T E T

® B x

F

RS RS R

RS 8

HRREI KR

RS SMRIE Kges M
HRREIS HR

HRRES D

RIS HARE

i - B

REds<=2aman=~

I. FF £

BEEEKS A Alojol4d WAt BFE AN +RLRAL QS KILNHPRRE
Bf Alternative Dispute Resolution(els} ADRelzt 87} fitsiAl =84 $ict. ADRE HEE
K ol 749 Warh e R o s WMol ey digo] Fa, 2 FelME MF &
FAq AL EEEEEARE € 4 Aok Az A ARl WL HRUTE olfsHA ¥
et

adeta TAAA ol BEEEWHRY EAolf= Adideoz BEK WRE o183t B

* EEBCKR LB
1) RSP MRGET #M3 = Alternative Dispute Resolution(ADR)el2t= fol& $-2via}
oAt oA 2cdA FYAA AL A gt EHB SAAALE A4HA Bol2 A A2
Ax 9c}.(Salem, The Alternative Dispute Resolution Movement : An Overview, 40 Arb,
J. 301985).
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2 AFdYa =3 ARA (AL - A2 3H)

Bxiras=t Bisld =dAc A4 PENe R FAv 2eols - Zoliys HIBERA s
o] 2 E¥rl 2ddz ¥ 4 Aot BEEHEFEHARY ARz A A AL o33 Fo

A, ich FFelz, A4 ZAEL 22 4 U+

=4, #iTol &l

A, AEe BAFTAEM] 2.

A, HFel A=A G ¢YE FAE & At

ohA A, RV Aok A$b g

A, Rffel AR HEol ¥t

A2 o2 Kol A& BEERKAA RWERES BES 58T §3ld B 73
A2 & Hfol Hols FARY —FHAlE o2 Ze] oy REEEE]) G2 o] BF]
oh. o] BEESMES 53 ko WMEMES T3 Bl BR ==t o JEE Js
g FAAeE H—sn dA gohe Al st o4 Eslz o2

olol g ez A AT At Hol BEBERIVA HREFAST BANE Held. FAR
= ooz Aol A== WREI e #Re A BFEAES AR AYME 4 AA H
2, ¥+A487E Azl A AAE HF A sldE.

]S o] ABHPRHAITES AE Y fiTol Fs A 19274 Genevalfiy=l 19584 9] New York®
oko] AAE A, o] TAZge] ¢l ABIHRI vlmstod ABPRAES BiTHE Fol
Y4 Fol3 AL FEolch o9l ol FAA Aol MBS FANA Az A o
A7bede duo FAWAY £ 4 AdY Yusy dEs, BRHAREHNMAE £ 4 gE
fFEHme Mg FzEan

ololl & AL BEREFMHRRGS Y MES N 2 Zhol B FAE %3 SR
BRI ER R o BRI (o]5} UNCITRAL Model Lawe} &) 9 New York## £ - B
®e ERRE viwtez Asivw, colel Fsiso] HAsE FalAdlte] SRR, THERR
28 Kk R ol HY RMRES HAE F4oE FAgoH TAHAANE E4 A
81 BPRFRFRA AT AA G MBRN BRE A% o 2 BYE $2 U

I. fh#Eie BFwet HH

1. HERH BH

R FEE AR shAol Yok BN FUE AWMOZ HAHE AL Afles Yot

2) Mentschikoff, Commercial Arbitration, 61 Colum. L. Rev. 850,851(1961).
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EBTAN ARl B B W 3

B SIEFz A9 iR Alekel Aust: MmIrHRoln, FEHFNS Kt kiRl o8
e gzHez gazle] Auizl Aok o7lal Al RBir 2 1A @l o &
KRS FHsAol A waAd, MEE AFN PRRRFECLA AT B Bl
c}.

azlmg e 72 BHY R (arbitration agreement, Schiedsvertrag)oll ot R
Rggol A= Holohtz MREKR HRATS vl olEch 22 FAA %] AW
o ZA: gmiich FAAGS g2 59 FRY GFol sl AUt oA Wbl
# (compulsory arbitration)e} FHEch ZAZAE A 3 EAd A= =4 FA
ol el3te] siAsledof Gets WES FACl AAY, FAA —Hel EAL FA 3o HA
ez ANY Afol fihe olol $3x geow dst Wi FAHl Y+ AFE TS

RS BYHGEAA A7, B BEFR 3td 87 7153 el =& Ao £
HAS BBrol 99 A3, F HEAL HWE 272 2 HWES AFHA Aes ABUcH: &
o A% E Ut ol ol Axtel] wxlchk: HollA #dhlitigation)® k23, FAt=t
ol9)e] Hm=%7] 2L sAYUctE HolA TR (settlement)} ch2 =, 32 R AL HE
HEsichs HollA M (condliation)zt 2o}

2822 ARRHS o 7HA BRE Ui 2y god Ak 5 O ERE ol
(222)d08 HRANA, @ A #§749 A¢E T4, @ 2 HEN HG&d= AL 3+
Aok, Q749 &FE HRo doid Bfel sl R E FHI=F FFA Yo
o ot"ch & FA7 BAteR Fo @ B AAE 2359 FAd dacas SRR &

o2 #EY Ade A U

UNCITRAL 1985¢4F i£#8 Model Lawell ol iRzl MR BER0 3 R o5&
ARG Mo FAE Elez (gp), HE =t BIRPR (institutional arbitrationye & BEHF
#h3%.(ad hoc arbitration)ol| = Eizke]l H4Hcl. oF&2] Model Laws A H o2 FAAZS 2
WA gelz AYY SEMHR (consensual arbitration)F 2 HEch4o g s A7) ool (7
8), BR o] MEIFRE Aike] H&ogo] ofch

=3, BehR (free arbitration)E Model Lawe] A& golA A=, AFFAL HEA
ofl Al AUAY MY sigho] glo] Aoy MYz §FFAL FAslo LEE WYY + AT

st MRS T ool olgtelold] Ry =+ FERMRarbitrato irrituale) I
£ 9| #EA ¥R bindend advies), Mikel MEETE (Schiedsgutachten) Zo] Qc}h¥

3) Domke, The Law and Practice of Commercial Arbitration (With 1979 Supp), 1968, p.3l.
4) wuEE EEREEFROSRIRE L B, ERNER 54 83, p.83.
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4 AFdga =4 AR (AL - 42314 4)

2. RN EH MR MRk
HBRHA HA YA Fsde df 1A At ABET U

1) REELE ROBR- TAASY A A HA 53 Hhol FMeld 2 A Yo] HE:(wwx) L
Eokoll Qloixs} o] Arlgete no2, 2 RMAHEF HEKS 42T 92 SA4 %) ojn
ActE ZAdelct. XREEERe] BAYE 3}

2) TiE L ROB-FAAGE €454 TREEL Aok ez v oz EMRG ==
FERH 44¢ 7HAAY Holx ol A 4L wcin Yo}.®

3) BEROB-FAA R KBE LS Rivz XML RYe) Basgcdz 2: Ao
;],.7)

4) WEN BB RPelatt B-FAAGE BF) R FRoz ) 443 FHA7E &
Hot 9o, ol MAMN FFH Atz 47+ 3o uigtalsicls Aol d Fik HH-
ol A%l FAALE WLEAIL MREAMFE] B KM Lo RVPwe=z v g9

KR ZAolx HBEESS Z2E 2ol 2ANe 2 ®WPWoletx st wigkglel A Utk 2
22 HREEE As: Wz Yo Whikoldh. Y iEE = M MhfRke] &A%
t AtolE ARAE 43S A AL Rkl

2z HR7T R A 2K BEE YT sdats 2 @ik 29 HAHAE o
ot HFMEFEolets P vl @IREARGME eigx god st = ey
Ba9e 249 HA4EE R Aol 2 RelA: fhiRel iy HES @ikikoladn o3
T Q. olt MRS WARMKY #FILEL (condition precedent)o]Zn FH= HAE F e
\;_h:},")

S8, FAE Bolxgt 2] XM MFll B AW okt B A4 = HF

5) Schwab, Sdhiedgerichisbarkeit 3. Aufl., 1979, S.49f.

