P E BE LBEN HR S

UHE=E

g T kY wR"

2 b

I. oz

0. 2= 473 44
m ElEE 24

V. we

o] EEL RYE BRFAL FAFELE L
o AZGI YRS Py 2as



1594 AR H 128 2 %

I. W=

FARAIR AR, 5 FAURA] PR WEBAS WA
sAY Sgsed Bated 749 Ut BEL Pt AL ey

o] TAFAL WAAFPAY FAAAY v T 38 F FQ
g HollM FAAAY 2. &9 o] FAAAL TAUHY HAL
Rige Ada 3R 848 st AT, AR At 3
ARAZES] Rkl 7zt Aol AAlel EYste PR Aol
22 Awd AR 98 ZARE daok o] B Axd #
&t EYdA& ‘Schiedsgutachten’o]eHs &0)& Algsla e,
o] 7hde FAU AAAEY o= AT FABITE AL B Frh

FAAS AR Qrmen Bheo] Sl Aol
£ AdBAY AF dete shie) Waslt. U9 34, ny
AshdolNE RERYFR FoN YYHoE o)Folxn, e ¥
79 ol Eade] BHo] 4L F3 JAHEYRAA Y
642 olah, 1842), LEAGo} EFA ol Ao) f82
AaA gAstee BHos AT 1 o) 53 Yae) AL A
Fo| gloidel B4 24, A2e A5 TYA FaAe 24 B
A4FR, adn #2495 TYYR JoME Be 488 dn
SITED 71 9o o Ul ME hopd W] FARAAES 7
o Qa, DAaFold FAYASE o] BANA 2 e suo

1 54 FA7%A Atelel #3iM¥E, Habscheid, Das Schiedsgutachten,
Festschrift fiir Heinrich Lehmann(Berlin 1956), Bd. I, S.789ff.
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24 7153k sioh

UM SRR AA AdQBAAA FF ol&HT 9o
L oz §o] A} ek Xaly, Y SHAME O F
Q3HA AR Yt 1B EndMe FARAAEE €|
HHoZ A7 - AEFOZN o g e glojMe A&
gAste =88 FuAt g,

1.z A3 2%

FABRARE RS TPt PolSoln Yt Aol Tk
& Y BES AT Qm, E oS oA ojel A4 the A
28018 AT Sl 78 o] Ax] Bae] YurHoz Auat
£ Qe e 2asd 284 orldaE FARAAR Wad 3

25 Sl FUL HES FHe $E It A 2 A=E

SYRIHE T A A BE F8e FARAlET R g

o)

2) Habscheld/FHIE—HE 2, “POMRBRUBOTE & L CofhilEe- 1
Bk, v REESRRY SRR,  RERE,  163-170M
Habscheid, a.aQ., S.789ff ; der, Schiedsvertrag und Schiedsguta-
chtenvereinbarung, Konkurs-, Treuhand-und Schiedsgerichtswesen(KTS),
1957, S.129 ; Palandt/Heinrichs, Biirgerliches Gesetsbuch,
41. Aufl.(Miinchen 1982), §317 BGB Aum. 2b.
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o $89 FALHE SYVY 7R FAHL U ARl o
& 59 2R TG o A9 A S F 2L AR
AA AL, FALAAY FAGAl WIHE o} Al &
A FED: 1 AN AL AEe 249 3NN 2
R0 ZANY WES 5L ARIA B B$ Soltk A3
&9 A WARE 982 FYHT Ut AT ol &k
2 24 Yo ddEt ASE FFAGANY A9 WHOL
ARIA B 98 5 5 Atk

Ll A ohl& E£= CtE HEZA S sl

FARR Al BEAL EARAL 1 AEANA e
A2 - R AYF 9ol BAA AR A 7o) YRR
e Aolth GARE Aelol oln] EAshe BT Aot WS
B9 WEe BPY & Gt A9l FAVAAe] o8 A=
Aolc). dAt] AR} vhebAlkge] AT A, T TR o)
WA E ZAAY, Er LAARG) oA A A Foltk

FO

Ch HETH2 MM E= VBt 2

!

AHA 249 EA}

ddl FAZAAANA By el ostd fHe HlE, AR

3) BGH, NJW 64, 2041.

4) BGH, NJW 74, 6%.

5) BGHZ 6, 335 ; NJW 52, 1296.

6) BGH, NJW 71, 65 ; BGH, NJW 71, 1831 ; BGH, NJW 73, 142.
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B, £ F& 2B A A" Aol

olg A7HA 39 Aole Btk AA K ALde A
o gre AYFAFAAY igtd, & Tk F39 Afdde 7)E
o Akel g HERAY AW st AN &S P
281 AA {¥ HERAT T AAL A AR F¥ v
o}z ¢hdstA] otk BARAZEY EAo] AL glojok shevtdl #
HME ol K on Fo Hdx 54H ade otk A3
oAA BAL e st F+E A2 F Az, EYE AEd
7] —?—1'8}04 AR & 141?4-‘5 A= 7}3*8}@7)

%
A4 g axﬂt{ioﬂ %'1%*17:1*1 24 %?4_‘11% 317z o5t
A& Uk T2y &FHLE o] MM AE T
oM tErta gtk F oo A FF FoM A FEY Few
AAE Aol F WAl A WA F89 A4 A A%
A|Ak gk gk
o] Al #39 FATEFH FAAG T TEe Bepo] TAHL A3
Aol el M9 Aol e AR BRI Ytk o] Ao o3}
&, FAe] W Zo] YEWA AA B3te Bdsh=d disi]
FARALL AYAJN A9 HEDAY 247 FEUTHIO T2}

=}

¢7) Habscheid, Festschrift fiir Heinrich. Lehmann, S.796, 698, 808.

8) Baumbach/Lauterbach/Albers/Hartmann, ZivilprozeRordung, 48.Aufl.,
S.1025f ; Rosencerg/Schwab, ZivilprozeSrecht, 13.Aufl.(Miinchen 1981),
S.1092f ; Blomeyer, Festschrift fiir Rosenberg (Miinchen-Berlin 1949),
S.49f.

