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LECTURE M0. 10.

Continuous voyages.

Ry the muling Xnown as the rule of the war of 1756,
neutrals werec not allowed to trade @irectly ‘,.\«.:1;"-1; en the enmy and
nis avlonics. This was so adjudged because in time of peace this
trade was a monopoly of the home cuintry, amd not permitied to
forcighersyience it was considered un eneny trade.

As a result of this ruling neutral carriers fiom an
enemy eolony hegan to."stop én route-as.it were, at a neutrallport,

. % iy S

when really bound to thd home cqnntrv of thoxehény. This was
geclared by the Pnglish -p:-'i.:;o courts to be an e\..rasﬁ'm, gven when
the entire cergo wee landeé and re«shipped at the neutral ports

and the vessel wes concdomned arnd thic prineiple of continuous voye

.- agee esiablished 50 farr as colonial and ®asting trade was con=

cernade

At the time of the app;ication of this doetrine we were
the great neufral carriers and the doctrine of continuous voyagés
was decidedly adverse to our interests.

Y¥hen the cdwil war brole .nut and poirts like Terruada and
Nassau became the :‘"..,"l‘.‘f{".‘ efftropot of the blockading tnd cogtraband

<
! s

trade ol the United States, Liw doetrine of ucntiﬁucgs Vo yages was
reviccd and applied by our couwrts to captures, and this Lime Zn-
gland, the greut neutral, fouwud ihe doctrine adverse to her inter=-
ests; and yet the captures made between the English ports ami
Nassau or Bermudg were Quite as reacsonable as those made by English
eruisers in the great wars of ths ¥rench and English and thoeir re-

spective allies.




If we recall the circumstances of the blockade of the
civil wa we vwill fing that twe claesses of vessels were required
te make @ successful and complete voyage so gar as the contraband
carge was concerneds The largel class of vessels in which spped

longer

wassccondary and capacity the principal qualdity, made the lapsey-
and less exposed voyage from England to Nassam or Rerrmuds . lere
was a wide expanse of sea and the mid-ocean as a shelter as well

neutrgl
as highway. Between the interm@diate ports , however, and tle
blockaded ports, the distances werc short and the bellisevent opr
federal crruisers plentiful. peed and lisht dreught were requisite
and Lence Lhe sacrificg to scoure bolliy, made the Lype ol veesssls
have a emall cargo capacitye. The value of cotton and the great

sgarcity of ceratin artieles in the confederacy was suffieient,

however, to make blockade running ,if successful, one of the rost

rerunerative o employments. :

The rule that the illegal (to belligerents) nature of
the trade must be judged by the destination alone,left, it is ove
ident, too large a loop hole for the offending parties, and vhen
cxrpoes hound for Wessan or Berrmuda had the evident and unmisto-
kable signs that they were intended for the use of the Confederate
forces or to violate the blockade of the Confederate poris, it
was logical and just that this evasicn snould be exposed and the
captured vessel adjuvdged guilty. <The destination in the light of
international law is the ultimate destination and if that wltima te
should bhe the enamy the other belligerent can rightly adjudge the
carrier at fauwlt. Suppose, for instansce, a fleet in nout?al wa=

ters--not a pori--but a: anchworage like so many that abound in

the world out of reach of rmunicipal law, md a neutral carrier
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with destination to the nearest neutral port, stops enroute aml
carries contrahand to the fleet. Is it not a plain violation of
the law of contiraband, no mailter if she continues her voyage to
& neutral pnort.

"llothing is more common® said the Tnglish foreigpn o ffice
to the owners of the Peterhof "than for those who contemplatc a
breach of blockade, or the carriage of contraband, to disguise
their purpose by a simlated de stinaticn and by deceptive papers?
And this was donc during our civil war by Inglish vessels in =t
least three veys;--by clearing for Wassau and rumning the bleck-
ade, by clearing for Matamoras with carpo intended Tor the Texas
aide of thie Rio Cranf@e and by clearing for Tassau and transhipping
To vessels especially adapted for blockade runninge

Perels says on this point that because a ahip laden
with merchandise which has the character of contraband, sails
from one neutral port te another equally neutral port, that it
follows that the place of destination ought to decide absolutely,
the innoeence of the cargo. Sir Travers Twise saye in this ease

a9,

there is a presumpticn j .8t de-juie. Cesener 1replies,with

.}
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reason, that it mattiers litltle from the judicial point of view
wvheiher the transporrt of the contraband is performed direcily

or by a detour, so long as the hostile destination be established.
The judicial differconce is that if the eontraband is foaund an-
routc to a neutral port the nreswumption is that its destination

is neutrales However, he says, this presumpiion is not as Twiss
sgid,jurics et de jure, that is to say--not adiitting contrary
proofy but juris tanium, that is capable of being reversed by

positively determined proof. It is above all a question of proof=-



&
a hostile destination, with an interposed neutral port makes the
articles susceptible of concemnation, if the proof is e¢lear and
certaine.