8) Corpus Juris Secundum(C.J.S), Vol.6, 1975, pp.171~172; Schlosser, Das Recht der
Internationalen Privaten Schiedsgerichisbarkeit, 1975, Rdnr. 454 ; Baumbach-Schwab, Schiedsgerichisbarkes;, 2.
Aufl, 1960, S.88.

7) Jean Robert, Aritrage ciril er commercal 4™® édition, 1967, pp. 65, 121 /MUK, #RiE:, HED,
1983, pp.34~35¢14] %E3)),

8) Lent, Zinlprozesrech; 8. Aufl, 1958, §941.

9) RG, 144,98:156, 104;BGHZ 23,200; 40, 30; BGH 48, 46.

10) King v. Beale, 198 Va 902, 96 S.E.2d 765 63ALR 2d. 746(1957).
11) Domke, op.cit., p.56.
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ORI B B W S

ke mEs7] Y Fhol Y SWolZz D3 Ko 2 A o] RigE: Hikol 8o} 3
t Aolgtzt ¥ 4 gich olAd, FAAL 53 Fx olojy K¥eo 2 (ddH=rHE A3
7l A3AE 5EY 22zt Wy Aol

adez AERG BN HES KRB HRE TS KEY ELY Rvez 4 BiX
o} MR MtEHY #EA M (boarderline)o] Ak Fzlct oiRW FAA YL FAAL U Yo
gozs By RIEAZ AL B2 st oA A\RH RS gch.19 ik
22 594l K - WA 2T MRE olF= st BN SEMERVT £5H A B K
ol vlFo] & A gou, FAAded oM E FERT Rl FY Hik ko Bkl
ade H¢d 4 Aok

=28, FAAGY YA 4AE =3 KELS 2 ik FA0l slolAM EK¥E AHBE A3
A7t st Hel Aot EXREFAET HEL ROl vids T gt 7Adold. RIS
Zhel R chEol cisted a2 HAYS FAAe] 7AEr 2 ALAEE o= et el
gzt she 9 A EFEERKY KRS &g FAAL Fas el A5tAl & A
014‘13)

3. HPRARY

HRARGL HPEFE/L HRHES BBHBRTS HRACA TRz FAde] olF RHE
geoz Az BTH £t BTH RiYeld. detA PRAERS Bl FRACY FA
el ZAUAHEE FAYUt FAWAYF (arbitral tribunal)F FHHEHPE F At Pl st
REMez B3 LA =€ BAY HRABlY, Bzt oAl ozt BRMFRA == 2
B AcE T4 & AW

2 U7t BRARELS HREKS] TS Alofe] ofvet, A AR FFAbA
78 Alekelct. FAAGe AR W FAAL FAAR glojH ERKHMRES AHAF 7HA
g & FALAGLE FALNA #RE Fol 2 AAF TAAAGD FAAS Ad: FAL
AAoll o3l Rk FAAY AFL FE BEEAS ARl g3t o]Foj3{ o} #ct
G FAAE FAAE TFo2 A Aot AR —Hel ot BEBHKE @ F¥0H

12) AR, [RGe BEk) HR112M, p.4.

13) Baumbach-Schwab, a.a.O., S.77.

14) 9714 MRPRAS MRARAKIEER (sole arbitrator's tribunal), SBFRAS WEHBRAHE
#8(plural arbitrator’s tribunal)elet 3tx, #E+ %3 3A22 FAslE A% SAHBRHESR
(tripartite arbitral tribunal)o]g} %=} ’

15) Schénke, Souedsgerichusbarkeit Bd.1, 1944, S.90.
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6 AFdda =3 ARF(AE - As%)

ek W& FAA —J5el AT FAle] AAsciRE FAQL 2 M Hpfre] 5%l o5
o AU} FFAAZS AlGdA ) H}EA K} 1O

et BBEHBAS ATE £x BT G FATAR A4S DA iz 3
Aole ARsE A2 AHY FAAALT 4242 & ek oA FAQY MYRES
B Al 37 BAES B 22 At % BRS #RMHETIMAE A=z 9l
o1 FAQ AAHel e FARAE FALY BEL UL ¥ AHEFEAA BEAB S FA
stofof qot. e, 2 FEATL ol FoiAA g APl BEL HASA gA .9

a2y, ol WE fAEWE Y BT ANATL, BEEHBRAL FE7L ol Foixx
¥ AFelE 2 AYL TEAE 44E 2 238 o] A9 TB/ERIGE ¢ 4+ ¢
2, gt FAAY AHE A b9 FE FAAY FoAgle] o]FolA BAE M)
EHEEANA B Aol AR ¥ FAAE fihe Fedols 2 AHE MNYE 4+ g:
fRTI0l A7 =Y BAAR —Jo] HBEEHR A FEE &  fibh FAAA Basis
A% MR Afde A4 FALezts SHUAYTE B 471 Ak D AU AR
< FAA At AA o3te] et

HBAR BHE R KEEtE 24 433l HRARWE £25ts 2oz Fo|
ot FAde] RRHESET 2 BB Loty 29 AP 57 SR #RAY
Wz o579 gt BRUERY AU 979 S8 & £3l9 FAlo FAAL} HFRARY
o N =3 A5z Fadd

m. fh#ERH2 i

1. /¥ BWE

BRACIAY BAS TS FAAG GAA7 € 4 A 598 AL doh?) ks
%7t FAAR He Aol H49 HRFTRES VL2 FE ALE Yoh? 22, FA

16) RG 41,251(255):RG 59, 247(252).

17) René David, Arbiration on International Trade 1985, para. 247.

18) BME B, [ HRAORE L HRARD ], WiGH 29% 3% p.403.

19) wn Staff, Das Schiedsgerichisverfahren nach dem heutigen deutschen Rechy 1926. S. 1269l 4+ [ Benennung |
3} I Bestellung j & 932 i}

20) Baumbach-Schwab, a.a.O., Kap. 7C.

21) ¥EBURERE: 26, XRMHRBE HBREA BUE.