9) Baumgirtel, Wesen und Begriff der ProzeBhandlung einer Partei im
Zivilprozefy (Berlin-Frankfurt 1957), S.255 ; Sieg, Versicherungsrecht,
1965, S.629ff.

10) Rosenberg/Schwab, aaQ, S.1092 ; Schwab, Schiedsgerichtsbarkeit,
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92 e Ak SASE U of Adl Jstw, A3l s
o PaAE B £He} Aolz FARAY VL T
Bt FAQL J19Y Qe we 9 22 FARY BeY 7
s oda, 2 430 W THUYG AA $39 Aol T
494 Hgo] Qs 239 A9l FEEL ARA Rt o

S gue BEd sl BAAA o dAHEYNY 319%)
ol el 5 WA Al WA £3589 Ao, A BA} of
Uet ARA A4 457 A G0k 5 woo] Puls)
ARAe QI e Aole 2 BYe P WAL TEEA)
et

2. 292

29129 dx Bde AdE4d aA4E RE AT A
94 E3}E e FAYHoE THEHL ok Ade BAAT

§¢ FHW AP Jzad mFe A A Hean 3
© S988Y 4 fRe FARAEANE WA= n A4
Fol FA50] Ik o] Beol AAAL WHARRA s15E 2
Ick19

3.Aufl.(Miinchen 1979), S.6, 7 ; Nikisch, Lehrbuch des ZivilprozeBrechts,
2.Aufl.(Tubingen 1952), $.595 ; BGHZ 6, 335, 338.

11) Habscheid, Festschrift fiir Heinrich Lehmann, $.799, 801 ; ders., KTS,
S.135, 243 ; BGHZ 6, 335.

12) Guldener, Schweizerisches ZgovilprozeBrecht(Lehrbuch), 3.Aufl.(Zurich
1979), S.597 ; Habschied, Droit judiciaire privé suisse, 2.Aufl.(Genéve
1981), S.5514f.

13) Vgl. Wenger, Zum obligationenrechtlichen Schiedsverfahren im
schweizerischen = Recht(Zirich  1968) i Entscheidungen  des
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QoI ATE SLRYS A WA FINAE, B
B 478 204 B4 (48 A AE AU g

o wstelld T i FPds FHAL AR dAE 3
SjoF gt o Bl 254 A=A, AAUL] A=A e
A B hEo] 292N E EAIT 22U ArldAME &%

e Axz Be Lgydo] WustA Asich 2@ Fes WAt
A% BRFE o] 80 B “A3aty AL Hulst iAol A
A7t BAZ 9] g @ RS FEIS) ga Fskn Aok

2g2dHE FARAAAS B4 F SAABA 29 o)
7bssttta AZbstan glok Guldenerol 913HH, 742l 9olA 4w
g R WA 73 FEA QloiMe TR welx ddsied st
o, MEd A#EHA Mol st F&EHL Y3, A AA {3 A
Folle AL Hao] HEDA 1 AA # 23N FAse A
2R AYse AP dxdoz, WEWAY Ay sawe
gAY F 9IS olgu Fth U FAYY S0 PEHQ
22(Rechtsgedanken)”t AR AA N 849 + Aotz st 3
thiD i GRS B A%, By FY, AERTA
B 18] Fo| 2Aolth 0|23t Guldenerd HaE Fad|uAithS
3 258294 Yehtn Qe Aol

o)

Bundesgerichts(BGE), 46 1184.

14) Guldener, a.aO., S598 Fn. 16a ; ders, Zeitschrift flir Schweitzer
Recht(ZSR), 65, S.242.

15) Guldener, Schweizerisches ZovilprozeBrecht(Lehrbuch), S.598 Fn, 16c ;
ders., ZSR, 65, 242 Habscheid, Droit judiciaire privé, S.551ff ; BGE 62
O232;71 O 294,

16) Guldener, a.a0., $.597 ; Bachmann, Der Schiedsgutachter(Ziirich 1947),
S.72.

17) Guldener, a.a.0., S.598 Fn. 16b ; BGE, 26 I 765.
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3. ZEAY

IHAME transaction(3}3l), expertise(ZA), B Julo] YoiA
9] fixation du prix par un tiers(z13z}el] <3t 7149 AR o2 T
EA=3

7}. transaction(3}3l)9] 7ol g e A3RE EAFA
etk 23U o] transaction 1 H3H Aol FAAAlg
g o]7Ao] YX|3t}18) o] transactiondl] 7]Z3dHe] FARE M2 %R
Fozn ojn EAse A4S FRAIIE Aol 7hedti, EF o
2 49 44& #e F At

. ZH4(expertise judiciaire(A¥4+e] 7H4)3} oiu]ste] expertise
amiable(39)de] Z2A)< A AL EA49 24& st A3
A5 AAQe R AYsty AAe HuE QA= B 748 de
R EL 749 e AHES 8Hse A9 o] Folzthld) o7q
A ZARALE A FARS Ao )20

o Zgaay 1502z g le A3z Q% HEe A4
A §42 AU FARGIdE PEEL ok FARKE o
A AFe EA8A 3 AT EAR X Gl 23] A3}
A 7tAE ARt AGAHAo] AdEHEE dgsiA "tk a7,
A3zre At AHelle At EAsHA Fevh ZRARE 15027
TFAsHE vkek 2ol il n'y a pas de vente(TielE EA31A] &) A
o]t}2D

o

rE,

18) Robert, Arbitrage civil et commercial, 4. Aufl.(Paris 1967), S.12.

19) Morel, Répertoire Dalloz droit civil, siche "compromis” Note 3, Cons.
civil 19. 1. 1942 Gazette du Palais (GP) 1942 (I) 1, 153ff.

