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Abstract  The right of access to court which is developing from the European Court of
Human Rights in accordance with Article 6( 1) of the European Convention on Human Rights of
course could also be limited as long as the limitations are legitimate and in accordance with the
principle of proportionality and did not infringe the core of access to the court after a comprehen—
sive assessment. The purpose of state immunity granted to foreign countries to limit the right of ac—
cess to the court is legitimate compliance with international law. As to the principle of proportion—
ality the restrictive rules in the U. N. Convention on Jurisdictional Immunities of States and Their
Property is playing an increasingly important role especially in those matters involved in employ—
ment contract personal injury the protection of the complainant’ s right to access to court and
limiting the invocation of state immunity is needed. The decisions of the European Court of Human
Rights plays a profound impact on the State parties’ domestic law and practice which is in turn
impacted by the practice of States Parties and the relationship between right of access to court and
state immunity maybe change and develop in the future. Of course as to the relationship between
jus cogens and state immunity the European Court of Human Rights tends to recognize that the
State parties’ domestic courts granting state immunity to the foreign states does not violate the prin—

ciple of proportionality or article 6( 1) of the European Convention on Human Rights.
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