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to the satisfaction of the Court that  a t  the time of the institution of the  use any 
owner or part-owner of the ship is domiciled in England or Wales.” 

hpea,  m support of the motion.-If this defence were allowed, it is evident tha t  
the pugpose of the statute would be almost entirely frustrated The applicability of 
€he statute cannot depend upon the nature of the cargo , if it applies to a cargo of 
runi, “ Don Prancisco ” (Lush 468), it must apply to a rargo of wood, and whether 
the  eargo consists of one or many articles, and whether the damage consists in  the 
partial injury or total destruction of tLhe thing carried, the statute must equally 
apply. carried ” in the statute must, 
m a n  “ to  be carried,” engaged to  be carried under bill of lading By the 3rd section 
of the Bills of Lading Act  (18 & l9  Vict, c. I l l ) ,  the bill of lading representing goods 
to  have heen shipped is conclusive of the shipment against tthe master, save in the 
case of fraud by the shipper or holder of the bill of lading, so that even the defence 
of non-ahiprnent would not avail , but t,his defence is consist#ent, with the fact that, 
t$he goods were shipped and were lost on t h e  voyage by the negligence of the master 
The statute must surely apply 

Lushngtan, contra -The jurisdiction of t tie Court rests wholly upon the statut,e 
In The “ Kasan ” (ante. p I )  it was decided that  the words ‘‘ any breach of duty 
or contract ‘’ must be limited by the preceding words, so as to apply only to the 
cdse of goo& carried into England or [Vales , and in The ‘‘ Ironszdes ” (Lush 158), 
the circumstances of which were peculiar, it was in fact, decided that the word 
“ carried ” means * ‘  actually carried,” as distinguished from ‘’ engaged to  be carned,” 
for otherwise rho judgment must, have been in favour of the plaintiff Here t>he 
goods, in respect of which thv action is brought, were not carned into England, and 
the case therefore is mthout the ststjute The plaintiff cannot. treat the lass as a 
partial less upon the  entire consignment, the bulk of which was actually delivered 
in England, for the claim is f o r  a total loss of particular goods 

This is a cause brought under the provisions of the 7th section 
of the Admiralty C’oupt Act The damage mmplalned of is that  a cargo of wood 
goods, specified [I041 in a bdl of lading, was short delivered in Hull The 4th article 
of the answer raises the defence that, the articles not delivered were not carried into 
any Bntish port,, that  is, not artually carried, and tlherefore tha t  the case is not 
within the atrtute 

If this position could be tiiaintained t h e  consequence would be that i f  separate 
articles const,ituting half a cargo, or, indeed, if an  entire cargo was totally lost by 
the negligence of the master, the owner or consignee would have no remedy under 
t’be provisions of this statute There would be no remedy whenever there was a 
total loss of a single barrel or  bale or  other separate article Such a. construction 
would in the majority of cases render the statute wholly inefhctual. But I think 
that  the intent of  the statute is to give a remedy to the owner or consignee whenever 
the  ship arnves in a Brit,ish port,, and the cargo is not duly delivered in consequence 
of a breach of contract or duty on the part of the owner, ttiaater or crew of the ship 
This intention is sufficiently expressed , tlie term ’‘ carried ” means ‘. carried or to 
be carried ” T h s  case is distinguishable frotii The ‘‘ Ironszrks ” (Lush 458), where 
there waa a transhipment, The fourth article of the answer must be st.rack out, 
and the plambffs must have their costs 

Brooka and Dubois, proct>ors for the plaintiffs 
C‘oote, proctor for the defeudants 

Looking to  these considerations the word 

Dr. Lushilzgton 

THE ‘‘ C H I E ~ T A ~ K  ” March 3, July 21, 1863 -&€aster‘s u q e s  and disbursements- 
Wages “ earned on board ”-24 Vi& (* IO, s lo-Right of moctgsgee.-A 
master is entitled to sue the s h p  for wages as ‘ earned on board the ship ’ 
mlthln the tenth sechon of the Adnuralty Court Act, 1x61, if he performed t,he 
duties of mastrer, although during hls servlce tie &d riot sleep on board the 
shp,  and many of his duties were perforiiied on shore He may also sue for 
disbursements made by hiin during such sernce  on tjhe ship’s account, but) 
not for mere liabilities incurred The mortgagee of cl ship itmy cotlie in and 
defend his interest in the ship sued, but can rely only on defeiwes open to the 
owner of the ship 