22) PERRT]L T 7 Ay HIHiT 24030, EMBSM 543% 89%, pp.36~37.
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BERRARRN] 38 B ER 7

Aok REo #atA gt RFETR FY REMS] BE: 2 Aol w4 ¥AL FA
of fEEsts A4AA $oidt Holetm ¥ 4 ok HRAES AL KIEEe Yasa®
ZAAGE MARE N (capacity to arbitrate)el] AL EA, 53 BRY LA} 3=
sted 247 foh FAZE FAAS el JY RAHAA=GE HT FIUAE 53 ol¥

A% ¥a+ ok 2o

2. FH%BX(soverign immunity)e] RIE

7t 28 Frh7)de] FAA LY GAAT} Hie Ao RREES FFY 5 AS? ol Bt
RS FHRM Govereign immunity) £+ BRRMR(state immunity)elch. FMAERI SHRE
K 2T 1 BAUE 38 2400 ol EPEEel AUAE 7HAA otidz s FAZL
949 4318 2D ool Ao r AFERFRA oistd AudY dAF Y=
N eIkl o B AU FREKRER U HBNRREES AL, 259 HYgL
& olFolct. &, AT diAl Frle] FH+ T FSzts diReAM Iok7h
Ag 2713 A% 4 JFY FhEel Y £4% Agsin, dibHez Adde] dAHE UAA
Bt olol uldtd, AMYAPAAF = It FHE AWITR WA EHEY TR (acta iure imperii)
S} BEEATE W BB 178 (acta iure gestionis)Z o] BiEel #Agl HAE dH Ut ®

MBS F5-3teh AA® ARl Hells H4AFHY TR FHF A (act of state)
oln, YI3Frte] MFEITHRE Hbeol FEFES M AYstn v ey, IF7tdHA o
o FE PR BEAFSE AFAZAY SRl o2 s BZEE M A Y
o] 5]x gker, wely Faol 8 HAE sH5dA Ygops HEE woln P

a2z, o] AR Aol HYskA Y (not justidable)} ol FAol £A 4 AUdtE A
AB3 A, FTH3ol G HBKS BFASEE FA Ao HAY 4 UE AT =
o) Z o] A7\ Ect FA+ FA EAh= (commitment to arbitrate) SE A2 dnz, Fx
Akg A gt ¥ FADAH B3l ol Ads ¥ 4 ¢t dAd, I £& F¥VH
o] FAE AYsin FAAGE FA4 Hodd ey AYx shEsictn el F Aol o= F

23) /MUR, op.cit., p.46.

24) SERRARY ¥y EXMEE#H(European Convention on Internatlonal Commercial
Arbitration1961)) 828+ o A& #Esz Ut

25) RIRKF, ENEES IR AR 1982, p.317

26) ©] KFS 1T VM= FRENH TRARE 5 AM5 A JrolAn oldl GREBRANY,
FEMGEy, BEEEHEOSR, 1980, p.155 A=)

27) Libyan American Oil Co. v. Socialist People’s Libyan Arab Jahahirya, 482 F. Supp. 1178
~9 (D.C.1980).

28) Holzman, United States National Reports, Yearbook Commercial Arbitration Vol. I, 116,
121(1977),
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8 AFdiYa =4 AR (AE - A3z 3w)

AAetg A doite] 23 F AT 2 YoF EFEE o] viFsicn 2o

olgt A3, FAYYsL o]F oA Aol FADA HUFS TR MFE7L o A
74§ UNCITRAL Model Lawoll LA 7]2l= F3o] oyt &L vj2 Y Ao 7}
o Wiz AYE R Goict® el WHERHS 7ol ddHos HFMHN 7ek A5
7t Aleke] FAAE A AAFYFE FolAd FHAAAY WL MY 247} Aot

V. #3202 HR

1. WmEH

HEFUGL diAoz BE AY o] 2T (qnd, BERBRNRGE HWHREY 2).
2, common law FRITFolA & WEtEe 278 Y=a] JEE#E] obch FAA <ty #E
& T MEY £A42 A7) dsld o AdHs 2] EEe A2 S Lol 2
Hol=, FAALGL BE 25l ool HRE WHY 4 oA b0 2, o] BEMS
SAY Bl FRo] e We g AL olvm, FAAT] 2 Wilol B, Telex
s BESCE FAAL(zY)o] LYo} lols Fulsloh(New York H# 82 20 3=).

FAA el Wit 24 HALez: Sst=Ey ok F WMkst £ FAAT F
Z%g T3 BLHAERAEIERE (exclusive distribution agreement)d Aek7|7 st2 Holl F
FEBE ol sdolA BMk@rts =lFo Hoidizjde] A AL ojYgcdd, AgBAL
g e oBRREel A, 2Fd, ERY BRRABEL 2 24¢ ol g3l
= At 28 Al EHFH Rel okvst WMT Ak FAs A Al olFsiA %t
7l Wgoll £4F A7 Held. ol w3, Fa3A= PRl sl BEARRAREER
#o] AA Mty dchd, B Kb FAZYE JJAEE Aolnz K EAL 3 FAzY
o ube} ffigkol <jsled A= ojol ok AL Fol FERKRY #£ibF FAss

o] A9 FRzIEH vis ARRK el SHA oo Aol Al ity A
g% Ag sHez2dE v FAZYE obg AAs LA obE FA2YE A4Y YolA
Aeky-guate]l 2JAld ez ¥iEs} s Holglch HBER ol disly FARYE TYPY Al

29) EMfExe] ®WRGmpact of state immunity), o] $jo] £ Model Lawol FAst 91| ohigl &
WEES), HREK BHE (consolidation), FHEIERS] MMM Competence of arbitral
to adatpt contracts) HEAF EHE =t HREMDI S ZOME HRWB BT, g
{deposits)#} B{R Gecurities)o] EWak, HEHUTS BITHE Sol s BEpEe Tl A&
e}

30) 2 Bi—fhibzk W18k, BEIARERZE SR,
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SRR By &8 ¥R 9

A7t DB st FFEsGn BAY Hol EAHD UAekP

ols} $AH TAZA, BETHEREHoE A2l T2 YA, 38 2434 A%
ol 718 FATKRGol: S48 gt A$E & 4 Aok HAE sAALTAE FA=
o] giolets stAALGTol TRl BY AFol AL dolx FALFS FAZYel Fd A
okol sAAG ML EAMtE 12 ot ok, $9 AdFel FAG Y oA BRE
gx ARzt FAGF) Az EAE Ay A X Aol HhRel 2 A
o 3ol cHg Wl sof dohn MEST AP

aubol, FAk —He] Aol HREH ste] ol RAE Aol glo] Azl Eigel
$89ee o2 BRFEM HRRYC Y A= AP

seel pRES MZAAGE FARs F4E Gt BEel 24 - @AY HelAd Al
Zol {pEIEHE] EESC AAY ZBS BE == Bl FAzYel ZAA HolojoF ety
(2 ) FAS WEEHE B3 U

2. h#RH X

7 B ERR A8 2O B
o]t HREWE TRHINE PEE FEIE BUXE F4UA HRMEEA F45t TAL
ol A AEste AHekubdolch. HRAFE (submission)oldt §& AR BREFSE HF 5 ol
Py Lol Beted el 2t AABIZ YT ol F FA ML Aol B
FAL EE, WX HF ot FAAG LY 5 At

Y. HREFRA BX
ol F2 FAAs} AR EROES ¥ Vol HREET T FAHE Aol odut
Holu}, BIESY Aoz MAY 4= & Roloh ARl HAY Fele) HPA BF Aol
el Holxut FEHE FAE 44 TYY 4 Aok FAZYAS] Y4 EH R o5l
we} A YA YAl Al Yes TR, Al Falzte A fol it EREMRER
2} @EReEETReE T
1) B# - HEgEHA B
29 AAA ERGBH TE HREHES 4 Adst 945, #RERE TYsT v

31) Gray (&8—4 ), Current Topics in Commercial Arbitration Law in U.S., BBRHE®EY
8#588, p.201.