20) Rép. Dalloz droit proc. siehe "expertise” Note 28.
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g A3l A HERA B3 S B AF A w7

2 Sdsi=s A=A e Arel AR BELI. o] F¢l
T TR A ZFAAREH A Aol HEATR 4
g rolA ‘7R AETF DAl Sehed thahe, TAEAY
2 AFYoInt®) o|2RH FARDY HAMA & 4 H TA
wete] st FASL Qe L7} transaction, expertise R T
2 15020 e AEHA e s dE] Y2t BE
Acke] Be9 A g FAREE 1 AAE JYT sl A
< opyu} aZlo] W] i3 Aol Fato] FHAyo) sbsdA d
o}, A3l &g wivi 7} ] @é (ZFAY 16229 A=), 3
g AP g e golnt 'r] % AlE‘rZ‘” transaction<
AR 7188 e 7HA 11} %’f 2), L, 29, APl
o Aeole HaT 5 UK=L 20537*) ol AsA 7

APAFE transaction® PRI R expertlseA A3Ake] Frte] A
T g & gtz Fany 1134%).2)

4. o|g2|otd

olgtgjople] 7o+ transazione(E3l), perizia(73), arbitraggio
(84), arbitrato irrituale(AH-3A), arbitrato rituale(32FA)) 5 57}

21) Juris Classeur (J. CL) civ. Art. 1591-1593 Note 82.

22) J. Cl, civ,, a.a.0., Note 86.

23) Robert, aa0., S12 ; Rép. Dalloz droit proc, aaO.
Glasson/Tissier/Morel, Traité de procédure civile II no. 706.

24) J. CL civ., a.a.0., Note 8

25) Cass. Civil 19. 1. 1942 C. P. 1942 1 1153ff ; Nouv. Rép. Dalloz,
"expertise” Note 9 ; J. Cl. proc. civ. Art. 302-323 CPC Fasc. E Note 36.



162 PR H12% 2%

A e Axz pdsta 9ot

7}, transazione(S}al)ell €J3te] BAlARE A9 OE YFe M=
FroeN EAS A= Aol 7Fedth 22U transazione:
FTARAL ot}

. arbitrato rituale(3 4 FA)E A3A7E R GARRLES] B3
& HAste Afol Pk 2 onjof oAy FAARozA
ojgZ]olulAlASY 8060 FAHH i)

t}. arbitrato imrituale(AHFFAE A% Fo HEBAL AR}
/0 BEHo2 9gyre A3zt & (Vermittlung)oll <jste] 22
e gleloldh. 1822 arbitrato irrituales AR FAEA )
F A8k Az & & ik oEel i A3zl Bae
A 549 Al a7E 7HE Ho|t)h UwkH o GAkalE Fold
AMgste] WA Fofl A3A7F FAH o2 U4 HYern

g 919 MR AZE WEDBA/L o B4 BLdT 13H
e, ool st ogtejoliy 1349Z o)dtol FAHE arbitraggio(Z
A)e BAARES HEDATL ob E¢AT RS AAZ stm ok
A3Ae A% 245 ‘P4 weHarbitrium boni vir) Z#3Z,
JRAE AY FASA B of AL A3 £4E A =
Az Aol ofE FAIIzkY 979 HolE AAste Aoju2)

ol ARS BAsle A9l T2l expertised] AMEStE

26) Vecchione, L’arbitrato(Mailand 1959), S.25 ; Schizzerotto, Dell’arbitrato
(Mailand 1958), S.135.

27) Vecchione, aa.0., 8.24 ; Schizzerotto, a.a.0., S.131 ; Pescatore/Ruperto,
Codice civile annotato 7.Aufl.(Mailand 1978), Art. 1349, Note 2.

28) Vecchione, a.a.0., 525 ; Schizzerotto, a.a.0., $.131 ; Pescatore/Ruperto,
a.a.0., Note 3,

29) Schizzerotto, a.a.0., S.131.
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perizia contrattuale(7| %ol & 7)o} EAT. HEB/AIL EAl3t

Aol FRsAR wEA] o] A7|1L Q& e §Ith perizia
TS 7Fed & wel wiHsiele 54& 7RI 9ok30 o] §3
WA A #de FLE dige] oFd EAsHA ¥erh B4
= o]AE arbitraggio, arbitrato irrituale, arbitrato rituale$}
@3] A4e] SHF Axetn 843, o= FEL arbitraggiost, o=
HEL  arbitrato irrituale®}t FARBICRR  @k3D oo distd
Schizzerotto? & ©] Ax9 EAE FAHI v EE AHE
arbitraggio®} arbitrato irrituale®] o= Z<R17te] £/ 4 ctz A
Zysta ek

Lo oo orir

oxl

[o]

—_—

¢

Jd8HE E7st R goke] 748 #3 T e 2
FAF Q% on)|E Jlx 2 Utk arbitrato irritualed] 71&% @ 2

perizia contrattualee] 712 I 2, Al|, ZAdt Sulg A3
o] SRt A4 5 Y& Wsle, arbitraggiod] 4-¢- B3 &
T BFS BT FEojrho|gE oy 1349x)34 et o] 37t
2 AZE “delibazione(FF AT )", “impugnazione(’d
29 FAR3dE 23 etk o] FHEL arbitrato ritualedl Tt 3
gacio|geoluAlasy 85%, 273).

30) Vecchione, a.a.Q., S.25 ; Schizzerotto, a.a.0., S.154.
31) Vecchione, a.a.Q., S.23ff.
32) Schizzerotto, a.a.0, S.154ff.
33) Vecchione, a.a.0., S.25 ; Schizzerotto, a.a.0., S.151, 156.
34) Vecchione, a.a.0., S.24 ; Schizzerotto, a.a.0., S.133 ; Pescatore/Ruperto,
a.a.0., Note 3.
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5 4=

=9 stdsl e  arbitration(FAE DI valuation(B7h),
certification(3%4)& T3t Q.