[S C‘. 2 New Rep 5 2 8 ;  32 L. J (Adni.) 1 0 6 ,  8 L. ‘I’ 120, 9 Jur.  (N. S.) 388 , 11 
Followed, The “ EdzuLrt,” 1864, p- 251, JV R. 537 , Z Mar L C’ (Crockford) 3’27 
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p-mt. Dist inpshed,  The “ Red Rose,’’ 1865. L R 2 Ad & Ecc. 80, n Con- 
sidered, The ‘‘ Feroz~zcc,” 1868, L. R. 2 Ad & Ecc 6 5 ,  The ‘‘ Fawport,” 1852, 
2 P. D. 48 Referred to, The ” Joseph Dexter,” 1869, 20 L T 8 2 0 ,  The 
“ Ommta,” [1891] P 271 , The ‘’ Ruby,” [I8981 P 59 See further, p 212, post.] 
Ths was a cause of master’s wages and disbursemerits The pet’ition of the 

plaintiff was onginally as follows - 
1 The plaintiff, John Coward, having been duly appoiuted by [I051 Donald 

MacLarty, the owner of the barque ‘- C’hieftain,” master of the s a d  barque, a t  the 
wages of f l0  a month, and 30s per week as board wages, has served as such ttrast,er 
from the 26th of May 1862 to the 14th of Pebruary 1863 

2. The piatnt,iff, as master of t’he said barque, disbursed various suttls, necessary 
expenses for and on behalf of the said barque, ccntl hus ulso becottie liable to a larye 
,quirk m respect of necessctraes ordmed by hirti ant1 suyplwd to the suirl barque, and in 
respect of wages due and owing to the crew of the said barque 

3. Donald MacLsrty, the owner of the “ Chieftain,” is insolvent, and the baique 
LS in possession of the Thames Graving Dock Cortipany, Limited, the mortgagees 
thereof, applwation has been made t,o the said owner and the said mortgagees by 
the plaintiff, for payrrient of his n.ages and disbursements, and they have refused 
to pay the same 

4. The plamtiff claims as follows - 

Wages fram 26th of May 1863 to 14th of February 1863 
€ s d  

a t  €lo per month . 95 0 0 
Board wages, during same t h e  :It f;(k per week . 57 0 0 

Sundry disbursements . 15 0 0 
Travelling expenses, 15s per week . 28 0 0 

Paid for labour before crew were shipped . 69 14 5 

264 14 5 
Wages due to crew . f48  3 0 
Necessaraa suypbzed to bnrquc: on. plumtiff’s 

order 1303 0 0 
135L 3 0 

, f1615 17 5 

Notice of motion was then given on behalf of trhe defendants, the Thnities Graving 
Dock Company, t,hat so much of the petition should be struck out an related to the 
claim for wages due to the crew, and to necessaries supplled to the barque an the 
plamtiff’s order. 

The 19Lst section of the Merchant Shipping Act,. 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 104), 
provides that- 

“ Every master of a ship shall, so far as the case perttiits, have the same rights, 
liens and remedies for the recovery of hts wages which by this  Act or by any law 
or custom any seaman, not being a master, has for the recovery of Elis wages.” 

[lo61 And the 10th and 35th sections of the Adrrixalty Court Act, 18GI (24 Vlct. 
c lo), enact- 

6. 10. “ The High Court of Adrttiralty shall have jurisdictmn over any claim by 
a seaman of any ship for wages earned by him 011 hoard the ship, whether the same 
be due under a special contract or otherwse, and also over any claim by the master 
of any ship for wages earned by hitti on board the ship, and for disbursements made 
by him on account of the ship.” 

