EfREHRSR

AT B B R S48 AR 52 )
—HE TN ARA4)F 6(1) %2 &

"L E

~

NBRE.EAARZEACSERAZAC D BRSO LE T, A(KRMNARANL) A
REGABGENTLE R TAING G T B IRRFEERP A, (RMARANY)FH 6(1)F
AL EL LS TAEFAREFHE ER, LG X ERGFREN, 458
MEREREL TGS H IR FEHATHEIERG TR, LIARBE(RMNARNY) F
6(1)FMENARBATE ZT, AT 57 ERE,(BRMARML)HE 6(1) F 4% 2475 B
NERGBERRFFTERG Y amBRAATR, E(BRMARAMY)E 6(1) KNG LT
BRNFRBRRFTERNA L ALZRHHEERKEZ 5ALE 6(1)F6X %
Pl A H (L) EANGHFTEANERBERRFEFTERG R A, AR~ H 6(1)
& T B 8] B LG A B F AR T4 19 A

XBIR-BRRFEER (RMARAL)H O6(1)F ~NEFAMR ik d Em

FEE  PAMEBERFEFRAFI,

T [ B AL i S v ] s B 2 A8 AL 00 0 7 2 Y 5 N Bk B R 0T [ B R R R IR R
MO R4 o I A i DR ) s [ S A AR AL, B A B T 25 28 N UR IR i R A 03 Be o 103 3l 1Y
JETT A AT 0 P 9 RPN 5 AT o A8 — ] ] B B S A R AR A7 (8 1R b, [l B ik
ALAE X Z HEAT A 2 HnT RE LG P AN AR TE < e — A D T A2 A AT A S R 2 PR
— [ B [ PR FA VA SR AT A AL 5 T N [ B o B3 B 9B 4 W19 U ( doctrine of
denial of justice) 23 FR il — [& §H 20 51 XF [& br FA 2 AR AT (A R AL, BRILZ A0, B R ik — i
AN oxd — [ 5] P B 48 A AT (e g S

(1] L.R.Kiestra, The Impact of the ECHR on Private International Law: An Analysis of Strasbourg and Selected National
Case Law, Springer, 2014, pp.90 -91.
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FERE 20 T4l SO A ALK [ B AL 3k 19 S AR AR 1, DL CIRRIH AR 2> 29 ) (AT i B
CAZ)) A RERBY ABEHLIE AT 3E T [ B AL ik S 9 WL 45 21 8 5 T o ARG BT
JUHIR A 29 ) 0 [ PR FATE /Y 5% il [R) 2L, O Oy [ Ah 2 3 BT 5 o 7 [ B RS R 1 LI
EARRRE T ORI 6 255 1A (LURRIAR“H 6 (1) 287 ) xb— & [ b R FH4F FE AL A
N TE) 2 gl a7 A B — 20 4 i, A 2 15 % — [ [ s B o A R Al 7 A
SO AR 2 M ABE A A — [ 1 B B S48 A ) ) BR AT R 7 b 3 ] A 4 56 &R
) — [5 [5 Pr R  SE AR I E DL S e AN VR B PR B, o ] B AL 1 2 T AL
B, ACAZ0) 26 6. (1) 25 3 1 DA 40, 25 58 AT 0 — [ ] B IR = A8 6 S 1) 32 Wi i) R LA
A e S ERAN

AT AT CA L) AR 6(1) 2 Z ML B LRl b, DIZ A Z BUE A A —
el [ s B A ALY W S B R SR R TR A 5 58 AR o — [ [ s B S48 AL 32
M i)

— ARZ)H 6(1) KHHILE X

BSOS (ALY 6 (1) ZZAUME T 2 3 N3R5 2 1E ® A A ACF] (right to
fair trial) o (EAR 4 BN AT 2 Be 3 FHC S 29) 55 6 (1) 25 B S 38, 28 16 5 FIAL L 9l & 8 ik
T IEBE Z AR (right of access to court) 3X — & S gL, MBLYE B X B, (AZ) 5 6
(D) ZAEIE G FHNAERTE LZA WA IES AL WS 7S FE AR RS2
VNGRS