7}, valuation(37h@& A%k} i, 53] 71X WA 712 @t o
Ak AV AARoltt. FARAE AZANA FARAY ©E YA Aol
o 2 dxe AsE FAJNCZANY A} Bl metr] FA
HE A& gD

). certification(53)E 277t olAHAEA] ARE FH3E= A&
AR A At Aol ARk o] HE AR ol B3t
ZAME 230

valuation =& certification®] e FAARA TFOZA A
& 9tk 2 Asole FAYEH valuation EE certification H
o7k itk S8 AL A3 F;do] ‘F&Y QUE AUYL ofd
7} 3k Aotk F, A3 HHe] Pste AAY FAXRAE B3}
Ad 748 d=e 5&@ SFEE Y Hde FAY Y]
A3AZE 719 AEA Aol AFde] APE wgez F93)
Sole A3AE valuer(F71)E RAHG3N vlrA 2 A)3z)e
o] FARR A FFHo|L F4Y v AROE HAxe A$ 1
TS FAgdelty 22 A3t 2719 B4 Al oA
ot AAske A9 & certifier(ZH AP0 t}38)

35) Russell, The law of arbitration, 17.ed..(London 1963), S.29.

36) Russell, a.a.0., S.30 ; Pierce v. Dyke(1939) 2. W. J. R. ; Minster Trust
v. Traps Tractors(1954), 3. All E. R. 136.

37) Lord Esher, in Re carus-Wilson and Greene(1836) 18 QB.D. 7, 9,
Cockburn C. J. in Re Hopper(1867) LR.2Q.B. 367 ; Halsbury’s, Laws o
England 3.ed.(London 1953) t. 2 S6.
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REA LY, o] FHE AR Aol EAjst=rt ohdrte}
o] Yot FARIL valuationS 878 ofg2] 40| o} &4
A & Ade FAUde] ot FTEAIT, ofd diste] &
ol HAE Ay ZAkRE o] HAd A ZALE gt gl
£ A$dE valuatione AAZ FAFT]T}39)

olgigt TS F&s AT BEe ol o1, HAR o] ¢
HE thi AYHor YA vk AzEe A9-7 ka0 g
U oo] e Fag ourt ok &, A3zl S¥A 2 FHAL
FAABY Azl dojMTt @FH 1, valuation®lY} certificationol| 4]
T 8¢ 84F RAAA gl HA: FAVDHAXNH
valuation E¥ certification® FHFE S vk d7d, HYe
umpire(A AN E AP F §th4) FAREe] 82 valuationoj
certificationl] 2J8td YA AdEt R A3} certificate(F 3
M) oo A7]Y Aol HAE 4 S Brt ofd), Bulgo]
RS 7HA Bk A= A2+ AT

38) Russel, aa O, S31.

39) Pierce v. Dyke, s.o. Fn. 38,

40) Vgl. Re Hopper, Turner v. Goulden(1873) LR9CP57 ; Chambers v.
Goldthorpe (1901) IK.B.624 ; Neale v. Richardson(1938) I All E. R. 753
i Wadsworth v. Smith(1871) LRGQB332 ; Boynton V.
Richardson’s(1924) W.N.262 und Collins v. Collins(1856) 26 Beav. 306.

41) Russel, a.a.0.,, S.31.
42) Collins v. Collins, s.0.Fn. 42.
43) Russell, a.a.0., S.31 ; Minster Trust v. Traps Tractors, s.0.Fn. 38.
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. vlzys 24

1. Hlz2te gAY FEI1E

A, $lollA AHE uie} Zo] FARAAEF 7 ettt 2pol 7t §
e AT diAE 2 7E S48 A dAE e AE 2
g T 3tk

AR, ZFPAH expertise amiabled ©o]2Eold9] perizia
contrattuale, 9= BEHAY] valuation, 121 SYPH} A2
o A& BAse FARF T vk 2AHQ dele A |
E3A7F 93, 2ARQL PN EAET Qe HE wetd F
83 AAE FRANEE Y2y ok 2AAY Bo £ A
S sk A 5RO st AT, EF £4E FENZE &
ct.

S5, T2 Ae determination du contenu d'un contrat(A 2
g9 2ANe} FFYY certificationdll = SR HERA} 7122 2
t}. ol59 A$E A9 ‘AR AL} A Aoyt glon, B
ool FAANRARE 2HA] Zpo|7} gt

A e 15022 2 SYRY 31720 A" A3A ] ¢
& 713AAE, olgdgole arbitraggio(olEe]oly 1349%)q 43
3, o] 3L A2 E FAHT Stk o|EY] ZA-¢ol A3
' AR Eoskx] R9W AL AE AAsa HERAE A
gith o]AL FAAAE =g YoM ZTHAY transaction ©lH
arbitrage, 18]35 oj&te}o}e] arbitraggio imrituale T 22 AHI H



& el TS ECAN WR 6

AEE Deelor Brke A2 akx Yok

ggew FARAY Adel TUE oY F3L TR vk
# Oe Axsd FAE 298 7] dskel el AR A
£ A% A2AE WS ol Basit

A, B EAIR

QuHoz YAt BAol TATEA g sl AT
A QuAe FARY ¥ FEe THL F hn 44T 3
Th4 o] kel SlstE, AL EAS SAshok sk A3k A3
7} BAL ek ZA9she ThE Aol ¥ aeht o FHe Frh
Ak AZEth R ols) o AT PR AYL B
Az S Hol BaN AASA 2] WEolThe)

£A, ST WEBAAL FLUS WEVAWL

e Aol gete] f&3pA Dashd dEE AL AR

9x BgAE HERAE dAGA & + U ¥ ol o]n] EA)
e HEDAE wASE AT Jssidx e Holthdn FATA

o
poh
flo
14
£
_124.
r o]
[

2] of| A ZﬂBZMl oated WAl dde 19

44) Robert, aaO, SI12 ; Prerce v. Dyke(1959), 2 W. J R 30 ;
Pescatore/Ruperto, aa O, Art. 1349 CCI Note 2 und 4 ; Vechione, aaO,
S.25 ; Halsbury's, aaO, Bd2 S5 ; Schizzerotto, aaQ, S.31&
“controversia”$} “contrasto”¢] F-#& A =&t Uk

45) Habscheid, Festschrift fiir Heinrich Lehmann, S.791.