S 35 *‘ The jurisdiction conferred by this Act on the Hlgh Court of Admiralty 
may be exercised either by proceedings z n  retri or by proceedings ~ T L  persoizctttr ” 

Clarhon, in support of the motion -The liabilities which the master has incurred 
are not ” disbursements -’ wit,hin the 1 0 t h  sectioIi of t h e  Bdrtiiralty C’ourt Act, and 
the Court has riot jurisdiction 

Lushingtoa, contra -These liabilities are within an  equitable interpretation of 
the word “ disbursements ” The master may be surd in respect of them and thrown 
into prison. In  T h e  ‘‘ GleiLtunner .’ (Swab 115, 423), the Court held that  the 
master sung  for his wages was, u p r i  t tit. niortgdgces hctting up a counter-clam, 
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entitled to include i n  his accounts against the ship an iteiu of 2400 in respect of a 
draft upon the owner, which the owner had dishonoured So in Randall v. Raper 
(E. Bl 8c E. 84)' the Court of Queen's Bench decided that  a plaint,iff s u n g  for a 
breach of warranty on goods sold might recover datnages, which he had become 
liable to  pay but had not paid to a third party t o  whom he had resold the goods 
m t h  a rewarranty The master may lose tiis hen if he does not proceed to enforce 
it with all reasonable despatch 

Dr. Lushtrqton. The question for the Court is whether liabilities incurred by 
the master on behalf of the ship can be included in the term of " disbursements '' 
If they can, the C'ourt has jurisdiction by the loth sect,ion of the Admiralty Court 
Act, but i f  they cannot, the C'ourt has not jurisdiction, for before that statute the 
master could not sue here even for ac,tual disbursements, and before the statute of 
1854 not even for wages, unless in exceptional circumstances The C'ourt would he 
glad to  asvlst the master, who i n  undoubtedly placed in a very hard position, h u t  
i t  is my duty tJo consider t h e  terriis of t,he statute 

The case of The '' Glentanner " (Swab 415), which has been referred t ~ ,  was 
decided upon the statute o f  1854' whlch gave the Court 11071 authority upon any 
right of set-off or  counter-claim being set up to a clalni for master's wages, " to 
enter into and adjudicate upon all questions, and to settle all accounts then arising 
or outstanang and unsettled between the parties to the proceeding, and to direct 
payment of any balance whwh is found to be due " These words are almost without 
lirmt, and are very different from the specific term " disburseitients " Moreover 
there, though this does not seem to  nie very tnatenal, the master had been actually 
sued, and judgrtwnt, had gone against him The other case of Randall v. Raper 
(E. B1 & E, 84) is inapplicable, because it does not tu rn  upon tertus a t  all, but upon 
a queation of personal liability. 

The ternis of the statute, * '  disbursetiieiits itia.de," appear clear to iue , and 
I ani of opinion that  liabilities incuired but not paid ate not withiti these ternis 
I must therefore grant the motion 

Upon the apphcation of Mr Clarksori the learned Judge then ordered the ship 
to be released from arrest on bail being given t o  the aiiiount of f464 

The petition havlng been amended accordingly, the defendants then pleaded an 
answer, whch stated that  they were mortgagees; that  during the whole period, 
in respect of whwh the plaintiff claimed wages as master, hls services consisted 
solely in supennteuding the shlp's repairs, loading, &c , whlst  in dock, and that  
t'le plaintiff lived and slept on shore,  and it then subniitted that  the plaintiff had 
not, as master, earfled wages on boaid the " Cheftain " within the nieaning of the 
Admiralty CIourt Act, 1861, and that  the Court had not jurisdiction t o  entertain 
the plantiff's claitu for wages or disbursements, arid that the defendants were 
entitled to priority over any such claim of the plaintiff. 

The facts proved in evidence were as follows :-In March 1862 the " C'hleftain " 
was placed in the defendants' graving-dock fo r  repairs, and she there remained 
until the 25th of November, when she went into the Victoria Docks On the 30th 
of May 1862 the plaintiff was appointed master by Donald MacLarty, the then 
owner, by the following letter - 

" 30th May 1862 
'. Dear Sir, 

'' I shall be glad if you will take charge of the ' C'hieftain ' on the terms we 
spoke of, wz X10 a month arid E5 a month-in all [IOS] SI5 a month-with the 
usml and custoitiary board wages and other expenses in port. We talked of coni- 
mission on earnings, but that  can be gone into before sailing Keep an eye on the 
work and the shipkeeper, whom you will pay E l ,  Is. a week, atid advtse me regularly 
t o  the old address whle in Liverpool. 

* *  Yours truly, 
'' DONALD MAC~LARTY, junior." 

