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proceeding against any foreign sovereign;® any ambassador or
other diplomatic agent representing a foreign sovereign and
accredited to the Crown;* any person belonging to the suite of
suck ambassador or diplomatic agent.® The property of a for.
eign sovereign c¢ani.ot be seized or arrested.’ In the case of the
Duke of Brunswick v. King of Hanover'® the defendant was not
only a forsign sovereign but also a British peer; and the House
of Lords (Cottenham L.C., Lords Lyndhurst, Brougham, and
Campbell) unanimousl, affirmed the decision of the Master of
the Rolls (Lord Langdale) that the respondent being a foreign
sovereign, coming to England, cannot be made responsible in the
Courts there for actz done by him, in his sovereign character, in
his own country, in virtue of his authority as a sovereign, and
not as & British subjeet. The question remains whether the
privilege of a foreign sovereign not to be sued for acts done in
his private capacity, qua sovereign, continues after he has ceased,
e.g2. by abdication, to be a sovereign.'* The privilege of the am-
bassador extends to all persons associated in the performance
of the bona fide duties of an embassy or legation. Thus, a chargé
d’affaires,'® a secretary,'® or a chorister empioyed in the chapel
of a embassy,'* is privileged. The incurring of debts,'® the
hreach of a promise to marry,'® the running down of an English
boat by & foreign one in Dover Harbour™—in all these cases no
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