46) Vecchione, aa O, S.25 ; Morel, Rép. Dalloz dr. civil, siehe “compromis”
Note 3 ; J.CL civ. Art. 1591-1593 Note & ; Guldener, Lehrbuch, S.597.

47) Habscheid, Festschrift fir Heinrich Letvnann, S.794 ; Palandt/Heinrichs,
aaO, §317 BGB 26aa ; RGZ 152, 201
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of WE FEolth $4, YoIA HEE LAY A #39 A%
A ARE ARG AR wFslel HelE B BE]
S AL T & D FaE AGarE BEuch A
& Acke @S ALY olb] 9T WEWAS WHL. ol
2% 4YAQ A AdzaAd, A3dE doEe AR A
2ol Wb GRAAMS Ee AguRel et dREe o4E A
FaA ¢ 9E A3 Yo

PN ABE SVRRY T 94 499 A9E 2RAL P
Azkol AZH] g AIA Ak AAE olv] B} A
GARZ] Aokl YT hgol ok B B Rl Acka
AE BB @0 AME PR S BIRAY B
Quolr}, TE2 o] At weE AANA P97} Bk A
WEal AVl o A BARE 20 Yl Augez
A7k GAFE AAHAS FRsoF Bk 2Pk ol
A%el BAR ARE o] X ARl Bstel Felstu glch 27
B8 714S B4 2 24T Bolnk

AR o] A%LAE AR AF A APAAY B
ool Bate] BAA AT BASE RS AN AYseA
4%, 3 7HAE AR ARAAY A4 B APAS B
£2 JASETt ohdrlE 9 PEse AL TS aPdE
2753 o] P 3 B AT T ol B9 SUWR
o R o) AeTo] 48 AW Al HRolth. 18]
B2 AN EE 989 GRS AR 249 o] WEW

48) Art. 1592 CCF, Art. 1349 CCF, §317 BGB.
49) BGH LM §1025 ZPO Nr. 7.
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FAol itz B Aol A3zls A9 ddo] upebs dz
HABIAY WA & QA dohs0
olg)g #AANA B, o|ge| o} arbitrato irrituale ©]&L ¢J&o
o Ui, A3 olv] EAlge de oFe B3 YHE
AEIIEE Ydin JAuh 2L deY 9578 Zxde AS 9
gtz Qle AL ohl7] wifolt). arbitrato irrituale(RHrZF ANt 8t
ol e TEAY A7t At AfTAe A5 sdol o3 35
BEHoZ 31 v AL ol 439 F79 A # ud
Bxoz s Qo 2822 A3zt oJste) A== shasLE)
A Z}8}= arbitrato irmituale®] ©187A32 F-3aitt.
A, AR dido] AHLEAZ FAHETH

o]A-L arbitrato irritualet Fele] FATBDEI diH|g FAA 0|
wte] giide] AMIEAZ SASE obdrt s EAlolth 549
20 ojahd ojgzjole] perizia, THA9] expertise amiable, 17
I 29 2e] (FARA Y Pt 54 FAHAL FARAl 4
T AA, F AAEA] 2 HEEA B3l AdsiA|NE @3] A
TAY A9 8ad #Aste Adstn B HEIH Y FeAME
Basix] gv ol FARYTH FARATY] HE Aolgtn AL
3L 9lrts

A, ZRYY 99 HAE oA 11]5&’3}?‘:— ZAE oy

2 ° ysl= Avte R

lo,

i

et

] m[o mlm

50) Habscheid, Festschrift fir Heinrich Lehmann, S.802.

51) Schizzerotto, aa O, S.135 ; Vecchione, aa O, S.25.

52) Guldener, aa O, S.597.

53) Schwab, Schiedsgerichtsbarkeit, S.6.7 ; Rosenberg/Schwab, aa O, S.1092 ;
BGHZ 6, 338.



170 HEWE F 128 2 R

ASAR, AR Wil AL HEA7)A GA
o AHdel BA3 Wel Age TAE AL Wisdez 34

& BARY 45 AR 7128 sk A
AL §A 9OS TREE FALAT FARS Dol
s .

ol
ol glom AMF nRtAE PEE FAZRAY

M
rot
o
o
rir
iy

2. SN HH 43

AR B Ao d™siede dolA AHi EFd wt
A F7HA 8oz Flde Ao sttt agln FA9 o2 A
&2 A¥HE AE Fasi

7t A2l E sl SMAHF

A E Yok FAUANE, FARE] A% AN IR
229 A 94 B3 A o8 BEHE A%e wIHE I
A3 AT ANES) WEBAZT WAL ARl HeAIlE VS
WA FAWY] Uok AR dzE AL el 24
2 A BE) WE ALE, FAY dzE JulAe gloii
e A4D olge, Tr ASH FFABINY A Sl
WAL A BEl BE B9E T ¢ Jow, ol FAY B
Aol 27 WS 05 HBAZYORNY S5 BT

N

54) Habscheid, aaO, S.800, und K7S 1957, 135 ; Straiili/Messmer,
Kommentar. zur ziiricherischen ZPO(Ziirich 1976), §258 Note 2.
55) 248, ‘AR B 23", "THZER, 439 8%, BZH3I, 19948 43



EEE 2T LBEK WK 17

gk oopel AFHANANE HAEE 74]"4013}1 af}r:}. E}E'_, zc%%‘
ALe o] B¢ A3Rte AR e At Aleke AAAY ¥

oz AR o] el Beauftragter) 24 %30, o] 7
o FAAARL ARG FAAA] ofga e Hol tEr}. A3A}
T AAEY Wl AFsH, At HERAE F=3tn A3A
o AR gJsto] FARRY] A - o FF FAT o] d2 SYNY
317x o, ARy 1502%, 18la o|gelolHe] arbitraggio
E & Utk o] A%, AR wde] WwE] IPAHL AuJdE FS
de T&go] itk )AL BAA} wde] EFHANE FHY wrt