The plaintiff thereupon took charge of the slup, superintended the repairs, paid 
t h e  shpkeepers, &c , and, on the shlp coming off the pontoon, ettiployed aiid paid 
men to pump he1 ; arid afterwards superintended the loading of the ship for Singa- 
pore (for whwh place she had been chartered), signed the bills of lading, shpped a 
crew, ordered ahip's stores to  a large amount, and otherwise t'raiisacted the sh~p's 

http://itia.de
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businem. He dld not, however, sleep on board the ship, except on oue or two 
occasions. On the 16th of January 1863 the  ship was takeu into possession on 
behau of Xessrs. Redfern & Co , but the plaintiff continued acting as master until 
the 36th of March, when he was discharged by Mr. Wilson, to whom Redfern & Co. 
had, on the  13th of March, sold the vessel. Weanwhle, on the 21st of January 
1863, the defendants had taken a mortgage of the ship from the owner on account of 
their debt, md Redfern & (la , having satisfied their own mortgage out of the proceeds 
of the d e ,  handed over the balance to the defendants, but’ with notice of the out- 
stanasng claim of the plaintiff. This balance was insuficient to  pay the defendants’ 
claim. 

Clersby, Q.C., and L~shitigtou for the plaintiff -These were wages “ earned 
on h ~ ~ d  the ship” mtkin 24 Vict. c. 10, s. 10. The Court has, nioreover, juris- 
diction so far as the wages are concerried by the 191st section of the Merchant 
Shppiag Act. The hbursements  sued for were inade by the plaintiff as master, 
and o n  account of the s h p ,  and are therefore mthin the letter as well as the spirit 
of the Act of 1861. 

Master’s wages are 
preferred t a  a bottomry bond, “ Sulacta ” (Lush 545) ; and to a mortgage claini, 
“ Caledunaa ” (Swab. 17) , “ Gteit,twnzw ’’ (Swab 415) ; and there IS no reason 
why master’s bbursemehts  should not stand on t h e  same footing as h s  wages. 

Further, the defendants are no longer mortgagees, nor have they any lien on 
the ship, nor any interest in ths cause, because [IW] the money paid t o  then1 by 
Redfern & Co. was not paid under a niistake of fact. 

Karslake, Q.C., and Clarkson for the defendants.-The wages weie not “ earned 
on b a e d  the ahip.” The phrase “ on board ” was no doubt advlsedly used ; it came 
probably from the 181st section of the Merchant Shipping Act, which appoints a 
seama’s  right t o  wages to conimerice “ either at t h e  time at mhxh he c,ommences 
work, or at, the time specified in the agreement for his conirnencernent of work or 
presence on bmrd, whchever first happens.” If the claim for wages falls on this 
ground, the claim for disbursements will fall also 

Both these claims of the niaster come before any mortgage 

Cleasby rephed. 
Dr. hshistgton : This action is brought against the barque “ Cheftain ’’ and her 

freight by John Coward, suing as master for his wages and disbursements. An 
appearance was entered on behalf of the Tharues Graving Dock Company, who 
claim an interest in the  shlp as inortgagees; and upon the facts stated in the 
pleadmgs end proved in evldence I have t o  decide whether the Court has jurisdiction 
t o  entertain the master’s claim, and whether, i f  so, it can he maintained against the 
daim of the defendants. 

It is perfectly clear, in my opinion, that  the plaintiff was hired by MacLarty, 
the then owner of the shp,  to be the master and to  perforin the duties of masker of 
the ship, which was at  that  time i n  the graving-dock undergoing repairs. I am 
also ob apinion that  there are very many duties w h c h  devolve upon a master when 
the s h p  is undergoing such repairs , in one- word, the duties of superintendence, 
seeing that  the necessary work is done and done rightly, for sueh matters cannot 
be satisfactorily accomplished wit hnut being overlooked by some confidential and 
expenenced person. These duties I consider to be properly the duties of a master ; 
they were performed by the plaintiff, and subsequently he discharged many other 
duties, which are also withm the scope of the ordinary office of a master. Though 
he &d not sleep on board 1iiore than once or tmce, he was constantly on board 
looking after the ship’s concerns, he made the necessary disbursements for the 
shlp ; he b r e d  the crew and paid them their wages ; he superintended the loading 
af the shp and signed the bills of laduig, and it was undoubtedly intended that 
he should command the s h p  on her voyage to Singapore. In short he did, to all 
intents and purposes, perform all those duties w h c h  appertain to the character of 
a master takmg corn-[llO]-mand of a ship destined for a long voyage. He did not 
sail in the ship, because he was discharged by Mr Wilson, who in the meantime 
had by purchase become the owner of the s h p  

