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have sustained by reason of the exposure and privation which he suffered as a
result of the sinking of the Cudahy. It follows that the first question propounded
must be answered in the negative.

The personal property which the claimant lost consisted of his wearing
apparel and personal effects and the instruments used by him in the navigation
and operation of his ship. Had property real or personal belonging to claimant
in France, Belgium, or elsewhere, not in claimant's immediate possession,
"been carried off, seized, injured or destroyed by the acts of Germany or her
allies", or had such property been damaged" directly in consequence of hos-
tilities or of any operations of war'', such damages would have fallen within
paragraph 9 of Annex I to Section I of Part VIII of the Treaty of Versailles
and Germany would have been liable therefor, notwithstanding that the
claimant was at the time engaged in a military operation against Germany
and not a "civilian" within the meaning of the Treaty. But the personal
property which the claimant required for his immediate personal use and for
use in the navigation of the ship which he was commanding and which was
engaged directly in furtherance of a military operation against Germany was
impressed with the military character of the ship and of the claimant. This
property was deliberately carried inlo the zone of war and exposed to risks to
which it would not have been exposed save to serve claimant in the operation
of his ship, which was a military operation, and Germany is not obligated to
make compensation for its loss. The second question presented must therefore
be answered in the affirmative.

In view of these answers the point of disagreement between the National
Commissioners covered by the third question does not arise.

Applying the rules announced in. nhe previous decisions of this Commission
to the facts as disclosed by the record herein, the Commission decrees that
under the Treaty of Berlin of August 25, 1921, and in accordance with its
terms the Government of Germany is not obligated to pay to the Government
of the United States any amount on behalf of the claimant herein.

Done at Washington April 22, 1925.
Edwin B. PARKER

Umpire

EISENBACH BROTHERS AND COMPANY (UNITED STATES) v.
GERMANY

(May 13. 1925. pp. 269-272; Certificate of Disagreement by the National
Commissioners, May 12, 1925, p. 267; Opinion of German Commissioner,

April 20, 1925, pp. 268-269.)

SEA WARFARE: DESTRUCTION OF VESSEL AFTER ARMISTICE BY SUBMARINE MINE.
—WAR: RESPONSIBILITY UNDER GENERAL INTERNATIONAL LAW, TREATY OF
BERLIN; NEGLIGENCE.—DAMAGE: RULE OF PROXIMATE CAUSE.—INTEREST.
Claim on behalf of American nationals for loss of shipment by destruction
after Armistice, but during period of belligerency, of American merchant
vessel, without negligence on her part, through submarine mine planted
during war and prior to Armistice by unidentified belligerent. Held that
under Treaty of Berlin Germany obligated to make compensation: (1)
planting of mine was proximate cause of sinking: remote in time, not in
natural and normal sequence, no piroof of act or omission of Allied Powers
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(who undertook to sweep mine fields) or anyone else breaking causal
connexion; (2) sinking was "damage directly in consequence of hostilities
or of any operations of war" within meaning of Treaty of Versailles, Part
VIII, Section I. Annex I, para. 9, as carried into Treaty of Berlin, for
which Germany responsible, whichever belligerent caused it (reference
made to Administrative Decision No. I, see p. 21 supra): Commission not
concerned with responsibility under general international law, signing of
Armistice did not change hostile character of mine. Interest allowed at
5% per annum from December 1, 1919.
Cross-references: A.J.I.L., Vol. 19 (1925), pp. 821-823; Annual Digest,

1925-26, pp. 469-470; Kiesselbach, Problème, pp. 373-375 (German text);
Witenberg, Vol. II, pp. 105-108 (French text).

Bibliography: Borchard, p. 76; Kiesselbach, Problème, pp. 10, 105-106.

CERTIFICATE OF DISAGREEMENT BY THE NATIONAL COMMISSIONERS

The American Commissioner and the German Commissioner have been
unable to agree upon the jurisdiction of the Commission over the claim of
Harry Eisenbach et al.. Docket No. 5257, and accordingly, on their respective
oral opinions and on the written memorandum of the German Commissioner
dated April 20, 1925, they hereby certify to the Umpire for decision the
question of the jurisdiction of this Commission over this claim.,

The National Commissioners have agreed that in case the Umpire decides
that Germany is financially liable for this claim under the terms of the Treaty
of Berlin damages should be awarded to the amount of fifteen thousand two
hundred fifty dollars ($15,250.00), the invoice value of the property lost,
together with interest thereon from December 1, 1919, the date of the loss,
until the date of payment at the rate of five per cent per annum.

Done at Washington May 12, 1925.
Chandler P. ANDERSON

American Commissioner
W. KIESSELBACH

German Commissioner

Opinion of Dr. Kiesselbach. the German Commissioner

Claimants were owners of one case and two bales of raw furs shipped to
Germany on the Steamship Kerwood. On December 1, 1919, the Kerwood came
in contact with a mine in the North Sea, planted by either the German
Government or one of the Allied Powers. The ship and its cargo were destroyed.

