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proeeeding against any foreign sovereign;'1 any ambassador orFother diplomatie agent represonting a ; eig: soeeg n

suci' ambassador or diplomatie agent." The property of a for.
eign sov-reign eaniot be seized or arrested.'1 In the case of the

t. Duke of Br'unstoick v. Kitig of Hanover0 the defendant was flot
7. ~ only a foreign sovereigu but also a British -peer; and the lbue

of Lords (Clottenham L.C., Lords Lyndhurst, Brougham, and
Campbell) unanimous., affirmned the decision. of the Maater of
the Rola (Lord Langdale) that the respondent being a foreign
sovereign, coming to England, cannot be inade reaponsible ini the
Courts there for acta done hy him, in hie sovereign -3haraeter, in
hie own country, in virtue of hie authority as a sovereign, and
flot as a British subjeat. The question reniains whether the
prîvilege of a foreign sovereign not to be sued for acte donc in
his -private ceapaeity, qua sovereign, contihues aftcr he lias ceased,

ËZ e.g. by abdication, to be a sovereign.11 The privilege of the amn-
bassador extend& to, ail persons associated in the performance
of the bona fide duties of an embassy or legation. Thus, a chargé
d'affaires,11 a seeretary, 1 ' or a chorister em.vhdoyed in the chapel
of a embassy,'4 is prileged. The incurring of debts," the

ïiÀ breach of a promise to marry,'61 the running down of an Englishl
boat by a foreign one in Dover Harbour 17-in ail these cases no
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