The continmous voyage then, cormmences with the departure
from the original pert for a belligerent destination and the of-
fense is proven when it is established that the vessel is carrying
directly of indirectly the contraband to the eneryes I will close
this subject by quoting a paragraph from tiic note of R.H.Dana,
in his edition of Vheaton, the parag:raph being Ifounded upon Justiee
Story's decision in the case ol the o lie saysi--
"If the vessel ies to deliver a scontraband cargo into the hands
and control of the enemy's goverament, or of its executive offi-

-

cers, that makes the cestinalion hostile whether the plave of de-

-

livery be at sea, or in a neutral or in a hostile port.

DECTLARATION OF PARIS

At the close of ihic Crinean war, the Powers of Tagrope
agssembled in the conference which resulted in the Treaty of Paris,

e

also agreed upon a seprrate document concerning

meritime interna-

tional law wiiich is kanown ae the Declaration of Parise TYhis was

adopted on April 1loilie 10506, and it consisis oi ile lowr follov-
# ing articles.
l=---Privateering is and remains gholished,

2«-~The neutral flag covers enery's goode with the exception of
the contraband ol ware.

d=-=lTeutral goods, with the exception ofeeontraband of war, wre
not liable to eapture utnder the enemy's flag.
4=--The Blockades, in order to be binding must bhe effective,that

is to say, maintained by a force sufficient really to prevent ac=-

cess to the coast of the enemy.
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Great Rritain, Prance, Austria, Prussia,Ruasia,Sardinia
‘nd Turkey were the original powers signing this declaration,
-‘k- The invitation to accede to this dcclaration yhas been accepted

" most of the civilized nations _of the wvorld, the United Steaties
vain,h(exico,‘lenozuola and China being the principal countries
ich have declined to adopt it.
= This declaration, adopted over forty years aso,and vhich

=

is only binding upon the powers accoding to it and by tham only

velation to each other, has been serupulously followed auring
11 wars that have occurred since then, not only by the signatory
'owors with cach othicr, but by the signatory powere with relation
o the non=signatory powers, and even as in our civil war and the
ar between Spain and Chile, by non-signatory povers. It is not
nternational law, bocause the adoption is not universal, and so
i a8 the United States with itls strong naval and mercantile
,;:-:trz;':'-.nc, holds aloof, it lacks an clement to make it complete; hLui
ao tima passes and its stipulations bhesome positively and tacitly
; observed, it tends more and more to the position of an ;-stab.'-.iahqu
1 usaze and prineiple of the law of nationse.
| To the first of these articles of the Declaration,tihe
President of the United States,on July 14th.,1856, declined to
accede. Mr, Marey,then Seeretary of State,stating that the United
States were willing,howover, to aceept the abolition of privae-
teering with an amendment wiiich should exerpt the private prouperty
of individuals of belligeronts states from scizure or confiscation
in maritime ware This was not ac'cept.od and was withdrawne
Privateera,hov}ever, were not used or authorized by the

federal government in the civil war, and it is not likely that

from the changed conditione of warfare they will be used by uc.
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It is stated that the Confederate government,owing to

the disabilities to which their privateers were exposed in foreign
';@ : g 3
borts, disgoniinucd the liiile privateering they had begun and

Ethe cruisers afloat claimed the right of publie ships of war and
?iere commanded by officers commiassicned by the Confederate states.
i statute

49 Citizens of the United States are forbidden by salute
ﬂto take part in the equipment or manning of privateers to aet
l8cal nst nations at pesge with the United States. Tronties mak ing

Bbrivateering under such circumstpances piraey, ha ve been negotia=

Ete d with ZEngland, I'rance, Prugsia,Holland,Spain and Sweden.

| DOUNITY OF ENRMYS' PROPERTY IN NEUTRAT, VESSELS

The second artiele of the Deelaration of Paris provides

'ffor the immuity of encuy properiy in neutral vessels, if nct con-

§ trebena of war. This is popularly known as the doctirine of "Iree

. ships,{ree goods."

