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action lies. Similarly, an Engliali cornpany tried in vain to re-
cover a cail due on Bliares froni au anihasador accredited to the
Crown by a foreign state,"1 and se far is the doctrine earried that
the household furniture in London even of a British subjeet,
who is aceredited te the Crown as Secretary to the Chinese Em-
bassy, cannot bc seized for the non-payment of parochial rates."t This case lias the curious reault that a Britishi subjeet, in tho cir-
Pumnstances narrated, is exempt f rom the local jurisdietion of
his own country. The privileges and immunities of an ambas-
sador, in relation to the state to which he is accredited, are (1>
a riglit t/ inviolability of person; (2) exemption from the local
crixuinal jurisdiction; (3) exemption f rom the local civil juris-
diction, which includes not being eomapellable to appear beforc
thi, local court, even as a -tucss (4) exemption froi taxation.
Liahility for debts, incurred, hewever, wvould flot be avoided or
evadt'd by, say, an ambassadom' froni the King of Italy to the
Frenchi Republlc , who visited England1 and incurred debts licre'
Au action in that case would certainly lie~ agair:,.t the animla4-
sadur personally. In Mighelt v. S-ultan of Johoreé the principlesq
of law laid down were (1) that the courts of this country had
ý,u juriisdiction over an independent foreign sovercigui unle.4s lie
submitted to the jurisdiction. and that sucli submnission cannot
take place until the jurisdiction hais been invoked; (2) tha:t
the facit of a foreigu sovereign entering ino a contraet in this
country under an amsnned narme, and as a private idividual, did
flot aniount te a submission te the jurisditioim ; and (3) that a
ertificate frein the Foreign Office, or Colonial Offie . a% the case
niay be, wgs conclusive as te thk. 8tatus of a foreign sovereigu.
It imay be mentioned that an order for a stay of proceedings wvas
made by the Divisional Court (Wills and Lawrance, JJ.) and
confirmed by the Court of Appeal (Lord Eshier, «IN.R., Lopes and
Kay, L.JJ.).
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