32) Ibid.

33) Ludwig v. Maron Laboratories Inc, 465F. 2nd. 114(1972).
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10 A2dga =F3 A323 (AF - A3z )

BB MR =& W3S IRPVB Lo BT E Ugsiod 71 4ol Yo 9
EHold. et EROE LA HBREES T AE e AFY ZA4e =N BHEsn
ast FE FAZYE VYo ¥ E ol HAv BUSod ok $EY HERRWeE A
5‘!;}_34)
2) M¥ER - EIHIRH

ZF RIS ol MR HREES REdtd, ol IRl BASNLE Usn
et olsk= =, sfAHe A Aefol e} @I FTAZYL RESE ASE Ut iAE
FA7E dAA oz o] oix= & B3t MrL 28512 Gt Aol EMuEEIF) <A}
Ak, ol g Afols MIRAY B85 22l 4 Ak THAY UojM = Eish
BB (standard arbitration clause)e]l g2 A&5lm ¢},

o} HEEEROES HREHEY BH

ERWe] WHEFHOB 5 TRNQ AGAel 2zt MAST 2 KTl Tz 2
o] QA& At ARVWol AAR Aoz B 4 Qtsisl B

A% Aol dFtd, FAzYo] Wax of s BRI AW U ALF M
L, FAZYS TR WK A At A 5o 2 FAZY EAgten 2 Aty
AU AFYS® =¥, WEHBW(sales note)d] WHEWHK FAZgo] Lol Q= 290
B L FAZ Y] sl 228 BT 312 LaAGE 2L BRSIEA HREES B
+ HEY "HEH A%

oldl K3, Tt EMfol odtad, AR Aol B 24§ Aol st 87
¥ 7Sl fEsh, HRB MBE 5T st AsErle ARy TAYAYAle Be
e, RAKIES WFE HRETS AEY 53 Ay DAL A Fapaiziel] olo]
Wt WEA oY BT GE7F Aolok 31, ROMEES] AN $3e Rigkethe) 3
a2 A HREEKe] FAE Yol B Aol REGKIolA o] & BiEsie RIHRL
2 A olYi: ¥ HRAEZAY 4UL AT 4 Yotz WREZ Qg

AZ4Ad, olt #HEke BN VY EAM2 A, HREES BHE TAHsAF ¥ Holch

3. TR iR (battle of form) L} FH#EHBO| FHIr

34) BEN 1972.10.12, EM26ESNE14487,

35) Gray, op.cit., pp.205~206.

36) H ASRMH 1974.2.20, Y 2y A 6329 114 %

37) American Utex International Inc. v. ICC Carporation, 52NY 2d 888(1961).
38) AR 1983.2.3. HE 81 71316915 Wk
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EEARAREN B8 ) ¥R 11

2AANS FFAAs F8 Aol skl 27 A7ls) WAS Aol e A%, 2
7o) AAFhgdl SAZGol A2 —BshA Fiohd B FAAGL AYsheol s 2AY
A7tk ol v} kel Mik(battle of famol WY LA ¥ 4 b, VAl FEsn sk

2 RBAY EXWE New Yorke EEFRGE Sl 32 HRE T4 AT, WEA
o) EIKIEWE Hong KongRW IR 8 3A4E FA%T Qe A%l Bslod Fanel
B Ar AUAA PolAT Yo AL o2 FU4EA U.CCS 2-207((0E 3%
el AR 4P FARYL Dol A7) FE EHIAE WEAE NEAWS FAZY
ol £33 New Yorkol o148 S YRAL, Hhe 2524 BT 3 @t

kel sl ¥8 TAL olFAE U.CCE2-2070 #4512 Yx EAY WE(
materially alter) & #$3te] $j2skn ot & wi4qldl Valmont s FEAHE FAZYL
LA GUAT, healal @T) SHME FTELAE FAZYol Fol A WH4al
& 4Ee RETRE o1#2 Nebraska Bisbitkol el Aoz 248 478t ol
NEQe FE5YLM /el FAZYE AL 3] New York Molde 348 T332 Kl
ke WIEE Bttt olo] BB U.C.C.§ 2-207(2) A5t FE59A 7heol 34
24¢ Bae FEo EAY BES Y Aolmz AR A Yot 4UsA Yt
gz #RsAc©

24, BRI Dol St shoiAleke] MAHT el FTYUAE Rulof olF B
e Yoz Adst olRolx Afol, EXHRE et AN FAol dTHA FAD
FAzgel Zesle} alglch LA PR dl4dlel 45 BEE IHE RS A¥Y
o det 4ART, deale o FA4L A2 TR FARYl Fstod FAol st &
Bed oleh tisted mpEWFA SR Azl FEUUM BolE Agel 1AL EAY
WMEol Sstne S gor TAHA gL WAz Yoh

V. R3S SRR Rkl #WiF

1. h@m2Hne HREMILtE (separability)

SAANLS Riel KB =+ BHslE Afol 28 A J4E FAHE FAAGE of
3 2 TYo] A7 obvd, 73 Aot Ay AAQo] FAAGL EYEF AT 2

39) Lea Tai Textile Co., Ltd v. Manning Fabrics, Inc., 411F. Supp. 1404SNDY 1975),
40) Vaimont Industries, Inc. v. Mitsui & Co.(U.S.A), Inc., 419F. Supp, 1238(1976).
41) Duplan Corp. v. W.B.Davis Hosiery Mills, Inc., 442F. Supp. 86(1977).
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12 AZdRYE =7 A7 (IE - A2sHe)

8 Alokel M2 BN H%E 2 Alotezye wAY $Ho A fdRol stel AAY 4 2lE
74?7 & RS 23 Agd o FEoz e SERIIY s 83 3 Aok o FF
o Hhtdol Fake Al gt s, o] Eul EEERILS BRI eparability doctrine)2] U o
X7 £Ad.

$elvtel fpRikol= olol Ay Bl FAol flch webd Rl KWE H¥ Azl &
AX fEERS 20 ¥ FAMAYS AYAYAE a3 =79 A7 o] o

Kol A= ERGY Bt R EHE s et HFRAL TREAAY
Aol F3o HAY 4 gicts QP D

olgb= wel, REe A4 2oid, dne) Bl BERBHl B P (consulting)A| ko]
Boll elste] AASAGE olf-2 MEEA et F3 Alde] A8l FAALE L=l o)
A 2 FAAGel 718 FIEHKS FIHEFEE R Erte o) ciEo] F Al A, Ml F
AAlete) F5P4dg FAST A 1 R BIRARE Aizol M MERe JAdE &
Ristz FAAlte QY =& BiTel PRLE A oty AR Ao FAlAtel disly
FAAIke]l A vl w2t FAAAE AYHEE Gl g in FAHH A FAALGY
FeS4¢ g mplehe Aok o] Aol F Hf: MERWS HSMERIIES AH
£ FAolch.

gl oz FES WL GA=g ®

SAA} 2 Aol B3t BB == BH 59 A5 dFdAe e FAAL 2
3 Aol AAFH X7t g2 FEold. A, el ¥ Ho2 A MITERS A LS EHEs)
22 3= ASelt R F3Ee TEslol ¥ Aol

2o, 5ot Aok &R - B A4 Ul WS ARERS T3S Agy 49
o FE7E Aotz FRAA ALl FAZY A FESZ gty FAZY slsted AA
H BAc] AlF FAZY oloeo P Aste] FEM 4 E HEUSD b o] HLo
R #& = BiHebe FAMALE 2Qd3e SAZ2YY FE =: J4E $93A ol
ohe AHelth ' MR (e 4F 2 Al kst Agn s ALl Bbel 2 HY

42) Heyman v. Darwins Ltd.,, A.C.356(1942) <ol ¥ip#t2 Schmitthoff, Commercial Law in a
Changing Economic Climate 1981, p.71 88>

43) Prima Paint Corp. v, Flood & Conkling Mfg. Co., 388U.S. 395(967),

44) Tbid., 388U.S. at 404,

45) Wicle v. Atlantic Marine, Inc., 605F. 2d 166(5th Cir. 1979) 5.