-

The position of the United States has been a peculair

- L1

bone wvith respect to the docti'ine contained in this article of the

| Declaration of Paris. While the exasutive depariment has advoca=

ted che adoption of this rule, the cowrts and th texl writers

Phiave not aecepted it as a rule of maritime warfarec.

It i8 hardly necessary to go into the history of the

Tf question of free ships make free goods, and the contrary rule of

enemy ships make enemy poods, The struggle has been going on for

S genturics, each o untry taking both sides of the question as their

-

intercsis werc for the time affected. In our country the rulings
and practice of the English 3ourts‘arfccted $he owr courts,wiiich
were azainst the rule of free ships make gree goods , but with

the qdoption of the deeclaration Qf Paris by the great powers, and

~ especially by England the great sea power of the world, a chapter



o

Ehe actual service of the enomy. DBut t

3 Lewrence says, in the history of maritime law was closed.

: The last clmuse of the Neclaration of Paris contained
fflbviso that the Declaration is nct and shall not be binding,
keent between thoses powers who have acceded or shall accede to

. Notwithstanding this proviso, the practice has been to apply

«©

1ich have oeccurred since.

in 1860, when France and England were at war with Chinae

pL’ the Declarafiun to neutiral toade; both the federals and the
pni'ederates did the same in the eivil wvar, though the Unitod
'tatcs was not a signatory power. In the Iranco=Germnman war of
70«71, both sidcs applied the rule in question. to the proper.y
f American citizens and Spaddsh subjects, though neither countiry
ad acceded to the Declaration, and in 1885, Chile and Peru did
he same towards Spaine In the last warethe Chino=Japanece= S0
forr a8 it can be learned, China made no aitempt to capture Japane
se Joodes under a neutiral flag or Japan Lo caplure Chinese goods
tn in same conditionse

In the treatiy between Italy and the United States,in
1871, the principle of free shipns and free goods was affirmed;the
nentral flag was to cover persons oxcent officers or soldiers in
his treaty went further
and exempting all private properiy of the two countiries from cap-
ture in case of maritime war existing between theme The exemption

did not, of course, extend to contraband of war or violatéon of

- blockade.

In the treaty with Peru, made by the United States in



287, this doctrine of free ships and free poods was agreed upon
p in earlier treaties, but with the proviso that it was to apply
‘ those neuti'als vho followed the same practice ih time of war,
Lawronce closes his discussion of the subject--as we
Y=~ with the following sentencg.'We may adopt, with coafidence,
: e view of one of the greatest of modern autnorities on naval
fare,Captain Mahan, and hold that 'the principlee that the

flag covers the carso is forover secured.'®

e

DQUNITY 0¥ NEUTRAL GOODS IN ENEMYS' SHIPS

This is covered by the third article of the Decluration
i Paris ,i.0.,"Tontral goods, with the exeeption of contraband of

far,are not l1idble to capture under the cnemys' flage."
been
This docetrine has mre more wniversally accepted than

ghe doetrine of free ships,free poods. In faet the adoption of

—

the doetrine of free ships,free goods, had a iendency to chance

ne previous exemption of neuiral goods and lead 1o a converse

ale--ezieny:!s _goods,eneny goods, though euphonious in saund it

yas false in ppinciple.A cormercial trade of an enemy is legitimate
if sonfined to innocent articles and the carriace of nextral
icoods should hot brinpg taint to the poods on accaunt of the chare

acter of the carrier.

L

In the the nautral goods

;ﬁwere not considered as fair prize and Grotius argued against the
{ Beizurq of neutral poods in enemy's ships upon the pround that
ptheir position ought not to be rled against them, but should at
pthe most only indicate a presumption of hostile character, which
fmight be rebuttbd by proof to the contrary. Bynkershock was of
%};the same opinion and Vottel was at Reast as positive , if notrore

80 than Grotius.,



Wheaton says the rude which subjects to confiscation

1c poods of a friond, on board the vessels of an enemy, is mani=
gstly contrary to reason and juctive.