(—) 2 EF A

CALYE 6(1) ZMI M E T2 IEH HAL”, BIAH G S F NMAR 5 L5 — B i
P B DA 2 A A ST Y — S S RN TE A I BE R AT A AR AN TR A AR U A
B 1) fif R, 8 1E o A — RS AH BOCER AL FIAY i . 5 2, H 245 R A Uy TH
A

B — TR R A G 5 P R S MR T T, B Y S AR S 55 i B R AR TR
SEH ST FATEMLIE o X FA] Kk 15 57 2 P B, BRI AR B ] | B8 R (s 249 ) 46 24
J5 1l N B AR Al o8 s AT R o TR, 3 T B AR B B 2 N AL 5 355, ik
2 BEAE 0 B AN . AT AT HE W AL S AT A8 ek ) T EL 1k BE 9 R B R 2 A ST R
AN ZAT B 5 L

O T RNE R R A TR, I S IR Y S NRR A S SRR R Y OF R A AT

(2] A. Bell, Human Rights and Transnational Litigation-Interesting Points of Intersection, in S. Bottomley & D. Kinley
(eds), Commercial Law and Human Rights, Aldershot, 2002, p.115.

(31 ZWAPRY . Z 5V Z BUOH PABR I A 35 e 119 552 B8 O Hholy ), CERBR G HEIE 1 ) 2012 4R 55 6
W58 151 3L,

(4] Van de Hurk v. The Netherlands, Decision of 19 April 1994, Application No. 16034/90, para.45.

(5) Terra Woningen B. V. v. The Netherlands, Decision of 17 December 1996, Application No.20641/92, paras.51 —52.
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FEGTAEAL, T B 4 A 5 DL RIS A ML 2 Dk Be B R i o T EL , 35 e o9 B 1 1) 401
BRAA 25055 B, 33 b5 PR IO AR S8 A I DO AT 25 5 T L0 I A, vk B Xk R 1 Y o AR
HIYR AR, do o 24T A S TP PR EOR 7

PAE AL R A e X 2 29 ) 55 6 (1) 2% P 2 IE W UL IG i B, 32 2898 R i o
L N EACH B R B, IRE B, 2 1B IR 5 TR e P i el e,
WIS B G SR A TEE AT AR R R, 1 AN (] 2 MRS 5807 52 TR RO 45 R 1Y
NIEME R WATAEA R R ZAE L0, 2 I 7 Y 3 28 5 SO 5 M o ot , At 5
TR, 2 1E A R A — T A AN 45 3] 45 [ )12 0 n] FfR e 18

(=) ik 8] iE A

VR ANEBOE AR SO E TR L) 55 6 (1) &, Tk f1 BRI ABGE BE £E Golder v. the
United Kingdom & A & KA o AEIX S, W AAE B 1 U W B 45 ), VR i 7]k AU
Je& T 1E WA 2H R 4y L0

M H T VRS AE PR G 3RS Be SRR SC A T M g5, L O AR A AU A
HEDLAE 3P A T AR A RO O B T B R S A IR T e AR, IS L) T
Ui, VR 7] 5 AL E 25K — 5 X He i A 2 R ) 06 Mo R AT i, DA 57 28 TE 3 R
PR LA BE LB 7. N TE MR BRIE BE IR &R o B Ah , R i Rl ik A 2R — [ i 22 3%
PO AN B RTS , LA B A R ACE 2 2y fifk b AL 1932 T, LR 555 2 RE 8 - 25 52 2 3k B £
o URIE RREAUR DI RER , FL 32 BT LA B 25 0 AR VR i 1) DRXE , 4R 31 2 1 ik 55 38 A
PRAEVRAUAT O b R B hs o I DA, 76 585 3524 AT i S 2 VR ST T, 12 e i [ ¢ 3
ORI S R B Y L5 o

R IR 2N 1E HASCRE ] B 2, VR i ) 1 O AN 1 PR S 381 T 2 0 AR A A 52 TR A
M SCF5 o T L MR O A% Be i i B, 24 23 AARIE CA 29) 56 6 (1) 28 I = A B9 Uk 1 )
TERUOEAS R L X 1, 52 B H Y 24 R B L a1 S ey R o

T IR IO [ B R 2R AR AU R

ALY EE 6 (1) ZHLE Y 2 IEH I Z 16 R A , 29 I A [ br R S48 B ALY
B 5 i R, 6 29 75 B PN IR B 2 R Bl A 2 B A R T IR B 2 Bl iR Z A
R AT A, I R BN T A AU — [ [ B RS R R o S, 32 B
W RANE PSR

(6] E.Dinjens & W. Henning, Undue Delay in the Case-Law of the European Court of Human Rights, Amsterdam: Interna-
tional Law Clinic, 2001, pp.9 -13.