46) BGHZ 253, 315.

47) AREM, TREANRIHORRN L HERL 2RO L BROO—B 1 F T HREHOY
HL Y2y At BRSIEER EHSTREEHARR) p.26l.

48) Robert Lawrence Co. v. Devonshire Fabrics, Inc., 271F. 2d. 402(2d Cir 1959).

49) HFILEF, op.cit., G4#95%), p.120.
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BRI DY ) ¥R 13

44§ VYYD

2. &k¥eel #FE (filling of gaps)

ZA Akl (deh - BRWe ol ool Y Aol FAUL 2 KikE 13E & UALTT
olZu} Mol MF(illing of gaps)fEAelch. W& 2ulolldel Xike MRS MRive AE(
adaptation of contracts) PAA 5 E¥ch BEE GFARTE Aol oHE Y o|HHE g5
ol & ofJER Zloll thF Rl 9L KBEFHL Hol WFAI7IE Helch. oldl u|slod, HEE &
GAhs) Aokl FalolE GlAY 4 i fA e W3 (changed circumstances)el]l 4 A3
ol Alotel E—HS WA glo] AEAFE A FULY

K Aoke) v AL FAAG 78t AF2o] FAUYAA FAY & Ak @HEY A
42 RO A€ g AY 2 AErt oA FAAR gt wol AR} EEses
3 fHE B AAL ol R AL, BB BN = BAR K& Wt 47
224 vehd Eifiol oiNssl H¥ 2ol FAAGe Kk Aol HARLD FRALelA
WICHES Y oddichs ol gidiets 2 =7 RWE AAdA Jeld 4 dod FEsig
LR HEZ o]FolA A ABEELS A9 GBS AY 2AL FAE F3lod HA
Pohe 2L B 471 A, oY AR {FRVYL Fas detd FALL L7
Asgstol AL Wit MEE ®% 4= Aot Foldg.®

R Ao ulY WU AAY, ATEA gt RAE AdsE Ftde iRl AT
Aoz Faze) oAE 3ot BEE HESAY HRALT BESE T2 FAAN =Y
o HAE Ad 4 Ak =4, FAA —FHol FAUE AFAA ¢ W] wEo FTAEA
T BRYE 4 St ASdlt by AT BB distd FAA G wet FAAE AAHA
Ae FARel 2ot pRAT BEH F8 ATYE & Aok

50) Atkinson v. Sinclair Refining Co., 370U. S. 238,241. 82S. Ct. 1318, 1320, 8L. Ed. 2d. 462,
465(1962)3 =,

51) /MUK, Adaptation of Contract & 4R, ERERI¥EHREE, 1985 p.l

52) Holzman, op.cit., at 122.

53) Ibid., 123.

54) Laboratories Grossman v. Forest Laboratories, Inc., 31 A.D. 2d. 628(1968).
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14 AFdta 23] ARAY(YE - 212313 H)

VI. fh#iie] BHR

1. H%$2 W

FA $ALA e B 2 Frhe) @Al dshel B CommercalL AT HE
BACA $AY £ HEo2 shE Ak A B (NewYorklliiy 1tk 3%, [HWE
AslE YERA B XES ERISHRE A202ZAHE FAST ok, 4714 TiE EH
7 2olg ool Ael FAAE M 5 HEmold BusA EolsA gx oot

et BUBHRE Wo02Hst GRS UYsE YEDASL BEY U S B S B
PE BREE As7] Y Aol BART, ATPLs AEERS) ERo: YRZTE
Aste] THRMME AAT 2 A% AL o2 BFRSRENA AV HHET EMs=
Ag 2A02 oujy A4e) AT HL vl ARkt kel chated TS T
S Aok ook Pol, WMol YUY olF W) T2 E st EED ITo HEKEHR
% Atolol AAR HIFZALGL Tohe) FRN BBl A=A gonz FEite FEdcn
BAY o= YYD

UNCITRAL Model Lawol 4+ [Ei# e 43¢ o ®HES Brrshe o 24z Y. o,
mwets Aol kel FIREEAT TUHA G, L) HAWE B ohis K
TR L Ao WRRAS LYY AW RS Y TE BAdA 14%E KEE T
Y 4 =S PORRMslolol Yobt okelsl AU o)k 2L BTl Model Lawst
PR YT A RS 2T EEAS AT TR AR tHe == 2R 4% A
WHEK, FRRH, MRRT £ B, %= (factoring), SR lease)ER, HAK, HFK,
BEEK, ol (licensing), B3R, SN, MK BIBSM =t H¥ AfEHEER o 78
Yule] EREH T& KBRM HZE WL BE BB 9 HE =L KES HX el

HWeHs MBSl o4 MITY MEKAT TUSE Hol ohusl HEol ojultt WFe &
KNS EEERARS HEo 2 ¥ A AFMo2 Model Lawd KM ERS BA
B Y 2 MM HE=el Jt WiHeld.

Model Law o] ##s) L& $2iube} fisk 468 olstol A TR A FTMol ¥}
o 498 We Adelsh mebd £ ikAlold) BAERE st MREBE MW} o7 &

55) Island Territary of Curacao v, Solitron Devices, Inc., 356F. Supp. 13(SDNY 1973).
56) B.V. Bureau Wijsmuller v. United States, 1976, A.M.C. 2514(SDNY 1976).
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BERARA R B A R 15

Sleh. zeht, $eiikebl Model Lawdk 202 HUE Afols HRARiE TAol it B
B SRRl weh e felve kel QYL clAA geo®

2. BE Ec #% 5%

FAA e AL BES o d3A gz, Mk 4= 29d 4 ook e B4
FAol %A AAsE A S22 3t BRIV WEY vt Zol HREAY Yz AR
RioI} ARV ol BAY Aol HAS 2 U¥E TANIE §.% o474 P
€ oJx Ao} HEsiA o ohch Kk MEAE EEHT AN dAE A AT
fifhol Bt RS KEME Bmsle ez FESF Ach®

3. W2 (PR BEHEE (arbitrability)

ZA 259 434, ojeldt ¥ (any controvercy thereafter arising between the parties}& ¥
o2 HMx FAALe] HHAL 4+ At »

o] A& MRyl FlE Y ANE A HEHE FAS 4oz st WP § KEEERRS A¢
o vlmgch EEEIAE FHol HYsA 4 (not justiciable A AE FAel +A 4+ Az XY
FRlo] MEE{LsE Aol hEme s £ Eolztn AW 22y, BHY AG%H B
A Fh3 A (non- arbitrable subject matter)o2 HFEH Qe %7ty Fdo] glojsich O
A KRFiliol GRS R0 Aol g FAol B Moot R3S FEAHL EERIEC]
8) olof ¥ ¥ FAo sl HANE AL A Kotz st ezt FA #Ys

At 2 olfEME E3AL EAAA dFe FHE A= Aoz 2 4HY
o Ho He Algre odubAlule u|so] Fhey AR HEA FEH x, FEAMKIA FTAH

kS

R

57) M, EESHKAPREME, 1985, p.147.

