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c.urrentof high tensionin the main circuit, and reducesit to a continu-
ous cnrrentof low tensionin the secondarycircuit.

This incompletereview of the prior stateof the art would seemto
show that at the dateof the article in Engineeringtherewas no inven-
tion in a singleeonverterwhich transferredenergyfrom high to low po-
tential, as distinguishedfrom a conversionfrom low to high. It seems
to havebeenas!mmedin priorpatents,asa matterof commonknowledge,
that, by theJawsgoverning the inductorium,or converter,the electric
force transferredcould be eithe.r of the samepotential or of greateror
less, as might be desired. It required somethingfurther, something
that might be called invention, to solvethe problemof a successfulsys-
tem for electricdistribution. GaulardandGibbsundoubtedlybelieved
that in the ll:rticle in Engineeringthey unfolded to the world a descrip-
tion of a,sucpessfulsystem. Sofar as their systemwasa new invention,
andis found incorporatedin thepatentin suit, theyareentitledto bepro.
�~�e�c�t�e�d�. But they areexpreSSlylimited by their disclaimerto the series
system,and therefore the defendants,who usethe multiple-arcsystem,
do not infringe. Without entering further into the defensesraised,I
am satisfied,for the reasonsgiven, that the bill shouldbe dismissed.
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(Oircuit Oourt, D. Massachusetts.August 14,1888.)

PATENTS FOR lNVENTIONs-ANTICIPATION-REGULATOTIS FOR DYNAMO MACHINES.
Lett'erspatent:No. 238,315.grantedMarch1,1881,to Elihu Thomsonand

Edwin J. Bouston.for a regulatorfor dynamo machines.controlling auto-
maticallythestrengthof the electriccurrentby adjustingthe commutatorso
8ato keep the current constant,are not anticipatedby letters patentNo.
223,659,grantedto thesamepersonsfor an automaticadjusterfor commuta-
tor brusheson �m�a�~�n�e�t�o�-�e�l�e�c�t�r�i�c machines.wherebyan adaptationto variaá
tionsof circuit reSIstanceis securedby adjustingthe commutatorso asto
keepthecurrentat its maximumvalue.

In Equity.
B. F. Thurstonand Livermore&: Fish, for complainant.
ChaunceySmith,Edwin H. Brown, and E. W. Burdett, for defendants.

COLT, J. This suit is brought for the infringementof letters patent
No. 238,315,grantedElihu ThomsonandEdwin J. Houston,March 1,
1881, for improvementsin current regulatorsfor dynamo-electricma-
chines. The specificationsays:

"The objectof our inventionis to provideimprovedmeansfor controlling
automaticallythestrengthof an electriccurrent flowing overa circuit com-
posedof a dynamo-electricmachineand oneor more electric lamps,or other
appliances.throughwhich thecurrentpasses,andto obtainsaidcontrolwith.
out the introductionof resistancesassuch,andwithout varying thespeedor
field of thedynamo-electricmachine,andat thesametime, if desired,to util.
ize the reactionpl'inciple for the magnetizationof said dynamo-electricma-
chine,or, in otherwords, to causethe currentgeneratedto passthrough�t�h�~
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field-magnetcoils. We accomplishtheseresults at the sametime that the
powerexpendedto drive the dynamo-electricmachinevaries directly in ac-
cordancewith the changedresistanceof its circuit, being less as the resist-
anceis less,and greateras the resistanceis greater. * * * In the im-
provedsystemof operationprovidedby our presentinvention,we possessthe
ability to cut out lamp after lamp from circuit, and yet maintaina uniform
currentstrengthin the remaininglamps,and economyof motive powerpro-
portional to the diminished resistance,while thenormal light-giving power
of eachlamp not cut out is maintained,and an absenceof heatingor neces-
sity for any otheradjustmentsthan thoseat the commutatorof the machine
obviated. Theseadjustmentsarepreferablymadeautomatic,for we find that
with thecommutatorusedby us, asherein specified,a pl'Operadjustmentof
the commutatorbeingeffectedwhena certainresistanceis in circuit, a simi-
lar adjustmentwill, when the resistanceis changed,give the samecurrent.
In our systt'mwe have employeda dynamo-electricmachinein which the
commutatoris constructedof threeinsulatedsegmentsof a ring connectedto
threearmature-coils. The collecting-brushesappliedto saidcummutatorare
supportedso asto be movablearoundthecommutator,without changingthe
relative positions of the two collectors. This movementof the collecting-
brushesis well known in the art. * * * We find in practice,moreover.
that we obtain with this automaticregulationof the currentstrengthan in-
dependenceof speedvariationsin the machine.It being only necessaryto so
adJustthespeedof runningthat when the speedis at Its lowest the machIne
shall yet besufficient in powerto maintain thennmberof lights placedin its
circuit. We are thereforeable to operatesuccessfullyunderconditionsof
motive powervariationsthat havehithertobeenrecognizedas fatal to stead-
inessof light obtained¥.In United Statespatent No. 223.659,January20,
1880, beforereferred to, we have describeda meansof automaticallyadjust-
ing thecommutatorcollectorsof dynamo-electricmachines,which methodis
adaptableto the presentcaseof current regulation. '" '" '" Our present
methodof operating,therefore.sofar asáitrelatesto antomaticregulation,is
baseduponthesameprinciplesof operationas our preVious invention; and
it consistsin an improvedconstruCtionand modeof useof theapparatusem-
ployed in patentNo. 223,659. We claim: (1) In a currentregulatorfor a
dynamo-electricmachine.thecombinationof a devicerespondingto changes
in the main or generatedcurrent,a shIfting commutatOl' for said machine,
and mechanismcontrolled by said responsive deviceto shift the commutator
to those positionswhere thecurrent takl'n up by said commntatorshallbe
constant. (2) In a currentregulatorfor a dynamo-electricmachine.an elec-
tro-magneticdevice acted upon by variations in the main or generatedácur-
rent, anadjustableor shIfting commutatorfor themachine,and mechanism
controlledby saidelectro-magneticdevice to adjustthe commutatorto those
positionswherethemain or generatedcurrenttaken up by said commutator
shall beconstant,"

The main defensein this caseis that the prior patentNo. 223,659,
issuedto thesecomplainants,is an anticipationof the patent in suit.
Upon careful examinationof the two patents.in connectionwith the tes-
timony of expertsand the able argumentsof counsel, I cannot agree
with theposition taken by the defendants. The objectof the two pat-
ents, as disclosedby their titles. is different. The patentin suit is for
a currentregulatorfor dynamomachines;the earlier patentis for an �a�u�~
tomaticadjusterfor commutatorbrusheson magneto-electricmachines.
Currentregulation,or "to provide improvedmeansfor controlling auto-
;natically the strengthof the electriccurrent," is the objectof the patent
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in suit; while the objectof the prior patentwas the constructionof an
automatic adjuster for commutatorbrushes,"whereby an automatic
adaptationto variationsof circuit resistanceis secured,andthe burning
anddestructiveeffectsof falseadjustmentsobviated." Thedesignof the'
presentpatentis to adjustthe Cbmnlutatorto thosepositionswhich shall
keepthe currentconstant;the designof the prior patentwas to adjust
the commutatorsoas to keepthe currentat its maximumvalue; or, in
otherwords, to adjust.the brushesso that their contactswith the com-
mutatorsegmentsshould beat the neutral points, by which meansthe
difficulty from 'sparkingwould be reducedto a minimum. It is true
that themeansemployedin both patentsto accomplishthesedifferent
resultsbeara <;:108erelation to each other. The patenteesdeclarethat
theearli!lrmethod describedis adaptableto the presentcaseof current
regulation,but they also say that their presentmethodconsistsin an
improved constructionand mode of use of the apparatusemployedin
the prior �p�a�~�e�n�t�. To constructan automaticadjusterwhich shall avoid
sparkingor leakageby bringing the brushesin contactwith the commu-
tator-segmentslit the neutralline,or the pointsofthe maximumdiffer-
enceof potelltial between,thedegments,and thereforeof maximumcur-
rent, maybean importantinvention,but it is certainlyquite a different
invention to adjust the brushesof the commutatorto positionswhich
shall keepthe current constant,independentlyof the questionwhether
the brushestouchthe �s�e�g�r�n�~�n�t�!�l�~�a�t�t�h�e neutral points, or whetherspark-
ingis avoided. '.' .'

