp. (Burk. Faso v. Mali), 1986 ICJ Reps. 554, 582, para. 54 (Dec. 22).
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AE7513158 lan Brownlie {1389 1A N NUNETENI1UTEINA
Thdadunnin “unun” vindrildudruasuanunssussausdyynantau
a wa o Adad v = = a o a ¢
msufURsemnlunmevdweinaniiiestes sudmsianuauSdya waemsigal
ToL19933119 9 iuladn mans19138 lan i minauawesuifisaians
dudBuiiolnguszasilunsiigaidsin g Jenmduliidaranswisetongmne
Winliu'™® FeaenndediuanIanengringseniausemeaAsut eI nAMAIved

(Y Q‘I19 [ 3 14 a a ' = Y a
angIuaUN dezwiulaannvate q ad Aenaserinslsemelueda laesune
WNeafuanuzvzonuAvaILLLIogtny Wy AR s weesUlnemile
12 Palmas Tl a.A. 1928 ayglanaIn1s Max Huber Witdn UsgliuEaaunui
fugnvesulnevesssazdesiansanstnasdunsounsy wnToWaazewg 9

Auknuntaugeiu agealdiiminduwaun Roulvvesunuinlugiuenang u

' lan Brownlie, the Rule of Law in International Affairs, (1998), p.156.

16 I‘Uﬁm@, The Minquiers & Ecrehos Case (Fr. v. UK), Merits, Judgment, 1953 ICJ Reps. 47
(Nov. 17); Temple case, supra note 46; Dispute between Argentina and Chile concerning the Beagle
Channel (Argentina v. Chile), XXI UNRIAA 53, para. 6 (Arb. Trib., Feb. 18, 1977)

“maritime jurisdiction does not exist as a separate concept divorced from dependence on
territorial jurisdiction. To draw a boundary between the maritime jurisdiction of States, involves first
attributing to them, or recognizing as being theirs, the title over the territories that generate such jurisdiction.”

; Case Concerning the Frontier Disp. (Burk. Faso v. Mali), 1986 ICJ Reps. 554, 582, para. 54
(Dec. 22); Case Concerning the Sovereignty over Pulau Ligitan & Pulau Sipadan (Indon. V. Malay.), Merits,
Judgment, 2002 ICJ Reps. 102, 625 (Dec. 17); Durward v. Sandifer, Evidence before international tribunals,
(2d ed., 1975), p.230.

1 de'ﬁ(ﬂ(ﬂ, Eritrea v. Ethiopia, Decision Regarding Delimitation of Border, para. 3.21 (Eritrea-Ethiopia
Boundary Comm’n, Apr. 13, 2002).

'8 Brownlie, supra note 83, pp.156-61

19 Durward v. Sandifer, Evidence before International Tribunals, 2d edition, (Charlottesville:

University Press of Virginia), 1975, p.230.
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20 J.N., Report of International Arbrital Awards, vol. Il, pp.852-854.

2 I‘Uiﬂ@‘, Delimitation of the Polish-Czecchoslovak Frontier, (Question of Jaworzina), December 6,
1923,P.C.IJ., Series B, No.8, pp.32-33.

2 ysyavs Iniaumidud, malan-mauszdrayylanainisiudefinimszudnadszine,
famindait 1, 2554, yailslasamsindaumansuazauyverans : ngamns, vt 60.

% The Frontier Dispute, 1986 I.C.J., para. 55-56.

2 pnans197158 Malcolm n. Shaw fidenmainunganesswinaUssme wiud “nideluisiaign
Mvsnumsiaeuntadln 9 Amuusvesngmnesr3asandlssninssna Ao glaninaridedtvesmna
¥1I9UsenA 7 T International Law, (4th ed. 1997), p.65.

% The Frontier Dispute, supra note 91, para. 54.
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% Iﬂim@, Case Concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear, supra note 3, p.25

" Guenter Weissberg, supra note 72, p.781.
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% The Frontier Dispute, supra note 91, para. 54

“MIaps merely constitute information which varies in accuracy from case to case; of themselves,
and by virtue solely of their existence, they cannot constitute a territorial title, that is, a document
endowed by international law with intrinsic legal force for the purpose of establishing territorial
rights. Of course, in some cases maps may acquire such legal force, but where this is so the legal
force does not arise solely from their intrinsic merits: it is because such maps fall into the category
of physical expressions of the will of the State or States concerned. This is the case, for example,
when maps are annexed to an official text of which they form an integral part.”

» I‘US@@J, Case Concerning the Sovereignty over Pulau Ligitan & Pulau Sipadan (Indon./Malay.),
Merits, Judgment, 2002 ICJ Reps. 102, 625 (Dec. 17).