Dana, in his comments upon this portion of the text of

e }eutun, says that "ol only are the two maxims--free ships,firece
% pode, and hostile ships,hostile gocodc~-~separate, but they have
s : : 3R] A A P

logical eonnection with each others x x xThe rule that the
¥

go found in enemy's ships not being econtraband or engageéd in
folation of any of the captors rights of war, is to be exmmiped
Wnto on proof , and to be restored to a neutral who proves his

jtle and ®ight of' possession, elear of other causcs {or econdomnine

2 ;un, is now acted u.on withoutndquestion in the prize courts of
'* gland and Americae."
The Declaration of Paris has setiled this matier, though,
4 8 Spain noﬁinally remains the only country which adhered to the
Winciple of encry chips,encmy good s, it is doubtful, in thc faece
LSt the prevailing opinion of the rest of the world whether she
puld enforee her views in time of war.
. AbLthough noutral preopcrtiy in enemy ships has this irmu-
2ty [rom eonfiscation, the npeuti'al owner is not exempt {rom tho
: ineidental loss wiilcii arises froﬁ making a belligerent ghip his
parrier. Like the neutral in a pelligercnt territory, he cannot
= plaim compensation for the resular operations of wgr. YHanco los-
y ;es from the destruction of f?m ship, its capture ard 4etention

waiting adjudicetion, are not compensated by the other bellipgere

4
pnt« Cireumstancea,though in such cases Uhey should be justifia-
blo ones, may require the destruction of the captured ships as

carries

act of war, and such loss and destruction eesmes with it the

loss of neutral cargo without legitimate claim for compensation.




10

War between Spain and the United States would be a war

_ tween two non-signotory powers of the Declaration in which much
‘ ecessary injury would be caused to neutrals and to our own peo-

i. beecause of a lack of adhesion Lo the articles of the Declara=

iion of Paris. The last artiecle of the Deelaration in regard to

3 ockadea, 18 one which has been aceepted in better terms by the
' ited States in her treaty with Ital With this version of ithe
3 _- St artisle amt with the fact that privatcering no longer is an
n 4 feotive means of naritime war, there secms Lo he no reason appa-
| :‘ t to the writer that the United States at once abhould accede
the Deohration of Paris. It would set a scal of final approval
;'on the Deelaration and basides being of material advantage to
he United States, would cause the aeceptance of the prineiples
;nvolvod by many smaller nations, most of which have been advoca-
4 : éd by the government of the United States fo more than a centwr)

MUAPTURE. AMD CONDEDIATION OF A MERCUANT VESSEL.

9

ihe right of search and manner of approach and visit
RS aliready been discussed under the head of maritime war in a
1pr<>vic~us leéture (No.5)e The responsibility of the captors for
'aoizurc ugon false,Mrivolous or insufficient gorunds is also
B ? {1
Zthore referred to. It muet be borne in mind that by international

!" 'iaw there are established methods for determining whethere the

fEhescl captured be a legal prize. Capture alone does not change

" k. 8
Emettitic of the propertr or transfer any right in tle ship or
I8 2 :
aaarso to the captor,either as an agent for the government or for
5 :

the beneficiariocss The properiy is still with the original owners

 subject to trial and finding of a regularly established prize

. court, The trial mmst not be ex parte,both parties ean be heard



b 8 §

d can be duly represented by counssl., Lhe prizec coaurts of the

\ﬂ«ntry of the captor are recognized as the legiiimate iribunals

efore whieh the ecase is to be triede The Institute of Interna-

jional Law, has drawn up o scherme for an international prize tri=-

e
&

SSENnal with & eode in accordanee with which all trials are %o be

fondvcted and prizes condemned. This scheme

b}

.

anal ih whiah the necutral vessel seized is rcprescated by a

2O =
14 3 of the nemtral country, or by a friendly consul or by a ju-
;;cial functionary named by them. The code provides for tle ax-
i‘ption from gapture of private property except when
o

vieclating the

~

War rishts of the bolligerente; such as the right of

searchy,block=
i K ' - "
‘SRde, carriasge of contraband or unnecutral
3

gervicee A court of ap=-
I ' . S
lsal or international +tribunal

e

of maritinie prizes is also to be
lprovided for by proper legislation.

This code and proposition was finally advocated by the
B Institute,in 1887,at Heidelberg, and has been,ii is presumed,

L gomminicated to

all of the Powers. I have not been able to find
$that in the ten ryears that have elapsed, that any favorable re=

iBponse hag heen roceived from any maritime powere

The © urts of the United States, which teke cognizance
? >
1

v

fof such prize cases are the District Courts, the Circuit Couris

. ané the Supreme Couris of the Federal government.

g4

The prize ® urts of the United States vary both in con-
;istitutian and jurisdiction. Mo eivilized state, vhich haes a mer-
]_':churt or naval marine is,however, without such a court, and the

| géneral principles upon which are based are similar,

In 1794, a
mixed tribunal was established by tne United States and Great

Britain to fry American vessels captured by the English in their

war against Prance; such tribunals are very raree.