58) C.J.S., p.170.

59) Domke,op.cit., p.3l.

60) Schwab, a.a.O., S.23f.

61) Holtzman, op.cit., at 116,121; /&R F, op.ct., pp.36~37,

62) Domke,op.cit., p.86.

63) Graham et al. v. John Deere Co., 148 USPQ 453(U.S.S. Ct., 1966).
64) Lear, Inc. v. Adkins, 395U. S. 653(1969).
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16 AFdiga &3 AR (UAE - A334%d)

of g3t R AFD Pt Aotk a2ln KBHFRE VA FRAE] 7 4D, o]
of Y FA A Aol Rsloz @hels dFolint.® 2utel, B3 A4e 4 £
S 7IEt 534 FEAU A ol B EAo AL Afol del FAo] 95ty
A Aol &4 %W

e, 19826F X #aftkel A, S8de) F54 o SHs AY FAE QA3
TFAe] 7ol et FA el YFL 440 £r5sA HY )W

ez RbGFbEs w Ay FAAAY Tl HEE WhBkIE 7Y ATFE
Fratiliol AY FASL 2ol AFY AAAA FAol AYsiA Gz s Uoh.™ o]3go] Fa)
of A} = Algol AASE olf:, EES MRE FAUAYL At 2 AAYY zA}
st HERHE Eo1A olst Aol FEBoln™, e UAY sAsN FAUAL 2
¥ 71 dev HWEERHZ glolt FAMYS REMS Hddss 23EA g, 2 38 A
22 s WAEIEEY BiFk 5 AT RESHA 43 Agoldn ¥ 4+ Yd.?

UNCITRAL Model Law Loz &= el ZA3le LA P, ol ke oS85 mfxx
olslz —mEY HAMEZ Y YA R 4o ke £ FAAAYLE B}
Fr—EY BRG] fols AFA A7 3 M) B (infringement of trade mark)Y} 7|E}
RS unfair competition)g 2t & FERFIHY BWWHLE (non- contractual commercial case)o]
Egio

A2 Rl M=l $49 3L Aol 2AY YERAZ LS PAYHE HolAul,
FAEAL e Aol REITRZYE WS EYdAgE olF FAol f5EY 4 Ut 2,
FAAZE ez ALY 4 gt FEEEE 2 MRTERET Nt FAALL m(
null and void)2 ZHE-Hoh. =3¢ FAAGE FRUTH RHEe s 3o 3L A5t
= AR Yejelmz A3xe) EEFKE T 59 FAA ot Model Law b HRRSH
o Rl #Fa g™

rlr

65) ZFF (public policy = —@el BibHY Aol BBEBUR= W= A 4S8t Zol ofd E¥e] X
&8 #43 Fflelelx UNCIRAL Model LawolAl& @3z ot AFAez2 AFKREES
frRAES AE B ST AdTHEALY ARARE $a=d o ol HEMEY J2H
qd =94 A AL ST 2 ol Uc)

66) Acme Highway Products Corp. v. O.S. Brown Co., 177 USPQ 1306th Cir., 1973).

67) €9 F64)e WH F=.

68) EM—&, RERIC B 3 KIHF O, EESHWEL 12%1098, p.702.

69) Ibid.

70) American Safety Equipment Corp. v. J.P. Magire & Co., 39IF. 2d 821@Qd Cir., 1968).

71) Gray, op.cit., p.203.

72) Ibid.

73) Schmitthoff, Charlesworth’s Mercantde Law, 1984, p.688.
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EBERWARR BN e FR 17

e HRES A9 HRERICRS MENE AT 4 At REEe) HRNFE2T A
YSIZE (2k 1R W), PRI} [TEELEM, BIE 3 BTHES Ve REME 22
2 A2 BEEKE HAY 4 ¢l FBKYE RITRE REFH T HBETERERC
o,

4, HIFEME (international comity)Z} {h#TIAEE

Zo) Aol Kot FAol AYSA Gt AR Aole FTuARTALG BIEEK TAE
FAYTH: EERES) AN FA/EAel ALHD Atk 3, WHE el Astel A5y
S chRelAl Adeld, UL ol WARBEES) 7140 FAAN SUE BT F
A% Tl HRERELOE FAAN LANALDL2AY AAFAY FRAE B
A FAAt) Aol FAZYE £FY WLt AT se] 2 HHTEMS VAT o
4.74)

olsh & HTYoNA, WEBiirol BY ARE FAZMSAE HHE Mol Az vehin
QU™ $ajo] TAMR 44 B Aol YUL EEHAF (intematinal public policy)s] 2
e~V FiERc 324 Aoz AdRe M, FAAN dWLFH AFAFHE Folv
Astel HRAEMS TAMoE Yok Helch™ 22, wbEe Hdgd: A7 540l 4
A AEsE T2A s SH2AY Sol BY FAMsAol $HSE M AAE BI
£ o4y Aol A=A gz ehe wBE b

UNCITRAL Model Lawsl Qlolt MHEME & SR Fiéch, Hise, RO KEY KT
o, HPWBHT, A< BR SES BEA st WS, debd BERHRD oo
2ol B¢ 4 ok

@ HREK FAR7E FAAGS AR FAel 27] Aol Fohiol BRFPE S Ut A

2o
® FAAGAH A R 2= FAAL] Totod AASE FAAG, GRRKEG
AR o|gx =t EAe FEWHES 14 UAsA BASo] A= B2 F A= & 2

74) Fritz Scherk v. Aberto-Culver Co. 417U.S.506:94 S. Ct., 2449(1974).

75) Mitsubishi Motors Corp. v. Soler, 53 U.S.L.W.5063(July 2. 1985).

76) Victor & Bialos("ME(IF# 3¥). The Arbitration of International Antitrust Claims : A Bold
Supreme Court Experiment in Alternative Dispute Resolution , BEBRREiMEHS 14%19%, p. 4.

77) Victor & Bialos, op.cit.,(14#%2%%), p.115.

78) BRAD 2$H3 713 YA palsE doiid FH=E FARS 2EE ol dLEE F
2 oockd e AREGD 3 9AY BA A ddast a6l HRsE ddE AR}
Gdoj2 % 2T A ¥E ASol: MR EAT (habitual residence) ¥ Fd4E Ech
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18 AFdya 23 AR (A¥ - 43341)

7 kBAAS dd4 FERE o9 Irtel A4 S %9 FA
@ BAAZ TAA G RPWHe] 2MEW o143 WAt A= B SFE o Al
g pRT o
et FAAG ANAGA AR BEFFELEC HRIAY, == pRGIT GdAAA
WA EEANAF3 ol A, BERONBRE 424 oyt L4 KPR} 71 o
ASHA A= B4 F ol= ¥ BTt FFARAY AL AT GolRAY, 2L HBRR
B9 REWH| 2EHE ol 43 FAMchE AR RN S Aok BBRite B 33
5lo F Aol Model Law | BEXFRS AARSRC) o)

VIL RIS 205

HERE ] & FAA WES &Rl o3t FrEee B¢ 2o pgiarsial =, Aoz
+ RERE o RE A, o2 R HF 2 0] oAk REA 3o A
A FAAG YL EE FAoA = A}