0 I‘di@@, Decision Regarding Delimitation of Border, (Eritrea-Ethiopia Boundary Comm’n, Apr.
13, 2002), para. 2.26

“As already stated, the 1900 line was traced on a map annexed to the Treaty. Both Parties
agree that that map, being “annexed” to the Treaty, is a visual or linear exposition of its content and

has the same force as the Treaty.”
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*1 william Thomas Worster, The Role of the Map in International Law, SSRN Electronic
Journal, January 2017, p.12.

%2 Vlienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, 1969.

Article 31 “1. A treaty shall be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the ordinary

meaning to be given to the terms of the treaty in their context and in the light of its object and purpose.”
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%3 T30, Marit. Delimit. in the Black Sea (Rom. v. Ukr), Judgment, 2009 ICJ Reps. 61, 68, n 1. (Feb. 3)

“See sketch-map No. 1, p. 69, prepared for illustrative purposes only.”; Pros. v. Gali¢,
Case No. IT-98-29-T, Judgment & Opinion, para. 7 (Int’l Crim. Trib. former Yugo., Tr. Ch. I, Dec. 5, 2003)

“a set of two maps which are not authoritative and do not necessarily reflectany finding of
the Trial Chamber but are attached exclusively in order to assist readers to better orient themselves.”

3 I‘Uim@, Maritime Dispute (Peru v Chile), Judgment, 2014 ICJ Reps. 70 (Jan. 27) at Sketch-map no. 4.

* |bid., para. 197.

“In view of the circumstances of the present case, the Court has defined the course of
the maritime boundary between the Parties without determining the precise geographical co-ordinates.
Moreover, the Court has not been asked to do so in the Parties’ final submissions. The Court expects that
the Parties will determine these co-ordinates in accordance with the present Judgment, in the spirit
of good neighborliness.”

*1Usag, Delimitation of Abyei case, para. 771.

“The boundary as defined above is illustrated on the map appended to this award on

a scale of 1:750,000 and based on the WGS84 datum (see Appendix 1)”
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e aUTEINA (Permanent Court of Arbitration: PCA) Uagfagfsssusymiausemna

37 Right of Passage over Indian Territory (Merits) (Port. v. India), 1960 1.C.J. 6 (Apr. 12)

8 I‘dim@, Eritrea v. Ethiopia, Decision Regarding Delimitation of Border, paras. 3.21-3.22

“But a map ... which is ... acted upon, or not reacted to, by the adversely affected party,
can be expected to have significant legal consequences.”

% Case Concerning the Temple of Preah Vihear, supra note 3, paras. 23, 28, 32.

“ William Thomas Worster, supra note 99, p.17.
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n. A1aUsEANaRYIlAnaINTs (Permanent Court of Arbitration-PCA)

AaUszdneuIlanaIn1sszniIsUseina Wumanissenitsssme
fifleruinudinniian dedsdulnsoydaanidhemsssiudefinmsswiinsune
IneduAis (Convention for the pacific Settlement of Intemnational Disputes, 1899)

tuduanitunainisseninsszmeansnvaslan sadulpeausdygyinnnia
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MaliiNANIing o JeduRan njaen Usemelusasiaus FUAHunTATILIN

4 Charter of the United Nations, 1945

Article 33 “1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger
the maintenance of international peace and security, shall, first of all, seek a solution by
negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional

agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own choice.”
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iieRasuidadoadls

Tudlagtunsvimhilvesmauszdreuanlanainis lalddrdnanie
Tofnmszwinegwingu i defiwmiliesnsseminnsuma ussdnen
Hugeusne Tnslannzegadadefinmiunisd nsdu nmsasmueing q

i IAEI U AL maUsz Sy Tanansaefiatsun Tiua

[
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a
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wisasuauakaglusang U A.A. 1914 nsllAinininie Palmas 51119
ansgosniuaziusasuaud U A 1928 nsdiiinmsunvesilaamieiniy
waznsUnduwanauniansia seninaesvsouasiaiuy U A.a. 1988 wag 1989

ASRNIMNYINUNITONNZL ST Laeasdsnlus U e.a. 2003 ASEUANM

“2 Convention for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, 1899

Article 23 “ Within the three months following its ratification of the present Act, each
Signatory Power shall select four persons at the most, of known competency in questions of
international law, of the highest moral reputation, and disposed to accept the duties of
Arbitrators. The persons thus selected shall be inscribed, as Members of the Court, in a list which
shall be notified by the Bureau to all the Signatory Powers. Any alteration in the list of Arbitrators
is brought by the Bureau to the knowledge of the Signatory Powers. Two or more Powers may
agree on the selection in common of one or more Members. The same person can be selected
by different Powers. The Members of the Court are appointed for a term of six years. Their
appointments can be renewed. In case of the death or retirement of a Member of the Court, his

place shall be filled in accordance with the method of this appointment.”
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. A1A8AFIINTENINNUTEINA (International Court of Justice-1CJ)
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“ Charter of the United Nations, 1945

Article 7 “1. There are established as the principal organs of the United Nations: a
General Assembly, a Security Council, an Economic and Social Council, a Trusteeship Council, an
International Court of Justice, and a Secretariat.”

