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Duke of Brunswick v. King of Hanover (1848) 2 HLC 1:
Lord Chancellor, 22: “The allegation that it is contrary to the laws of Hanover, taken in conjunction with the allegation of authority under which the defendant had acted, must be conceded to be an allegation, not that it was contrary to existing laws as regulating the rights of individuals, but that it was contrary to the laws and duties and rights and powers of a Sovereign exercising sovereign authority.”
Lord Campbell, 26: “I have most serious doubts [whether the Duke of Cambridge might have been sued], because even if he had been sued, it would equally have been a matter of state; the same questions would have been submitted to the Court of Chancery, namely, Whether the King of England as King of Hanover, and William, Duke of Brunswick, acting as sovereigns, had jurisdiction to do the acts which are impeached by this bill.”
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R v. Terry [1996] 2 SCR 207, McLaughlin J.:
“to apply the Charter to US officers would run counter to the settled rule that a state is only competent to enforce its laws within its own territorial boundaries.”
A v. Secretary of State [2005] UKHL 71, Lord Hoffmann, [91]:

“The answer … depends upon the purpose of the rule excluding evidence obtained by torture.  Is it to discipline the executive agents of the state by demonstrating that no advantage will come from torturing witnesses, or is it to preserve the integrity of the judicial process and the honour of English law?  If it is the former, then of course we cannot aspire to discipline the agents of foreign governments. … I have no doubt that the purpose of the rule is not to discipline the executive, although this may be an incidental consequence.  It is to uphold the integrity in the administration of justice.