Lt B2IE WES| ML A E #Fsts A

°of r¥e] TAEL, ALl
ol HEWAY AT Y& BFT £ Qe A9l %XH%"@"JOI

°lE W= HE APie FTATAH FATAU] HAHeR

AR AkS A2
33"“*1 ‘FTEHE o]AE A3
T AL, FAY d2e A3
Aol i, dHBA, 7HeeH

e
ol
2
ol
X
o
b
T
I
2
P
T
2
>
O
rlo &
F

P
tjo
il

o,
2
_gl__c:

o,

W SEE, TTHRRNoWYe, , Wbt 1975 778 ; Fasching,
Lehrbuch des dsterreichischen Zivilprozefirechts (Wine 1984), Rz. 2168.
56) Habscheid, aa O.(KTS), S.131.



72 pBMR BB 2%

AL FARA et} BAAF ZEe) - 959 TxE
HE AH S A% 829 AYe viEke BEc, AR MER
AE A5 AU EAHE A2 - 572 IAske Aol o=}
71E9 AHEE 32 W A8e FAste R 1 9] dAd.
a8 B2 A3 7L €3z Wiy FAUY Ve
aitt. uslE WAE AFES TSk e - 9F | 189 7|z
2 He AME AL 878 HEEHY &7 Pt Add
wel7] st 84314 o™ gE7] gl

olg dAe] AARY FAMIL, FHEANA TAALY HH 42
of &g A9 A& AVIAZIE 718 F Utk TAA% 2 &
Az 9} HEHo2 AAY &3le Ao Hop o5 a2yt
Ldels AR A - oo Bt ddske FAAL AR
g st Yok Be vt AR FEAXNL do SAEL &
TR AR Be RHojn

(1) 4444

=99 Heok A A9 AHE sk SAREAYE
AAEA odstd FAAEC] FARAE Lok AU o|Pr|7}
E=Hstng FATAA0] SAsteor st A AP EE TAZ
A& 4 WA JPHA G0, EHshe FARAN = SAVE

|

57) Blomeyer, aaQO, S51 ; Larenz, AcP 157, 265, Cour de Cassation
Francise 27. 7. 1937 D 1938, 1 25.

58) Guldener, aaO, S59% ; Habscheid, Droit judiciaire, S547 ff ;
Schizzerotto, aa O, S.5, 130 ; Habscheid, NJW 1962, 5, 7 ; Robert, aa O,
ST

59) Baumbach/Lauterbach/Albers/Hartmann, aaO, §1025 Amm 3 B
Rosenberg/Schwab/Gottwald, Zivilprozefirecht, 15.Aufl.(Miinchen 1993), §171
I 3 ; Thomas'Putzo, ZivilprozeBordnung mit Gerichtsverfassungsgesetz,
15.Auf,, §1025 2 ; Zeiss, Zivilprozefirecht, 7.Aufl.(Tiibingen 1989), Rn. 863.



i EEol E SEBEN HR 178

317z ol&rt A Edrth

UM E FARRAFE GARE] T AS Pod
A olZlo]l A%} EAZE HE AR AP E 3] A3 A
hige AR AHol AUE HrHARLt AR 46}04 ARE F
Atk FARREO] st A 2o A}*’«l EF U89 &5
e BES AR A V)72 e FOE ek, o] Foe
Az AR HELSFY Ao B¢ FAoZE Hojop & Zlojga
st AAPAS Hsta e Ao Hole A H61>E Ak

|

AR AL “FZAAAALE ZAA 0] BAF AaAL Al H
E8A9 2ANEE st g Esinz goﬂ ogt ApAle] B
AL AR HEHRAY AL AR FARAAGS AMY
B9 A9 W89 FHe FHoz ste AARYY Ager £
T AT sto] Ao gl FAA Aloldle HTe) EF #¥ 3

Bl AAAMe] glomE FAZAAt ol gk At BT
7 A1ZEERn SAY, ‘A A%ez Afel

= Aee) Waolehd old WHos ARE AR AFsdty, A
AAcke GAAl A9l BE 2A9le ATE BAATIE Fol of
Vg ol Sjstel Aeld] Uge B WHRE ARYSelmE &
$499) Aokl oz Apggel Aoz moh 1 AWYL A4Y
F e de] AAYAS Aske Aalrt Yok

@ 2594

P
i
>
;0

I~

60) Rohl, Alternativkommentar zur ZivilprozeBordnung(AK-ZP0), §1025 Rn. 50
; OLG Hamm MDR 1982, 933.

61) 2%, "TAREFHEAZEA), , dredAl, 1992, 4999,

62) /P, TEREEE: - MPERBLRERE 38), , HEM, 1972, 59-60if.

63) fT—, ‘BT 282w, TRELHYR, F1R, 2365



74 BRBMR H12%B 2 %

Oh FAALE : 5ol 25408 FARA] FAAZ) £8
o] N3 AR A FABAE Taome FARIALE 37
Aokl THY F 0w, Holx ojefd FAALE He5ojo} Bt
oS Q) of GHe FARIA FABA) BUH AT
Agols SUUY A7 e H3485d T4l Yo o
oo T Slo] AAMAT 2 Aol gl SO o

FHe FARAALS FAAGY AFoE BHA 1 Ay

°2A 71%8T e AFsh, aAReRE FALAY AwH
e Az sehe & gon RN, FATAIL SR
[e]

wE% Lol AN EE BN BUALE T4 Q) 94Y
2X AL A2 H22 1 sl FAAS Y15 fAk,
FAM) 25U SHER FARAE 254 S5,
B FABAAGE FAAGE 4P Qo) Sk mE, 5

_711

Aoy 317x olste) FFHEE FA L FAYE TARAN F

64) Baumgirtel, aa O, S.256ff.