(7] H v.Belgium, Decision of 30 November 1987, Application No. 8950/80, para.54.

(8) Z WL AERKEAL : (13 2 IE o HIAL DATR =0 3% AR BE B 28 42 ), I 2 WF 90 ) 2001 4R 6 1,56 24 T,

(

(

9 )  Golder v. the United Kingdom, 21 February 1975, Series A no. 18.
10) S W] e - 2O R A i IE SCRIAURI MNP 32 3l 2 B B o ) , o T8 0 33, B 3R 12 A I3 ) 2003
FA S M 391 L,
(11) Ashingdane v. United Kingdom, Decision of 28 May 1985, Application No. 8225/78, para.57.
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o — 4 2075 [ N ik e M3 e 2R D AL Jc IR ( principle of lis alibi pendens ) , /1l #E A%
B (8 UV I K 28 PR A2 2R A1 [ (H A0 [ R IR 1 A A 4t 228 1105 2025 35 A XE LA 7E 7 BILIY ] Sk
PRI, B 4 24 7 e 15 i S 23 IE AR

45 2001 45 (A 45 28R 25 ) 1) 55 27 .28 J% ({A 5 JE IR~ 29) 55 21 .22 %) Z BLE
Ji 3% B S 10 B L e D e ORGP PR S B L B 9 AL, L 2 Rk VR e R
AT AR P RIS IR B e 2 AP A A B o (B2, S BRI s il — T
M N RAE—A X A A R Bk Be (0252 E I AR R iR il 25 19 3% Be ) A 3 SE
VRIS, BUJITIR SR WS PE 5" (strategic maneuvering) BEG o H ™ 75 (1 o) i, 40 g 32 3
S 1R IO TR B A7 AE R VA 4 2 , DU I 52 258 A 1) i B ) 3k e 44K B 56 R s G 5 e ) % 34
FEAF RO 2 B E S E RIS A 205 6 (1) A KA IEH FIRL?

Xb T ) B, RO 3 B 7 Erich Gasser GMBH v. Misat SRL % (LT R #%“ Gasser %27 ) th
TRL T L% Bt R U 1 SR RO T B R A DG ) — 2 M e R PR
PRI TR AL B i UR IR R e #E 2 AN & BT IR , i 45 2R 2 2) 55 21 2% i ML 2 11 A7
41 , 0 FRVF TR 1 Be 4 2 1R B8 38 I 52 IS PF 1) B M M) 0% e R AT 4

TE TR Bt 52 B S8 1F i 1k = 4F 2 I [ A5 AR B 5 A AL D0 T IO AL B
X AR 1 11 o VA ROk B A A, MR B A 5 8 AR A 20) 5 21 ZR 2 MU, 1 B R
FIEBEAE VRN R Y L o A B A0 3t S K 23 W 5 A 5 28 2R 28 249) 19 SCSC RS iR L 1Y
AFF B HATIIR F2 5K, 3 T80 0T [ 22 WA A AT B0 1) 5K B8 A 2 B A 14 9k B A A
W e S Rk B A AU N A T E AR AL SO S (A 6(1) K
HUAE ARAE 0T (A 5 28R O 240) BLRE 19 58 28 D A0 2 Dt DU 2 783 7 A A 1) Ah 3k — ) 2L, XK 9
R BE A Y < A IR A 2R T e i S A A% ] R M AT A (] 5 3 A ol A0 R3S ML 174
et 2 b, I 0 o T 2 N TIDL A A AR vk e e O 1 A A A A 2R OR
YY) HURE W 5 2 I G e S U A I A A 451 A L