1. RWHO| et s

HBRIVY AL 34 Ehold ERT RS A st BA% HA%E o sl
2R ETHT FAAY —Jjo] FAA LA $AE ez KE AVSE FRolE f0F
GRS hR(RbuR)el 7|5t UL HRAREKS FIEE &Y & U™ L5430} ks
€ ul 2A2, it AT Geohzn gt Aol XEIE S4oIh.® ol wste, $2vetg
VR WigERe Aol HRHEL B HEHRY A8 BHel AN @
H12EE), BBl EAYAE BT HFE AZY Aot BELS HREWS HEE F
¥ & A, o] delE 2 e R Flfkel gt Aoz THAEATACS o1, Y4 A
A% FAN RSl 37t AF§ AAYel AoiA olwlgt RBME JHAES B A
of 3, A% A7 glcks delct.

a2z, FAA L 715t Rl f1EES72 g At Ayl Fild ot AVE AL
(New Yorkii#y s28k SRIE ohvizl, 7t AZIslA g2 dclalzs FAA —Fo] FAAA
Bthol 3312 Wt Afolt i AL Yol AREXMEGSLE BIEE AT ¢ A

79) WibAbRYE: M3, W W2,
80) Gray, op.cit., p.199.
81) Ibid., p.203.
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BERGNARRN BY BN ¥R 19

o}, o] EFAAAAAGHE P2 Fw Pol FE AL AHRAA FAWAYS] WiTo] dAEE
Aol A4 2 REel ©rl ‘

Z, Acjuto] ZAAA T8 Y Aol Aol Y A FAYAs AYsln FA
sgo] wixA =R, el 2 REES RITE TE AFol 4 2 FAMA
mpete 335 471 Bk o] Afel #AITY R E AA U ¥ AR HRBETAA
SEY FAAGe AT, 2 FAAG 1% FAAASL AYEA ol oMt Hel dFo
MBS 8SFEE 47 Aot w2 olol iy IEFEoRA U2V EH FAAARHL 2
FE AL % F2UY Bl MA HUohB

=%, G —Hol FAAletel wpel FRALE FEHA dv A el FAA AAE
KRiT8cE BES SAASF LA 471 ok ol Afelt FAA —J7ol A
A4e 34 grists A4 Aol sl HREK VAL o Aol FARAY A4
2 dlosis AR A 4 AE £ue vl RS 2L FAAGE TEY ERG A
Ao RELEE olf= st HUdl Y HRAET Y HREKEN FiLeae Rl

IR AN FEES dFAA7E s, finhd e Fllel wtel, A Fol X
3 FRRE 2 AAY T ML R AA g At Al AM TFE FRA
o Mgl A =z FAALAR P FHAAAA AAFAL A=A Fech 2, FA
A 2 A AEES Rl E Aol 2 HBF Aol EiRol AUct®

2 9o New YorkZeke FiUEel il FfEol AE= Ut FAALGs KBEE o573
S k(e M2 1H). RS EKTBold FAAG oste] T fHHEst: i ¥
7b Q& Alttel Bl HoF M EAS Aol FAAA Lol wet FAC 48 wAA 243
e FsAY, e HTSE AAY MR ik AL it Aoz Folsm YhW

2, Wm=&0f CHEt 2ph

7h. KA (assignees)-HFREHE LYY TR BWEE: ITAANE AF 4%z AAL
2 ol wE KiltA9 Mifrol AHAME B RBET T AR W (New York##y, U.S.C.
A=),

el New York ##99 &4 ¥t FAAGE 4 MAERGS RE 24l 2 &il
AL FAALA Helg 9T BEMeE $4dn geng FAQNAR FAAGY £

82) Domke, op.cit., p.174.
83) 9l # 50)9 HE BE.
84) FJIHE, THARSRENEOEZIBRCRITICNT 28012 00nTy, Ya Y X+ 2318, p.22.
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20 AFdda =23 MRA(AE - A3 HAH)

of ulMckn WRD Uck® chak, HRVWE G2 FARTLl YolM £H AT B
Y Aol oz Yo

. REA guarantors and sureties-F A Aol 2ol Ao}t oldE BFHE REAL AF
vehtx g, n3qlel oidt hERRHS S A= g4 B HES F AA gt

el REAC FAUFT EERN MR Eote A4 RERGA A @A A
£ X5l ¥k FRIS HA$Z AT MG 2E o Aol MMEe 2Ee
THREE7L AF =& ol9L MR 7St 2 #HBE oldsly MR T8 Agulg=
FUAY 2Hez SR H9t F-F FIRUtIE HAY REE At o] Aol §44
ool 5L RFAANA =itz HAEB

23y, olg} e BBUEl gt Aol 23 UL TRWY FARI) ofyn g, FA ot
23S R HESA dedz stn U 2y, 13e FAAGE LYY TRP
FALAbz ol oz xRyhe] FAA Gl sl FA e At Aloell4 o]FoixE FAA
atoll wtE HRHETANE WRIARA Lz, a2 fFREK Bmsiol ¥ 57 It AL of
Yetz stz Qo2

YW, TRWES THEES A4FA Actel BHAL 2o Qo] sigez ok A
Aol Yt TREES AFE 23U RBAL 2 AATA Ake] FARE oFATL, of A
ol 238 FAMLGE °lvri FgHe e A710 4549 HEE 3T 4 Aok I
A o AWa FagEE dY TREES AFL 2138 25 HEAE 2 24T ALS
o #EFEH YL o)A GickE £AF olF%o| Qi

ot EEEE (mortgagee) HEME N FAAL T3 VHNE 2 X9 HEe
sl
Helc faEs ool Y REEEL LA Gl QoA REEZEEL AW B EER

85) Star Kist Foods, Inc. v. Diakan Hope S.A., 423F.Supp.1220(C.D.Calif. 1976); Domke, op.
dat., p.84.

86) Production Steel Co. of Illincis v. S.S.Francois L.D., 294F. Supp.200SDNY 1968).

87) Compania Espan. de Pet., S.A. v. Nereus Ship., 527F. 2d 966,973@d Cir.,1975).

88) Ibid., S27F. 2d at 974.

89) Interocean Ship. Co. v. National Ship, & Trad. Corp., 523F. 2d 527,539@d Cir., 1975),

90) Matter of National Recreation Products, Inc. v. Gans, 46A. D. 2d 618,359 NYS 2d 803(Ist
Dept., 1974),

91) United States v. Continental Casualty Co., 214F. Supp. 949(D.Puerto Rico 1963).