—
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e $f it should happen that the vessel captured or any part

:

HodleE hor aarpo 18 not in a fit state to be sent into port for trial,

o4 _ e laws of the United States provide for an appraisement and,if
tssiblo, a sale and a deposit of the procctds, subje ct to the
iforder of the prize court, in which proceedings finally teke place.

D ~' In case any vaptured vessel or property is taken for the

53

"e of the United atates hefore eoning into the custody of the
83 ' ize court, it mst bhe surveyed,appraiged anc inventoried, and
, ;Mlthe Department talking the vessel or properiy, mist deposit the

3 ‘ount of the appraisal, subject to the order of ihe court wvhich

‘takos cognizance of L cace.

B

59 Jf If there is danger of immediate re-capture, il the veassel
f_;a un-seaworthy, if theve is an infectious disease on board, or

. vesscl,
if it is impossible “or any othor reascn, to send in a captured
3 ’

ntornational law permits ite destruction or abandonment, but all
b ?-"papors are saved and the adjudication proceedings go on for tle
iatis;':action of all concerned. I damage happens Lo vessel or car-

go while in the hands of the captors and the court Lolas the cap=-

turc to have been reasonably sound, Lne responsibility ol the

::‘captox' does not extend beyond a failure ‘f.o use dve care and skill.
o4 Dana says a2 to the duty of captors that (-

“From the nature and objects of the prize tribunals, it is
glrar that the eaptors duty is to sce that his acl of capture is

- submittied to adjudication by the prize court of his counilye of

/

gourse he rmst o this in a rcasonable and fair waye. He must send
" in the prize as speedily as possiblp to a convenient cowrt,in
" proper hands snd with all the papers,cargo,and other @urces of

~ evidence, ond with the lMastoer,Supercargo {if any) and other chicf

T L
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L

e

W

: s ‘\
%;raons on board likely toc be useful to the owners as witnesses

jicl to See owemthing proporly delivered to the courts Tor a
Feach of these rules, clthough the claimant does not suffler,st

B %

1

[N

e captor may Iese his prize moneye If there is reason Lo believe

hat the misconduet of the captor has beenftal (o & fair inquest,
1¢ vessel is restored. If damage happens to the vessel or prope-

Pty in the hands of the omptord and the court holds the eapture

23329

nave been with probable couse, their responsibilities are only

B

BEae of lawful suatodians or bailees; i.e. responsibility for

l@ilure to use reasonasble care and skill .
- After such examination ags the commander ol the crulser

gan make, his duty, as against neutrals is to deeclde between Lwo

}a rses!--he rmst eiither release the vessel absolulcly, with her

.
.

7=r 04 DApPEYS,patsengers, and all entire, or he nmast complete his
PR E0y ] ’ ’ »

17

Qtpturo, make Hey & prize and send her in for adjudications e

s

’;annﬂt take a middle coursey andgreleacing the vosselg exerclise any

<

helligerent authority over the cargo,pessengers o se¥saeéps papers

B

il

;?P desiroy any property or take Ifirom hor persons or propertiye
éZIf he should take this course,he will be conaidered as having de=
;-clined the exereise of the only belligerent right neuiral nations
fzpemwit to hime=~~that of capture and sénding in for adjudication=-=
3 and his aet of desiroying or removing will be treated as not a

P awful belligerent proceedinge ot being a recognized belligeroent
act, it is either, in law, an act of piracy, or an atiempt to ex
ercise a police power over necutral vesscls on the high scases X X X
The modern practise of ncuirals prohibits the use ¢l their ports
by the prizes of a belligerent, except in cases ol necessity; and

they may remain in the ports only for the meeting of the exigeney

- The necessity must be one arising from perils of the seas, or heed

LT TEP O Sy o A i o T cadliis - Al m,fj
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repairs for dea-worthiness or provisicns and suppliese Increase
farmament is prohibited. The neutral will proteect the prize
pinst pursatt from the same port for twenty four hours, and

pdnst capture ¥within his own waters; but, beyond that the genere

.