F b B X Gasser 587, & [ BUR AE 1) BRI % B 52 52 19 B W AN O, A I e &
JE AL NI AE T ixge o HAR 56 R A0 Y I U 64 R A o o B AL, LARE S — T
MW 5] % < fE YRR " (torpedo actions ) ] 1L i HL , 3245 0F (A7 45 28 /R
WHY)E 21 ZRM NI SN TR B0 A 1 e B 2 3 o AR D0 S SR i R RS (8 2)
55 6(1) 2R ZHUE AT, 15 W S RORFNE Be o B A i S A IE W A Z B, B Bk &
5 I AR A I IR % e 1) 2R 44 o

BN, BRI BE AT X Gasser 227 (i BEAFAE BE M), FL 5B b0 — T 838 A A 5k

(12)  Gasser JE—DHEHA LN F, G ERF A R MISRAT 4545 T — o % RS T — 4> 1 45 5 R 7% e 19 %
FEREBE A RO AR BRI A R A B RFISE R IR . BES , Casser 7E W MBAI PR IFIA . 2, Bt
Rk A4 2 ) R 4 5 R 125 5, A0 7] 35 R A1) 0 DR 08 J2 75 BEL S T B8 3 1) 32 B X SR AR i 2 B, 5 DL Caase C-116/02,
Erich Gasser GMBH v. Misat SRL, ECR [2003] 1-14693 , para. 20.

(13) Case C-116/02, Erich Gasser GmbH v. MISAT Srl [ 2003 ] ECR 1-14693, para 438.

(14) Case C-116/02, Erich Gasser GmbH v. MISAT Srl [ 2003 ] ECR 1-14693, para 72.

(15) T.C. Hartley, The Modern Approach to Private International Law : Internaional Litigation and Transactions from A Com-
mon-Law Perspective, Recueil des Cours, Vol.319, 2006, p.180.
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FJa A0 IR B el A VR SR T ORI BE . X AR ROE AR R T A5 6 (1) KT ELE
(28 TE A7 PR, ) BE 23 1R 3 B R 25 3 AR 8 2 2058 6 (1) 45 BT 55 WY UR i A AL, JC
HIRAE B RANE B R VR AR FAFFE 1 20 B A1 D0 T o AR, WU V5 e B0 i 3 ik % O 24
FANBEVRIRITI TIOEZ T, IR A5 6 (1) 2 T I ABGE U (B E T 1 B i) — 2K
PEHE AR IERANSE, WO i BE£E  Gasser 587 H IR 52 2] 22 R S Z 0]

FARTFERS Gasser Z27 (AL PE I I AE WY 35 Be 2005 4FFHAN Owusu v. Jackson 5 13
B 7 BEVE RN o R i e B i A B ) B 7 (Leger) TA D, 94 [ 325 e < 3 AN 5 325 g Jit D) 1]
SN B 1K AT B PSE A7 T BUR ARSI E e AR R IR R, WP E 5 (A2 ) 20 6 (1) 4%
ZEORAAE MO B, B — 7 N EE TR AR YRR 2 H R R SRR, M
52 S L BE MR IR B P 1 S — BUAS 5 BRI [R] IS, 1 0 37 50— 52 B PF 1 34 B AR 8 8 20585 6
(1) ARGk HEATIRIR

B BRI AL TR B3 2 4b B Y Gauthier v. Belgium %& (L) F & #K « Gauthier 227 ) F W,
YEREMAFTE G dE N B ST S B R PO, A28 6 (1) 2k Z MU W A A A ST AR
“ Gauthier Z27” v, HUTF N [0 KRN A Z2 B3 22§72 Hh FAE I O, ORI 05 e 48 26 A7 fol 48 S 50K
SPECH I N LR SR = [ SRR YR, W E IR TR P E A A5 6 (1) ZHLE Z 2~ IEH
IR B WO A2 B3 2200 g, LRI I 2k B 10 200 47 (0 A7 ARl ASU O A J2 JHC BT T 9 Bk 5
111 2 56 T HUE AGTSE R RE DML T L, A 295 6 (1) 4% LA K 24 B HUA AT ] 2% 2 A 4%
IS ANZE A EIT SR R, @A TR AN 6(1) Z L FWET I
TE T FRAR A BEL 11 2 o A 22 [ 4 P 8Ly 3 Y