65) $4E, TIALRFU(AA2), , WAL 1999, 5499 ; oJAlE, WIAbA
SRR, , LAl 2001, 5079 ; AET, "RIARRSHEARS), | 4
FAF 1992, 6446451 ; 9, TUARARSH AW, , dFAE AR
33] 1987, 457-459%F ; AE &, RIAASHUGIEW),, HEA 1992
47-4489 5 oA, TFH HAASHI, , FHAPE PRI 1991, 330
.

66) LHM—A/L, "RIEIFAL, , LEBHEEE 1988, 230/ ; BT — - R - 5
HEH) - ATFRFR, MRS, , GAE 1986, H1-9421f 5 /NEGIR
), TERRITRAL(RIINO, , HRABILIGE 1982, 213M ; #rEE,
TREFALGE N, , BLMERE 30, WFEER, 1981, 346-347H ;
=y A%, TREFLLQAMEBBERT), , oA CE 1979, 41 ; HEFE K
MR, TEMERISRALG, , UK, 1975, 351



fhEEEol B WBEN WE T

AEstAaL she AsRM FAVHY A2AME FrFHEee] frA}
& &< olFo] Hla Yoks? fiEht AN e off e HF
AQHo] BolA] Feth

3) AHd

°of 99 FARA] WMEA 2FE FAR & Ao] ofrz
SARRAGE dEHR LAY R FAAYelHRT &
AeAe w0l ads AAZ she FAAGLEMS FARYE
T 39 Al Qste] Yol TEEo] Mae] SAYWIE o=
AE AFFOEA AFATFAS AAS Asjstnz 1 HAYHe
BT + A "k Zo] SAASE AR T £ 9ok 71%F
TAQEL FAGH ] WEA 258 AAZ st Hae) AEIA
oA Z&she Aol oehs AolM SAAMET: 4590 3L
W SARAH 71sholM SRS FAFSTAL st I AR RAL
& Aoz Hol FAZAANS 2FUHLR olFfztn FTAHRA
AN F4E FFHLAEe AL Fold AR A 2
HHWeAM Bug Atol7h glow, 3] FARAe] tfg T4 7]z
€ e A SN F1 e v SARAHL IR
gelel 71xska gloke Aol A Aok ok 2429 Ziwich
T ALY A8xet Zol Ay AANN FAGAN At
ﬁéﬁ} T Brele FARAEY TEH] vE APl e
22 &5HAA Ao & £E gt JEM ol E Aol e ¥
EMEM E?MH% i%%ﬂ AR & & Utk FALHLE oY
o] Ao}oi a8 bl WE

?2
J.t

O

N
=
T
¥
>
_);_L
e
o
>
%
2
3
19

67) Stein/Jonas/Schlosser, Lommentar zur ZivilprozeBordnung, 20.Aufl, §1025
Rn. 26ff.



76 pBMR H12B 2 R

A I AAE e ALE Hojop P
ot Sxetel 7

FTARET TAADE] Tl #Bate], AFHY HaA9E ]31}
o A& WM 2ol Tka B T}, o] Ao 2lshd FA
< 94 E4E ddsty, FAEAEAL HAHY wdd o F8@
MEHY AHE QYT doh HIde AL FAYLY
YRI5 GAFEE FARIT FALAY 5L ojlgRHozw
FEE + QUL St olEu ABAFAAE] SR a5
o 2e FA%EL Bl &% AFH HeAA AHsata 2
A9 AN WE olae] 48 Alaldc she WY, FABRE
FABEY TIT 2Yo] AFAY Al2x) AHA Bl TA
BAFH2Y 2o Yot bE F UE BolH(TAY Aldx), ZAR
FS 5t7] HalA JAYAZ(FAY A4x)E Lol I A
WEHAL 7S A A F=Hez PFAde MM Helrt
goms PARPL AR Boel ofud 1PS BodHEsE 1
T 7|EeE e Aol Bttt o] As) = ATH A ¥
dato] Fgshz Aol SU AMjH ) R FH9) YFolrh

r._4

¢

68) ME @ TY%, “TALAY F&HuA W 247, ddF Ao, 20
3, gAY 3], 199510, 104,

69) /U,  THMHRE,, 60 ; Arens/Like, ZivilprozeBrecht, 5.Aufl.
(Miinchen 1992), S.487 ; BGHZ 9, 144 ; OLG Zweibriicken, NJW 1971,
943.

70) Stein/Jonas/Schlosser. aaO., §1025 Rn. 27, 28.

71) Rosenberg/Schwab/Gottwald, a.a0O., §317 Rn 13 ; Baumbach/
Lauterbach/Albers/Hartmann, ZivilprozeBordung, 48.Aufl,, Grundz vor §
1025 Anm. 3 A c ; Rohl, aaO.(AK-ZPO), vor §1025 Rn. 46 ;
Gottwald, Miinchener Kommentar zum Biirgerlichen Gesetzbuch(Miinch
Komm-BGB), Band 2, 3.Aufl.Miinchen 1993), §171 I 2 ; Thomas/



fhEE el e REBEM WR 7

FASo] A3Ae] Be) olnid EBE RoldHT St WE
B9} a9l BARA BALEC] Ackld FAY T FARA
e WolE AMREHE AL BAAQ N KA RETD

FARAL FAAENA Rugoed F&Ho| Ay HIY &
glom 1) o] &g FARRHETH oflel M disiAE m|Rith
il Bde] A4 FAREL Fe, Fd e 49 AP|E oJFE
FAZAE A2 F AHELIY 318R). AFHEAXE FA%
AL 259N YL /HNER I AARA PJLdE FEA He
vhdo) Ao e FALAC FAAL Alelo HAAAAE FA
WA A7) wiZe] Hede] AWe ol gl ed AARAE
AA 2 3 Futol] §lof oloﬂ T&EE Aol Holof itk

Lt SMEYe T4 uiF

Putzo, a.a.Q., §1025 2.

72) BGHZ 6, 335 ; NJW 1975, 1556 ; VersR 1981, 382 ; MDR 1982, 36.