Upon these facts it is contended, on behalf of the defendants, that  whatever 
claim the  plaintiff may have against the shpowner who employed him, he cannot 
m e  the ship in this Court, because the Court has not jurisdiction. This argument 
is faunded on the 10th section of the Admiralty Court Act, whlch gvea the Court 

Such are the facts of ths  case 
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“ jurischction over any c l a n  by the master of any s h p  for wages earned by h m  
on board t h P  ship, and for  disbursements made by hrri on account of the shlp.” 
The srgunient of hIr. Earslake-conhlug rtiy attention for the present to the 
claim for wages only-is thls, t ha t  the wages must, be earned on board the ship in 
the most litseral sense, and that the master has no claim in this Court if he did not live 
on board the ship T h s  construction of the statute would lead t o  iiiany difficulties. 
I remember the titile perfectly well, before steani-tugs came into use, when i t  was 
the  emtom for East I t damen  to  go round to Deal, the inaster remaining behind in 
London t o  do the ship’s business, and joimng the s h p  again at Deal, Though 
circumstances are altered a similar course of proceeding nught still sometinies 
be adopted Could i t  be contended tbat t,he master suing for wages would not be 
entitled t a  recover wages during the period that the s h p  was going round t o  the 
final starting port ; would the C’ourt have to divide the case into fractions, when 111 

point of reason there would be no principle whatever t o  support such a subdivlsioii ‘? 
Again, I might put the case of the celebrated Russiah enibargo, when the shps 
were detzrtied foi months and Inontjhs in Russia, arid during all t>hat time most of 
the  mastcis arid crews, instead of remaining on board slup, stayed on shore for 
the sake of comfort, in consequence of the inclemency of the weather; and we 
all kncm it was held ( a )  that  they were entitled to their wages, though they did not 
actually perforni and could not, perform their duties on board ship. Again, it 
might happen that  i n  many of the extensive voyages which take place in the East, 
the master rmght be absent from the s h p  for a month, and yet Irught be performing 
most important atid necessary duties for the interests of the owners, and for the 
eompletion of the voyage. I should therefore be most reluctant to put upon the 
statute the construction for which the defendants contend But I also think t,hat 
that  construction is not the reasonablc interpretation of the [ 1111 words used I ani 
of opinion that  the wages were earned on board the ship. The plaintiff was on 
board during the day, and whenever he was required. The words used are “ earned 
on board,” not “ earned at  sea,” and I a m  of opinion tha t  his wages were earned 
on board, although he did not sleep on board, and although Ius duty required h i  

on many occasions to be absent from the shp, more especially for the purpose of 
going into the city, and there accelerating matters for the 8hlp’~ voyage. More- 
aver, in this construction, whch in all respects appears to me the reasonable one, 
I a m  confkrrled by the 181st section of the Merchant’ Shipping Act, mhch Rlr. Karslake 
has cited That section enacts, that  “ a seaman’s right to wages and pronsions 
shall be taken to commence either at the time at  w h c h  he cotiiitieuces work or a t  
the time specified in the agreenient f o r  h s  conitueticeiiietit of work or  presence 011 
bard, whichever shall first happen”;  and the 191st section gives the master the 
seme rights, liens and remedies for  his wages that the seanian has for h s  wages 
If, then, the seaman niay be entitled to  wages from the time speafied in hs agreement 
for his commenceuient of work O K  presence OIL board, though in point of fact, through 
tBie interposition of other orders, hs work on board does not then actually commence, 
the master must have a similar right. I cannot, therefore, hesitate 111 pronouncing 
that the Court has luridiction over the plaintiff’s claim for wages 

The defendants, however, then say that the plaintiff’s claim cannot prevail 
agmmt their interest, which I will assume to be that of mort,gagees. Now, a mort- 
gagee stands in the shoes of the owner, and can set up no defence in this Court, 
except what the owner can set up This has been the practice of t,he Court for 
many years: i t  allows the mortgagee to come in and defend, bu t  it con6nes his 
right of defence to the defences competent to the owner. As it is manifest that  the 
owner would have no defence here to the plaintiff’s claim for wages, so neither have 
the defendants as mortgagees The de€endants have disclaimed relying upon the 
4th section of the Admiralty Court Act, or upon the fact of their having furiushed 
necessams to the ship ; and as common creditors, indeed, it is clear that  they have 
no persona standa here 

The argument 
a p i n s t  the right of the master is that he could only recover dlvbursements made by 

(a) Bede v. Thompson,, 4 East, 546; Delamawer v Wzntermgharn, 4 Camp. 186. 
[&e 

There remains then only the question as to the disbursements 

The seamen, in these two cases, were imprisoned by the Russian Government. 
Harhckv .  Bed, [1916] A. C 486.1 
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him whilst he was earning wages on board the ship But I have already decided 
that  the master was earning wages on board the ship within the tneanlng of the 
Act, and therefore the objection to the claim for hsbursements fails also. 

