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1 Interhandel Case (Switz. v. U.S.), 1959 I.C.J. Rep. 5, 27 (Mar. 21).  
2 See, e.g., El Oro Mining and Railway Co. Case (Gr. Brit. v. Mex.), 5 Int'l Arb. Awards 191, 198 (Perm. Ct. Arb. 1931). 
3 See, e.g., Panevezys-Saldutiskis Railway (Est. v. Lith.), 1939 P.C.I.J. (ser. A/B) No. 76, at 18 (Feb. 28) (“There can be 
no need to resort to the municipal courts if those courts have no jurisdiction to afford relief . . .”) See also generally The 
Finnish Ships Case (Finland v. U.K.), 3 R. Int'l Arb. Awards 1484 (1934) (domestic judicial appeal not required where it 
would not afford a basis for reversing determination of British Admiralty Transport Arbitration Board that the British 
government had not requisitioned certain Finnish ships). 
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