It is said that the presentinvention is shown in Figs. 1 or 2 of the
earlierpatent. The testimonyof defendants'expertsseemsto find the
inventiondescribedin Fig.i, while the learnedseniorcounselfor de-
fendantSappearsto rejectthis contention,and turns to Fig. 2 asan an-
ticipation of the patentins,uit.,. I dooot find in Fig. 2 of the earlier
patentthe cq:robiriationof �m�e�c�~�~�n�i�s�m which forms thesubject-matterof

, theclaimsoLthepatentnowuuderconsideration. I do not find that
. which constitutesthe importantthing in the presentinvention, namely,
the responsivedevice respondingto changesin the main or generated
.current. In. respectto Fig. 1, the most that can besaid is that it im-
perfeotly d81icribesthat which was perfectedin the subsequentpatent
DQW in controversy It seemsto me, in otherwords, that the language
of thespecificationis strictly accuratewhereit declaresthat the present
invention"consistsin an improvedconstructionand modeof useof the
apparatus�~�m�p�l�o�y�e�d in patentNo. 223,659."

Upon thesubjectof infringementI have no doubt. The questionis
not asto the form of dynamo the defendantsmayuse,or whethertheir
�~�a�c�h�i�n�e may beadjustedby hand.to avoid sparking,but the question
is whetherthey usethe complainants'invention by the employmentof
substantiallythe samemeansto accomplishthe sameresult, namely,
the regulationofthecurrentby meansof a devicerespondingto changes
in the'wainorgeneratedcurrent,and this thecomplainantshaveshown.
Let adecreebe enteredasprayedfor in the bill. Decreefor complain-
ants.
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1. MARITIME LIENS-SUPPLIES-BRITISHVESSEL-LAW OIl' THE FLAG.
The tacit lien for suppliesfuroishedto foreign vesselsis created.where it

existsatall. by the maritimelaw, not by themaster'swill. It dependswholly
on the law of the place.oot of the vessel'sflag. The generalmaritime law
givessuchliens to materialámenfor necessariesfurnishedto a foreign vessel
on the orderof the niaster.

2. SAME-ENGLISH LAW-MASTER'S Al:THORITy-LEX LOCI CONTRACTUS.
Thoughthe Englishlaw givesno suchlien, this doesnot affect the appliá

cationof thegeneralmaritime law to British vesselsin other countries,nor'
abridgethe authorityof British mastersto obtain necessarysuppliesby simá
pIe contractin foreign portswherethe law createsa lien, nor preventsuch
lien from attaching. Many Englishcasesrecognizethtlvalidity of suchforá
elgn liens. Sembi,by the continentalmaritime law l;ompliancewith the fa
loci contractu8is sufficient.

8. SAME-PRIOR �M�O�~�T�G�A�G�E�S�.
Supplyámenin New York and Hayti, who there furnish necessariestoa

British ship on the master'sorderandon the creditof, the ship, havemario
time liens thereforwhich takeprecedenceof prior mortgages.

In Admiralty. Libel for supplies.
In the first abovelibel the sum of $581.63wasclaimed for necessary

suppliesfurnishedin December,1886,at the port Of New York, to the
steam-shipScotia,of Glasgow,Scotland. In thesecondcasethe claim
is for similaradvancesmadeonaccountof thevesselatHayti. Uponthe
arrest of the vesselill thesesuits, the mortgagees,under a mortgage
madeprior to the dateof thesupplies,intervenedas claimants,and re-
sistedtheallegedliens on the groundthat the masterhad no authority
to createthein; that the limits of his authority in the businessof the
ship aredeterminedby the law of the flag, that is, in this case,by the
law of GreatBritain, and that bythat law the masterhad no powerto
createliens on the ship, exceptby bottomry; and that consequeritlyin
thesecasesno maritimeHeils existed. It wasadmittedthat, exceptfor
that objection, and accordingto our own law, and the law of Hayti,
which is similar to thatof France,a maritimelien would havearisenin
eachcase. '

Wing, ShoudyÇPutnam,for libelantMills,
E. E. Fitzgerald,for libelantsTweedyet al.
GeorgeA. Black, for claimants.

BROWN, J. The result of áthelong controversyin England between
the courts of commonlaw and the courtsof admiralty was to curtail
the latter of their jurisdictiontoa large degree. Sincethen the �.�m�a�r�i�~
time liens recognizedin England have been comparativelyfew; and