% Statue of the International Court of Justice, 1945

Article 34 “1. Only states may be parties in cases before the Court.”

% Charter of the United Nations, 1945

Article 92 “The International Court of Justice shall be the principal judicial organ of the
United Nations. It shall function in accordance with the annexed Statute, which is based upon
the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice and forms an integral part of the

present Charter.”
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% Statute of the International Court of Justice, 1945

Article 36 “...5. Declarations made under Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent
Court of International Justice and which are still in force shall be deemed, as between the parties
to the present Statute, to be acceptances of the compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court
of Justice for the period which they still have to run and in accordance with their terms.”

47 Statute of the International Court of Justice, 1945

Article 37 “Whenever a treaty or convention in force provides for reference of a matter
to a tribunal to have been instituted by the League of Nations, or to the Permanent Court of
International Justice, the matter shall, as between the parties to the present Statute, be referred

to the International Court of Justice.”
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% Statute of the International Court of Justice, 1945

Article 51 “During the hearing any relevant questions are to be put to the witnesses and
experts under the conditions laid down by the Court in the rules of procedure referred to in Article 30.”

%0 Charter of the United Nations, 1945

Article 94 “ 1. Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to comply with the

decision of the International Court of Justice in any case to which it is a party.”
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5! Statute of the International Court of Justice, 1945

Article 61 “1. An gpplication for revision of a judgment may be made only when it is based
upon the discovery of some fact of such a nature as to be a decisive factor, which fact was, when the
Jjudgment was given, unknown to the Court and also to the party claiming revision, always provided that
such ignorance was not due to negligence.

2. The proceedings for revision shall be opened by a judgment of the Court expressly recording
the existence of the new fact, recognizing that it has such a character as to lay the case open to revision,
and declaring the application admissible on this ground.

3. The Court may require previous compliance with the terms of the judgment before it admits
proceedings in revision.

4. The application for revision must be made at latest within six months of the discovery
of the new fact.

5. No application for revision may be made after the lapse of ten years from the date

of the judgment.”
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52 Eritrea-Yemen Arbitration, p.99, paras. 31-34.

%% Ibid., at 99-100, para. 367.

% bid.

% Ibid., at 101, para. 375.

% |bid., at 104, para. 388.

> Guenter Weissberg, supra note 72, p.792.

%8 Temple of Preah Vihear (Thail. v. Cambodia), 1962 1.C.J. (June 15) (summary of judgment), p.6.
available at http/Awwvicjdj.org/igwwwy/idecisions/isummaries/ictsumnary6206 15.htm (last visited Jan. 23, 2020).

> Ibid.
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% Convention between France and Siam, 1904, supra note 2.

¢! Temple of Preah Vihear, supra note 126.

62 bid.

6 Guenter Weissberg, supra note 72, p.793.

6 Temple of Preah Vihear, supra note 126.

% Ibid.

¢ Guenter Weissberg, supra note 72, pp.801-802.

“In the eyes of the majority, the respondent state had accepted, adopted, recognized or
acquiesced in the erroneous map as representing the outcome of the delimitation and had precluded
itself from contesting its validity; approval was given as early as 1908 as a result of certain circumstances,

such as the wide distribution of the maps and their acknowledgement by the Minister of the Interior.”
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68 Martin Dixon, Robert Mccorquodale, Cases and Materials on Intemational law, (3d ed,, 2000). p.234.

% The Frontier Dispute, 1986 I.C.J. pt. 7 (summary of judgment).

" The Frontier Dispute, supra note 91, at 586, para. 62.

n T,Uifﬂ@, The Frontier Dispute, 1986

“the 1:500,000 scale map of the colonies of French West Africa, 1925 edition, known as
the Blondel la Rougery map, and the 1:200,000 scale map of West Africa, issued by the French
Institute Geographique National and originally published between 1958 and 1960”
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2 Hyung K. Lee, supra note 74, p.173
" Sovereignty over Pulau Ligitan and Pulau Sipadan (Indon. v. Malay.), 2002 1.C.J. 102, para. 84
™ |bid, para.85.
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