92) Transamerica Ins. Co. v. Yonkers Contracting Co., 49 Misc. 2d 512,267 NYS 2d 669(N.Y.
Cty., 1966).
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BRI RI B8 0 BE 21

£} WERse] Aol S8 @S MOCE LYAIA TRY AANA, 2YAE nYALF
HBEOE olF2 244X FAF AT d sl P, v¥4AAzE AR A+ HE
MEE LyARde] FAAGA F4HA g da Yop.®

2. BEEEHL A (trustees in bankruptcy)- SHAFZEA|Qloll Widl FAjA|eke] E¥o] FHAE =3
Bxe AEL gl

Mel= BEGKG Aditos e WA FA ML FA o HAYG:
FAAGe] AAsn Aok, FAVAUL 2 FAA L4 EARBHE A5 . AP
=23 FAAHANA] A YTol A BEES ABE FTAEAY AANE AT 4 Ao
o). %

VI, fh#RI24 R0h2l FAHEH

1. B ¥ (waiver)

RREOL At AdFolnz FAAG Aol FAATY o 2E 7R Sz R
o WP HBY 4+ dtdl, ol B WE(waivenztn o Erlol: BT MEEL
ohvzl BTEA HES AAHD Aok FAA Aol A | Wt @ AL o sk
2AAel L7 olch, RRAIA WES AAY st dv AFERAT o2 MR KR+
At

@ HREW thol AF7 Mol TR =t HREK] B He sl Ax e FAo A
= 2782, 2 HEAd 37 == FAEAY ANE A G A

@ FAAGAE AF == FHAERS AN sof ¥ 1A KEHT AA FAL, AR £
£ HRERe el WASA AAH A+

@ ZAA%Y FEA TRE & A% Folth o3 AR HHA

2. BTH Xl Mirtt BRI (principle of compatibility)

93) Wells Farge Bank v. London S-S Owner's Mut. Ins., 408F.Supp.626(SDNY 1976).

94) Tobin v. Plein, 301F. 2d 378Qd Cir.1962);Schilling v. Canadian Foreign Steamship Co..
190F. Supp.462(SDNY 1961).

95) Plein v. Cherchat, 17App. Div. 2d 25,230 NYS 2d 633(1962).
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2 AZdta £33 AR (AL - As)

7h HiRRe] HER 2% HhRGKMRE TR FAAA del¥ FA5E o Wy W
o BRE BUch FAAE R4 oY JIYE BEY 4 e, 4 AU PRE A
Ao g dASA E4slojol Uk FAAIL o F EFT ot HREKSY AdT FA3}
3 ovelrt A4stn FEAQA P MAL HstE o 2 S o

w2t FAAGAA A Zgel] A —FY AT =& FAHAARY AYo] vt U
S Aol HREKET AN deld 2UlE 2q £ AT BEY ATY FEE
AR B, AREREEENRR, FRHENR, Zet SARAIEE ool ot dRY 4+ At 2
it ol % dAAgel glo] F Mol AAs IAAL HEEKX 59 ANE ¥ 4 te B2
ohvzt —{)o HMFEST AL, olF HFE AVY 4= A I

2R e BiRe &8 o Yol AY [ RACl st el sterlrt ol
sells FAde) Al ek Aok T a2, FES 719 Aol Het FAAGL
%Zpslo2 ol FAA G FE B LA, webA FEES WA o opRtAR &
Beol Hddiel Yok KM= Uch.®

. JBiRRel HESA Yt A FAAGNE AT EE FAEAT ANY 71¥E HESN
AA driztE, 2 FAE DY Z1TFL AARA G Aol ARANE AFY A
E712 £ 4 A ek o] A BHAE FAUAe] BAsok 317D bl BdeHO
7b ez .

FAded Yol g3t FAA LA AT FAAIAY ] AA AL Aoz A
slo] d2le 272 AP, FAAE HFREXE AXYE & Q& L ohvE, olF HFE
A71E = gA "Hopw .

o RIS FEL TRT U ZAF-FAAUAG 2t 498 ¢ Aol FAEAE
ANY 4 U dHE BT BEY 22 4 devty 497 24" 34§ Uy
oA 43 Ec

RER LSS A TS A FHAME ez FAYAE AAY &+ U IS 2
717} ohvjetn A2 Ao} (New York Lien Law § 35).
38 Lol Bl YU RS A Y HAME ok FARANE AAY 4 d+= WS

96) Domke, op.cit., p.148.

97) Office of Supply, Government of the Republic of Korea v. New York Navigation Co.,
469F.2d 377@nd Cir. 1972) ¥ S AHA7} it

98) Calkins, Waiver of the Right to Arbitrate, 37Arb. J. 10,14(1982).

99) Halcan International, Inc. v. Monsato Australia Ltd., 446F. 2d 156,159(th Cir.,1971),

100) Milan Constructian Corp, v. Allis- Chalmers Mfg.Co., 315N.Y.S. 2d 258(App, Div..1970),
101) Domke, op.cit., p.148.
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EEAEAREN ] B Ba R 3

44 2712 § 4 YD, Aoifo] ARel Bl KT ¥ FAdME FARAE A
AY 4 A+ HFYe s G 1® gk pES #EsE ASdl o Tt RATMT A
53 Aoz AT Aot 53, WKL gt A9 AL HFY o5, FAEA
¥ Btatiche AL Bxes Fsn Yo n sk Mok, o dolt: FAYNE AN}
£ Ao BTAYe WEE ¥ o9& gidh

=%, BRAWKE At Aozt FAAAE AN Ao Rrd @%F A
hechs F (EBHRBE HRFRI oK) Ut Ffdlx, ulE A LY 9
tzts BRASHKRA HA FAALE ANslE dale) FAAQ 2o 4YE 44+ gl
a2v, BRSIKE Asts A9 gxete a9 2 BHRMNA FAC gt & FAAANE
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Summary

Legal Studies on the Commercial Arbitration
Agreement in International Contracts

Yang Seok-wan

Arbitration occurs when a dispute is submitted by private agreement for a binding
decision to a person not holding judicial office; it excludes mediation and other non-
binding procedures. While court litigation is the usual method of dispute resolution in
international trade, delays and costs have prompted increasing use of arbitration as a
form of alternative dispute resolution, especially in recent years.

The arbitration agreement can be defined as an agreement to settle differences or
disputes between parties in a defined legal relationship, present or future, by a decision
of a third party, arbitrator, other than the court. »

The arbitration agreement should provide for the matters concerning place of

arbitration, arbitrator or arbitration institution and rules for procedure, etc. It is not
clear whether the arbitration agreement is classified as a procedural contract or a
substantive contract. If it is deemed to be a procedural contract, it will be governed by
lx fori. Otherwise, private autonomy to the governing law is applicable. It is widely
accepted that the parties may freely determine the governing law.
. The arbitration agreement is generally required to be in writing. The arbitration agree-
ment includes both an arbitration clause by which the parties agree that if disputes arise
they shall be referred to arbitration and the actual submission of a particular dispute or
disputes to the authority of a particular arbitrator.

The scope of the arbitration agreement will be determined by its wording. The existence
of the arbitration agreement will bar either party from filing a lawsuit with the court, i.e.
will constitute a plea in abatement. The arbitration agreement will, in principle, bind only
the actual parties to it. Sometimes, however, a reasonable interpretation of the agreement
will lead an assignee of a containing the arbitration clause to be bound.

It is generally accepted that the validity of an arbitration clause which forms a part of

a contract is treated separately from that of the main agreement. The doctrine of
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separability has been supported by court rulings in the United States of America, West
Germany, and Japan but not England. A decision by the arbitrator that the main contract
is null and void does not entail ipso jure the invalidty of the arbitration clause. To im-
prove the issues over the present Korean Commercial Arbitration Law and for
internationalization of the same, the provisions of Article 16 of UNCITRAL Model Law
expressly stipulated the separability doctrine of an arbitration clause should be introduced
to the Korean Commercial Arbitration Law, and give the arbitral tribunal the right to
decide the validity of the principal contract.

In conclusion, When there is the arbitration agreement, the relevant parties including the

arbitrator and the court should respect it and treat it as valid and effective.
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