R ) (LA T T O, Dy 0 PR DI ISR 0 B A A AT, 2012 ARAB 3T I 1 Al 5 28 K 2%
) 1) KT 24 = N BIRISCHE 5 14 0 e 4 X S8 AR A B ARUA T A L i I S 1, AT O S &R U G 5
JE U] )3 B8 8 T — A ] Ak )

5 46 2075 B N ik B as FR J5 L Bl Rk VR R R AR A BN AN
[ X 2L JE T X5 Bt Ui A9 B, i 15 i S 28 1E A

FIXF ], 9% [ 5 B e Lubbe v. Cape Ple. 22 (LR i F% " Lubbe 227 ) R JEMEH T
1] % o 7" Lubbe 58", B [E 15 S (2 249) 4 29 77, FE 9 ik B 10 446 A 00 487 6 A5 1) 4 [
Bk RAF R ET AN 6(1) FME R A IEH HIAUX — R B B R 0o 5 %
FIHAE R ARk B AT Ui 22 /D BE S Rk A AR T XE L5 B 4 Ak T - A5 Ml Ao7 J T X
PO TRV, SO 1k 7 5[] BEAT (9 R 18 0 RE 2 B8 52 B AR vk B 52 B 2 4R 3 R I 2 2050

(16) Case C-281/02, Owusu v. Jackson, ECR [2005] 1-01383, para.270.

(17) “Gauthier 22" ¥ K — A R FAP IR % 28 B TAE B LA AT B3 Gawthier , JL TR 22 3% R IAL I B 3% 22 B % R o Gauth-
ier £ X FLOH AR 2% RITE LRI I Al 65 26 7R ik e SR AR VR o LR JIIACR , HO R I 3 B B2 A 4 REAL, [N Gauthier
BURING RS T — A H L R B A U0 5% 1 BE A R 0 20k o A8 — o opy, U 32 8 DA O 108 438 02 B 2 WO AN 3
L EALRR AR EVF. 78 EURH A, Gauthier Ny, HO A I 1% e 0 25095 268 Jg& A 5 [5) o A9 8 5% 32 e 2 3, PR LB
IR I RIS LA I AN B8 A% SR 0 132 19 2 DE Ak B LA B9 20 TE o IR o %W s 0 L R I s B 4 26, 2 o S LU )
I 3 5 AN L DAl — A~ A1 ] ) ) 3k B sl 3 AR 2 N ol P A R AR

(18)  Gauthier v. Belgium (dec. ), Decision of 6 March 1989, Application No. 12603/86, para.47 .

(19) (R T B SR SR AR R AU A D AT O 25 1215 /2012 526 B (TEIT) )45 31 2%,
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6 (1) ZREAMAIE A, %53 WA 325 DU (Bingham ) 3B B 3CRE, HARKIE 1T H
— R A B R 3 B A TR 2 0 U AR T AR B VR IR B RN A IR AR X BARA 1A AR
6 (1) 25 MLAE 1923 1E B A 2 25K 5, 3 [ 9% e b A 5 Ak e J U ) o TS BE i 7 2
Y55 6 (1) Z TR Y Z HEA NP0 fe 26, e [ B iU M4l AN A i 2 oK 4R 4 0 AT B
AR .

RS AE 2005 4E ) AG of Zambia v. Meer Care and Desai %8 ( LT fi FF “ Zambia
R HGRNEA . TR Zambia F27 B E Uk BEFH A SR 44T 64 B BOTF TR TRIA E
BT R W O T A7 e Bl TR [ R 2 AR AG A0 TE WA B S LI B i A Y R
B T A S SR EFIA Y H = EATEEEIGE ST, %
T EAR AR L 23R4 O A IE B A TR RS A A IEH IR
Y [ A B R A AT A R RO G Y Y o e, Sk [k e MR A AN O ek e D WA Dy, SR AR
M7 2 0 NI A 1, T AS AN O T — 7 25 = AR 35 [ 2 5 23 3R A5 43 IE i ) 21
“Zambia 7 F W] WUR M FNTELR 2007 B N B IE A RS 5URR ZEREBEAK IR 2 2
55 6 (1) 45 Z HLE I FH 247 A B AL