[It21 I have no doubt that  the master is ent,itled to the lien he claims both for 
wages and disbmsements I regret that  a n  innocent party should be the loser; 
but both parties are innocent, and if I adopted the argument of the defendants I 
should be throwmg great confusion into proceedings brought by masters I should 
then have to decide when the master’s duties commenced on board, in the most 
literal and exclusive sense-when they ended, when they began again-for what 
period a claim could be made, and for what not , whilst we all know that  the practical 
duties of a master begin, not when t,he ship sails, but Iong before-that those duties 
are nat confined to  duties on board the ship, and that  they are most important to 
the success of the voyage and the safety of t)he ship In the present case I pronounce 
for the claim of the master 

Stocken, soliator to the plaintiff. 
Cottesill & Sons, solicitors to the defendants 
A second action had been entered by the master for his wages from the date of 

The learned Jucige the institntion of the first, cause to the date of his discharge 
pronounced for this claim also 

[I131 IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 
Presettt-Lord Chelmsford 

Lord Kingsdo wn. 
The .Lord Justice Knight Bruce. 

THE ‘‘ CARRIER DOVE ” July 30, 1863 -Collision-Defence of licensed pllot- 
Burden and degree of proof-17 & 18 Vict c 104, s 388.-In a cause of collision, 
a defendant relyng upon the statutory defence (17 & 18 Vict c .  104, s. 388) that 
the accident was occasioned by the default of a pilot acting in charge of the ship, 
and employed by compulsion of law, is bound to e v e  strict proof that  the 
colIision was occasioned by the plot’s default, and by that only. Where, there- 
fore, the improper navigation of the defendant’s vessel consisted in getting 
under way for the purpose of docking, under circumstances which rendered that  
proceeding dangerous to other vessels, and the defendant only proved that the 
pilot (as well as the captain) was on deck giving general orders, but drd not 
prove the particular order, nor produce the pilot as a witness. Held (affirming 
the judgment of the Court of Admiralty), that  the defendant remained liable 
for the damage 

[S. C 2 Moore, P. C (N. S ) 260; 15 E R. 899, 8 L. T 402; 1 Mar L C. (Crockford) 
Distinguished, Oakley v. 

For salvage proceedings arising out of the same 
341. 
Sptzdy, 1879, 40 L. T. 851. 
collision, see 16 Moore, P. C (N. S ) 243 , 15 E R. 893 ] 

Considered, The “ Ltvzci,” 1872, 25 L. T. 887. 

[I171 Present-Lord Kingsdown. 
Dr Lushington 
Sir Edward Ryan. 

THE ‘‘ LACONIA.” July 10, 11, 25, 27 ; August 5, 1863 -Consular Court a t  Con- 
stan~n~ple-Jurisdiction over British and foreign subjects-6 & 7 vict  c 94- 
Order in Council, 27th August 1860-Admiralty jurisdiction-Rule as to dividing 
damages in collision cases.-In almost all transactions, whether political or 
mercanble, a wide dlEerence subsists in the dealings between an Oriental and a 
Cfhnstian state, and the intercourse between two Christian nations. As between 
two Christian states, all claims for cession of Jurisdiction or exemption from 
jurisdiction mthin the territory of the other require, generally a t  least, the 
sanction of a t reaty.  but may nevertheless be proved by evidence of con- 
sent otherwise, and such consent may be expressed by usage and conscious 
acquiescence ; especially in transactions with Oriental states.-The Ottoman 
Government has for a long time acquiesced in  allowing to  the British consular 
authorities in Turkey a junsdiction between British subjects and the subjects 
of other Christian states. Such acquiescence of the Ottoman Government does 
not vest a compulsory power in a Britiah Court in Turkey over the subjects of 
B. & A. V I I . - ~ ~  