The question is whether Germany is liable for this loss under the provisions
of the Treaty of Berlin.

As the mine had been planted before the Armistice (November 11, 1918),
and as Germany is liable for all damage directly in consequence of hostilities
or of any operations of war caused by the act of any belligerent power (see
clause 9 of Annex I following Article 244 and Administrative Decision No. I
under (B) (3) (a)), and as the planting of the mine was an act of hostility or
an operation of war, I consider it immaterial whether the mine was planted
by the German Government or by the Allied Powers.

The only point at issue is whether the destruction of the Kerwood and its
cargo through the contact with that mine is a "damage directly in consequence
of" the act of planting the mine.
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In deciding that point it must be borne in mind that the accident happened
on December 1, 1919, that is, more than a year after the Armistice.

Now, as the German Agent justly argues, under the provisions of the
Armistice Germany was prevented not only from the upkeep of her mine fields
in order to make navigation outside the fields safe but also from sweeping the
fields and from taking steps to protect shipping in the North Sea against
floating mines either German or British or French.

It was left to the absolute discretion of the Allied Powers to protect the
navigation in the North Sea and to control and clear the waters when and
how they saw fit.

Germany was expressly forbidden to use the few ships left her on the high
seas and any German ship found there was subject to capture.

Under those particular circumstances it is the interference of the Allied
Powers, in that they prevented Germany from either sweeping the mine fields
or keeping them in such order that the mines could not get afloat, which
brought about the perilous conditions in the North Sea one year after the
cessation of hostilities and which caused the accident.

A man who is forcibly prevented from closing a knife opened by him cannot
be liable for a damage caused through such knife to him who prevented the
closing. And the Allied and Associated Powers certainly did not intend to
make Germany liable for the consequences of an act which they had expressly
forbidden Germany to redress.

A loss caused under such circumstances cannot be "clearly, unmistakably,
and definitely traced, link by link, lo Germany's act" (Administrative Decision
No. II, page 13), a and therefore said mine explosion was not a direct con-
sequence of an act of hostility or an operation of war.

For this reason the claim should be dismissed.
W . KlESSELBACH

April 20, 1925.

Decision

PARKER, Umpire, rendered the decision of the Commission.
This case is before the Umpire for decision on the foregoing certificate of

the National Commissioners certifying their disagreement.
From the Agreed Statement of the American and German Agents and the

record herein it appears:
Harry Eisenbach and Alfred Eisenbach, composing the copartnership of

Eisenbach Brothers and Company, long prior to the war were naturalized as
citizens of the United States and have since remained such. On or about
October 31, 1919, this firm shipped by the American Steamship Kerwood on
consignment to their agent in Leipzig, Germany, one case and two bales of
raw furs, invoiced at and of the reasonable market value of S 15,250. On
December 1, 1919, the Kerwood and her cargo, including the shipment of furs
belonging to claimants, were destroyed by the ship's coming in contact with
a submarine mine, the location of which was not known and could not, in the
exercise of reasonable diligence, have been discovered by her navigator,
officers, and crew. The mine in question was planted during the war and prior
to November 11, 1918, either by Germany or by one of the opposing group of
belligerents. The claimants carried marine insurance covering the entire value
of the shipment of furs, but this insurance did not cover mine risks. The

Note by the Secretarial, this volume, pp. 29-30 supra.



202 UNITED STATES/GERMANY

shipment was not covered by war-risk insurance and the claimants have not
been reimbursed or in any way indemnified in whole or in part for its loss.

The damage for which claim is here made was suffered by American
nationals during the period of belligerency. The sole question presented,
therefore, is. Was the planting of the mine by a belligerent power during the
war period and prior to the Armistice the proximate cause of the sinking of
the Kerwood on December 1, 1919, and was her sinking a "damage directly in
consequence of hostilities or of any operations of war" within the meaning of
that phrase as used in paragraph 9 of Annex I to Section I of Part VIII of the
Treaty of Versailles, which constitutes a part of the Treaty of Berlin, and on
which is based paragraph (B) (3) (a) of this Commission's Administrative
Decision No. I, in part denning Germany's liability under the last-named
Treaty?

If this question be answered in the affirmative, then, under that Treaty,
Germany is obligated to make compensation for the damage suffered by
claimants irrespective of which group of belligerents or what belligerent
planted the mine. If the question be answered in the negative, then, under the
Treaty, Germany is not obligated to make such compensation.

The German Agent contends that a negative answer must be given to this
question. (1) because the Armistice Agreement of November 11, 1918, provided
for "Immediate cessation of all hostilities at sea", hence no act occurring
thereafter can be considered as an act of hostility or an operation of war. and
also (2) because the immediate and proximate cause of the sinking of the
Kerwood was the failure of the Allied Powers to sweep the mine fields clear of
mines, which task, following the Armistice, was undertaken by them.