FIRIIHTRB, (A 2) S 2 7 [N s B TE DR H O xR PR AT A IR B R R A R AL
I, N H R E 5 A 25 6 (1) 28 BUE 2 IE HF FIACAR A AT P ), X — i R A B T
O TE AT AIRO — [ [ B R 448 B AU

= UFTE RO [ B RS A R

WA P, VR R R A SRATAE — A~k Bt 52 B AF 5 fiff ke 2 35 N Z 4 8. TR
T FANERU Y A — [ [ PR R A B I LR B, S ANRIEC A A1) 5 6 (1) KB = A 1)
BRI S 15 52 3 4R 5 Z IS A 53k Be 5 i M o A SR SE BRI 22 A7 AE U R 1 R
ity HE— P H A

S, 4l 275 [ N ik e AR U A0 SR O J0 A B R A D i FE A B R il
VR FEAL

F b i B B B R 2 D S A E R (Thorpe) 1 E Rk
Be # BLIY) Mark v. Mark 5& (LAR RIFK“ Mark 287) Wik o, 16 45 2905 6 N 45 B A2 573k HE il
IEAEE CA L) BHTHE T, 20 2977 [ A e A O 52 B 1) 28 AR AT DR 1220 TR
4 29 75 [ A VR BE X MO R R B B R SRR R MR L B A 2 R BUE R (A
2R 6(1) 4 I L, AAH 6(1) FUERZ MR — DT R IE AT H AL
Bt , M A S HORFEAS R S AN o BF A “ Mark 387, RS SE [ I Be fe &R 4k 5 T B URIEBE

(20) [2000] 1 WLR 1561.

(21) [2005] EWHC 2102 (Ch), appeals dismissed [ 2006 ] EWCA Civ 390.

(22) ZEFTW A, Yo 25 8 B 15 NLZEVF — A 7E S0 22 B WUE 0 J8 BRI 10 L () B 0 i il . 7 —
o i TR A WA R B R AN EL WO A SRS 2 IR AR TR o (R K 0 2 I AR A i At R R
T A, T S SR B RZ AP s Bk, S 00 [2004] EWCA Civ. 168.
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AR ER A (EHEHE— 25 A Dy, BRIV 325 B 415 268 45 % 118 DR A7 1 56 S VR 1 Bl AR 16 B, . JE
AR I R AR A 7 AE 1998 AR AREZE ) ((A 2 ) Fe ALy B N 7 s ) B E 1y Uk i il vk
Bk, B Dy ds J B AL 2 b g 20 3 B S AL i 2 ATk S 3 51 N B B YE ) AR Y
R

55 g0 29 07 N s B AR 1% A R R AT B R E RO E A R T iE R
Vi vl AL

7E Dow Jones & Co Inc v. Yousef Abdul Latif Jameel 2 | J5 25 B £ 5Kk ) 1k B i F A
H 3 i AR 20 6 AP AT B A 2 P i R T A5 6 (1) 20 HUE MR IE Wl iEARL, BT X
LR, R Be gl T s A R IR A O B 7 o 0 e T UR A . R, A AR
6(1) ZZITMEMN AT AIEMEH A, ~RERIFIR G ZRIERAE - EWKR, TEXFL
5515 e I T S Jo M L S AR I, — [ B AR A 1 A AR AR 2 AT A AR RO A A R
INPES 6 (1) 20 HLE RIS )AL 1 g 2