poril of war, arising from the power or vigilance of the other
ligérenf, does not constitute a necessity which the neutral

gognizes as Justifying a remaining in his port. X X X X
scems clear that to allow prizes te fly to a neutral port, and
main there in salety, while prize eeurtes proceedings are pgoing
in a home pori would give occasion to nearly all the objections

at exist ageinst prize courts in neutral ports.®

It may be considered as settled that a ncutral govern-

o Lt is not required, by exccutive action, to restore a vessel

& 5ncd by one of 1ts eitizens which has been re-taken from a hele
’ porent before sondemnation by her erew vhen demanded by the
Bllicorent government o o

o3 Suech o taking is legally and properly called a regeue;

re=capiurc being the recovery of a vessal from the possession

red

& hier captors by a foree from without the veasel, also before

poncemnations In eitheor case dana considers that a case of sale
Wage is presented; in the case of rescue 2 eivil selvage, in the
REe of re-capture a military salvapge. Ye 2l®o states that if a

: .
i Fala v : BT e 2 v 4 B et -2 N . o
BER1Ser tokes & prige and loses it s WNROTNCY DY Irescuey,recapilurc

b}

jor otherwise and she is again captured by a seeond cruiser of the

same nation, it is not a re-capuure for the first c¢miser subject
i#or Lo salvage, but an original caplure.

In @ osing the subject of prize tribunals, it would be

‘well to speak of the standard given by Lord Stowell in the case of




B

o's

e |

.

~

Q.

) "

W

he Maria, for the judges, he says in such cases:--

®Tt is med the duty of the person who sits here to de=

4
Bmine this oguestion exagtly as lie would determine the same

Bestion if sitting at Stoekholm; to assei't no pretensions on

e part of Great Britain which hc would not allew to Sweden in
e some ecircumstances; and to impose no dities in Sweden as a
b
v

noutral country, which he would not admit belong to Great Brituin

In the same character.®

IANSFER 0F FLAG

v

ot
A

b The general adoption of the article ol the Deelaralion
j Paris, which provides ithat the noutliral flag will cover goods

@lonzing to the subjects of a belligerent unless it is contraband

ey

par, inercases the value of the neutiral vessel for purposes
B
frade auring W timess A transfler to a noutral flag notl only

Baves ihc vesgel ftrom capture, but alseo the goods it carries.
Bhere are two varying practices or rules in regard te the transier
Bf a vessel from a belligeront to a neulral fiag in time of ware

Pre that of the Prench, who refuse absolutely to recognize the

gRlicity of suech ehange, the presumption being that the change is

%

8 Srouduleht onc.

b

ine other practive and rule is that of the English amd
e own courts whiah recognizes the transfer as a legal one, if it

be & clear bona fidi eme transactions OJuch purchascs,however, are
i0wed with suspicion and rust undergo the most searching investiae-
gation, The sale must be absolute and unconditional; any doubt is

AT a-:az'nsf the vegsal.
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a
Sir william Scotti said in $ke-case that came under

B any fwrther interest in it; and that anything tending

ra)

tinue his interest vitiates a contract of this

U
o
[
o
C

iption

‘t.her."

in case of a way between France and England the Iranch
uld bear heavily upon any Bnglish shipe transferred to 2

A _ flag, while any French ships so transferred would probably

4 of the French law, be held by English e wris to be still

‘a.nd subject to condemnation.

It has been sugpested that in view of the iImmense amount

rppinc, BEnglizh built and English owned, under the Tnglish

:iensaged not only in the home and colonianl trade, but engeaged

iers all over thz"world between other porits ithat in case

vy maritime war, there would be & general iransiel® from an

to a neutral flag. There are a number of reasons te pre¢ -
In the firat place there would he the French rule,which

"f»rovent a recognition of such transfers, so far as France

goncerned, besides thore would be other obstacles. - Thoe sale

t be bona fidi, and bona fidi sales of such an arpunt of ship=-

would require an immense amount of capital in a short tire,

amount which would be practically impossidle to obtaine VWar

- es of inswrance would be so great as to eat vp the margins of

oﬁt froﬁ the shipping trade, for neutral vessels so transferred

ld be subject 1o capture and cxamination to see if the sale was

Becides, the smewa$ most effective way o€ cormerce do-

4
]
a




commercial ,
by means of a eemmeree blockade , and such a blockade

3 enemy vessels.
pad Rl

gonvoy and fast indiviBual vessels will probably be the
e : wrms
Bing capture cn the part of the enegty merchanl vessels,

‘V‘Virg'inia casc,

b

(ex "

N,

-
vy,

£