Under the Treaty of Berlin Germany is obligated to make compensation for
"all damages suffered by American nationals during the period of belligerency
caused by any belligerent" and which was "directly in consequence of hostilities
or of any operations of war in respect of all property (with the exception of
naval and military works or materials) wherever situated" (paragraph (B)
(3) (a). Administrative Decision No. I). This is a fixed contract obligation of
Germany and in no wise dependent on the quality, the legality, or the illegality
of the act causing the damage or the existence or lack of existence at the time
of the particular damage of an intent to cause it. The mine was planted by a
belligerent during the period of belligerency for the purpose of destroying
shipping. Planting the mine was an act of hostility and an operation of war.
At the time it was planted the mine was impressed with a hostile and bel-
ligerent character. The signing of the Armistice and the change in the hostile
attitude and intent of the belligerents did not change the hostile character of
the mine or the nature of the cause of the damage suffered by claimants. The
act of a belligerent in planting it, while remote in time from the damage
which it caused, is not remote in natural and normal sequence. On the
contrary, the mine effectively performed the very function it was intended to
perform—the destruction of shipping—and the change in the attitude of the
belligerents, as expressed in the Armistice Agreement, which provided for the
"Immediate cessation of all hostilities at sea", did not and could not operate
on the mine to prevent its performing this hostile function. The damage
wrought was directly attributable to the hostile act of planting the mine and
was directly in consequence of hostilities within the meaning of the Treaty
of Berlin.

But the German Agent contends that the immediate and proximate cause
of the sinking of the Kerwood more than one year after the signing of the
Armistice was the failure of the Allied Powers effectively to perform the task
undertaken by them to sweep the mine fields clear of mines. He insists that
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under the provisions of the Armistice Germany was required to deliver up to
the Allied Powers most of her shipping and was deprived both of the facilities
and the privilege of removing mines which were a menace to shipping, and
hence Germany should not be held liable for the damage resulting from such
failure. But the record is barren of proof of any act or omission on the part of
the Allied Powers or anyone else calculated in legal contemplation to break
the causal connection between the hostile act of planting the mine and the
damage here complained of. It may be that cases will be presented in which
such causal connection has been broken through negligence on. the part of the
one suffering the damage or his agents, or by some other intervening cause,
which in turn constitutes the proximate cause of the damage. If there be any
such cases pending before this Commission the facts should be fully developed
and presented on submission. But this is not such a case. As the damage here
complained of was suffered by American nationals during the period of
belligerency and was directly in consequence of hostilities. Germany is obligated
to make compensation therefor.

The Commission decrees that under the Treaty of Berlin of August 25.
1921, and in accordance with its terms the Government of Germany is obligated
to pay to the Government of the United States on behalf of Harry Eisenbach
and Alfred Eisenbach, composing the copartnership of Eisenbach Brothers
and Company, the sum of fifteen thousand two hundred fifty dollars
($15,250.00), with interest thereon at the rate of five per cent per annum
from December 1, 1919.

Done at Washington May 13, 1925.
Edwin B. PARKER

Umpire

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION No. VII

fThe Vinland Case, May 25, 1925, pp. 308-345; Certificate of Disagreement by
the National Commissioners, pp. 273-308.)

INTERPRETATION OF TREATIES: (1) DIPLOMATIC CORRESPONDENCE. TRAVAUX
PRÉPARATOIRES, EARLIER AGREEMENTS, (2) LANGUAGE, (3) INTENTION OF,
INTERPRETATION BY FRAMERS, BENEFICIARIES. Brief survey of negotiations
and agreements antedating Treaty of Berlin. Language, opinion of former
delegates, purpose and intent of, actual interpretation by framers and
beneficiaries, Congressional record, purpose of joint Resolution: see infra.

WAR: PROPERTY, RIGHTS, INTERESTS IN ENEMY COUNTRY, DIRECTLY, IN-
DIRECTLY OWNED, INTANGIBLES; DAMAGE, INJURY BY EXCEPTIONAL WAR
MEASURES, MEASURES OF TRANSFER. Held that expression "property, rights
and interests" in Treaty of Versailles, Part X, Section IV, Annex, para. 3,
carried into Treaty of Berlin, dealing with compensation for damage or
injury by exceptional war measures or measures of transfer applied to such
property, etc. of American nationals in German territory as it existed on
August 1, 1914, includes, except property etc. directly owned by American
nationals: (1) property etc. of any company or association in which they
are interested (Article 297feJ), and (2) intangibles (e.g., stocks, bonds, notes,
contract rights).

WAR: PROPERTY BEYOND LIMITS OF ENEMY TERRITORY, TANGIBLES, INHERENT
ESTATES OR INTERESTS; DAMAGE: (1) MATERIAL DAMAGE, (2) LOST PROFITS,
EARNINGS, SALARIES, WAGES. (3) DIRECT AND INDIRECT DAMAGE, RULE OF
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