55 =, AR 29 7 I N B R T I Bk B A A I R A A R R A i ORI )AL

FR AR A [ B vk b A 0 A g 52 1 — R, PR [ P B A R A AT R B A
F R T 5 | 362 [ B A 27 3 AR R 2%k o {E Waite and Kennedy v. Germany %& (LAT fi] #%
“Waite 287 ) H WO AAGEBE 40 07 T ERE L 5 A5 6 (1) L HE IR IE Al A Z %
RIS, FERZE T, W3 325K H A X5 R 3 BRI AL K R ( European Space Agency ) [i] 1& [
25 B S R VR B AU R 52 B 58 B P42 3, B A S — A B BR2H 21, BRI K J) B 6% 7 18 [
Btk 5| PR 2H U 0 Ao 7R A IR 0k B 0 HR 3 N B VR i W I A Z BRI AEE G s H
Jai WO AT B R, DR 2 5 7 > 1 X PR A — A S R, I N S AT
— i B AT 5 A R AR AP AR 200 B T RO A R R 2 24 ) B AL T iR D 4 e A [
FRBAE N A DAY () R 25 T3 448 (A0 W o A ] DAl RICHT R R 1) B I 28 B 2 3 R oK)
HAZZ B 232 M T RRINAL K JR) I 2 2 G B REALI HLAS , WU A AL 325 B8 DA 72 [
Bt A7 HE O R R YO I OR AR I KR A 25 6 (1) A ZIRIE AR

WU AAY 3 B 78 Al-Adsani v. United Kingdom 2& (UL F f4i BR “ Al-Adsani %27 ) v P Yk %
FAER O G UFIE AE AU C R LS T 1 & . fEIZ R KO ABUE BE AR, 4 i
e B AR A 1) R 53 T FR T AR 2 2026 6 (1) SR A IR ml AL, (H2 R ER
ZH0E L K 4 2 )5 Nk e T SR O 2 D IR T 4 A R A X TR I ) TR AL
3 S o SRR T, 0 48 AR BR i 0 20038 5K S ik H B 2 SEBIEAF G e st ) i o 1 [
FAEE bR R F YRR A TS Yk By, B E Rk DU ALk B = 5 0] R
IF KRR L2

Fifi J5i 1) Jones v. Saudi Arabia Z& (VAR T FR“ Jones 7)) ¥ M B IS IE . £ X8

(23] A.Briggs, Decisions of British Courts During 2005 Involving Questions of Private International Law, British Yearbook of
International Law, Vol. 76, 2006, pp.675 - 677.

(24) [2005] EWCA Civ 75.

(25) Waite and Kennedy v. Germany [ GC], Decision of 18 February 1999, Application No.26083/94, para 68.

[26) Al-Adsani v. United Kingdom , Decision of 21 Nov 2001, Application No.35763/97.
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Ko ST UL, E VR BRI R % 1 A 0 9 R 2 ) 11 ) o i 5 RO T A 4 7 2% [
PR o A SRR A , X4k 28 T 0 A R & O o 5 0 0 R
SBGE LR 22 v B AT X AT R, LN U VR BEE % IR ], A L
fi e, A SR e A B T 1 1, T 0 SR 20 o A — 7 MR T M0
Sy o L 9 5, 22 5 00 8 0 T A 0 AT R o oF
R B T VB IS R e (LA BRI A 6(1) MU IR I A ik
PR R AR — AT FLAT A A 205 6(1) 26 0T B 2 BIOF AR 6 1 , 7 2 6 o 9 T
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A Ji S5 b 0 5500 U 52 8 o 52 P 5 R 7 — 6 5 0 o 1L X
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[ Abstract] With the increasing integration between human rights law and private inter-
national law, human rights law, as represented by the European Convention on Human Rights
(ECHR) , may also have an impact on international civil jurisdiction. In a normative sense,
Article 6(1) of ECHR provides for the right to fair trial and the right to access to justice. An
examination of the relevant judicial practice indicates that domestic courts of contracting states
of ECHR must consider the human rights provided for in Article 6 (1) of ECHR in deciding
whether or not to exercise jurisdiction over foreign-related civil cases. For many reasons, the
impact of human rights law on international civil jurisdiction of domestic courts of contracting
states of ECHR is still limited. With respect to the issue of intervention in international civil ju-
risdiction on the basis of Article 6(1) of ECHR, it is still necessary to clarify the relationship
between the Brussels system and Article 6 (1) of ECHR, specify the conditions under which
such intervention is allowed, and strike a balance between the right to access to justice stipulate

in Article 6(1) of ECHR and the right to fair trial.
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