73) Baumbach/Lauterbach/Albers/Hartmann, aa O, Grundz vor §1025 Anm. 3 A
¢ ; Stein/Jonas/Schlosser, aaO, $§1025 Rn. 23 ; Gottwald, aaO(Minch
Komm-BGB), §317 Rn. 15 ; BGH NJW 1975, 1566 ; OLG Zweibriicken
NJW 1971, 943.

74) Baumbach/Lauterbach/Albers/Hartmann, aa O, Grundz vor §1025 Anm. 3 F
; Gottwald, Miinch Komm-BGB, §318 Rn. 1 ; BGH NJW-RR 1937, 22.



78 hBMR H12B 2 HK

549 AL FEE Hske AR 99y E¥Hd
(offenbar unbilig)™ Z-4-o T&o] gi(SLTY 319%)7) old
st ‘e E B3 AU A ke FALAE A
ot B e FEEHEA AR EAlolmz A o7t ¢l
g =d9y 31927t A AHLHA Rt F54 850 B

F-A 3 eHoffenbar unrichtig) 3%l F&3o] Tk 7oA EFS
A EE B3 ‘Wugold BE AL B ok RE AR
7t GAE AAQle] 2 AR A 5 e Aolojol s Ao
ohjgl, HARE I/ Badtty E3YY T RG] 2
HE 2AAE AE YUt dAgde dFyor
Ayt a3 %%"%‘3}71‘4 FRFE A F&Ho] glodu @
o9 a2y, HIde de
ARE FHLE FARAYN] Mg AR FHdle AL, FAEAA
o] U&& FASE A9, 2 olf T B At e A
TE FALARY F&Ho] flvke Aol 4 AFHIL 130 s

l'

nl[o r)l

75) Gottwald, aaO, §319 Rn. 11 ; BGH NJW 1958, 2067.

76) BGHZ 48, 30, OLG Celle MDR 1973, 314.

77) Rosenberg/Schwab/Gottwald, aa O, §171 I 5 ; Gottwald, aaO, §319 Rn.
17 ; Baumbach/Lauterbach/Albers/Hartmann, a.a O, Grundz vor §1025 Anm.
3 F ; Bulla, Gerichtliche Nachprifbarkeit von Schiedsgutachten, NJW 1978,
397 ; Palandt/Heinrichs, Biiregerliches Gesetzbuch, 52.Aufl.(Miinchen 1993),
§318 Rn. 4 ; BGH NJW 1984, 44 ; KG NJW 1980, 1342,

78) Baumbach/Lauterbach/Albers/Hartmann,, aa 0., Grundz vor §1025 Anm. 3 F
; Komblum, Die Rechtsratur der Bestimmung der Leistung in den § §
315-319 BGB, AcP 168, 468 ; Gottwald, aaO, §319 Rn. 11, 17 ; BGH
NJW-RR 1983, 506 m. w. N. ; NJW 1983 2244 ; NJW 1981, 2351 ; NJW
1979, 1885,

79} BGH NJW 1977, 801

80) Rosenberg/Schwab/Gottwald, aaO, §171 I 5 ; Stein/Jonas/Schlosser,
aaO, §1025 Rn. 31.



g EEo] 23 WEEY |RE 179

= sl 3 Wil B AFA2 AL £ A= B2
o}
(o]

=
715—2 aﬂ 39, Zlote) 2AAY HABHE TSR 93 @
A

o
o?z‘.
N
MN 4
o r‘
to
rO
b
o
o
ol
=2
%0,
2
ofN
=24
N
N
o
1o
l:o‘:

oxX M

i3
2
)
Ha
o
)
—z
it
o
o
=2,
rir
ofy
2
ol
oX, o
S
ol
oy
>

£

ox
O
.82
s
ol
s
iih)
24.
°
E
S8
[e3
L
2
Mo
N
N
N
XN
i)
o,
Lo
N
=)
iy ©!
fuba)
>~
>
ol
¥
gQ

;gl:bﬂo] Ak q.u} olg st FAZLA Y F&EHMAATE FA
Ak FelaAG AT & ATk Bus 2 :

e FAZAJAANA AT dsA9] o Fe BAGlo] A
EASE AR FRALM AT TARE Aol
9] B394 T RATAES qdddd o ol& HEEA
A 5 QT TRl BARSel Fuag Az g

o oft o

O{N_lk‘.o}iu}'dinii-ﬂ
hu

2L
N
M

ol

f“i

EoR e YA A8 FEALI GFAIDE A5,

81) BGH NJW 1975, 1556 ; NJW 1974, 1235 ; MDR 1973, 210 ; WM 1969, 768.

82) Gottwald, aaQ, §317 Rn. 19 ; Rosenberg/Schwab/Gottwald, aa O, §17110
4 a ; Rohl, aaO(AK-ZPO), vor §1025 Rn. 49 ; Baumbach/Lauterbach
/Albers/Hartmann, aaQ., Grundz vor §1025 Anm. 3 E ; Stein/Jonas/
Schlosser, aa 0., §1025 Rn. 30 ; Fasching, aaQ, 2169 ; Guldener, aa O,
S598 Fn. 16 b ; Thomas/Putzo, aaO, §1025 2 b. aA. BGHZ 6, 335 ;
BGH, NJW 1955, 665.

83) Vgl Stein/Jonas/Schlosser, aaO, $§1025 Rn. 31 ; BGH NJW-RR 1988, 506
m w. N.

84) Gottwald, Minch Komm-BGB, §319 Rn. 11 ; Palandt/Heinrichs, aa O, §
318 Rn. 3.

85) Rohl, aaO, vor §1025 Rn. 49 ; Baumbach/Lauterbach/Albers/Hartmann,
a0, Grundz vor §1025 Anm. 3 E ; Bunte, Anmerkung, NJW 1986, 70.

86) BGH NJW 1972, 827.

87) Réhl, aa O, vor §1025 Rn. 52 ; Thomas/Putzo, aaO, vor §1025 2 b ;
BGH NJW 1984, 43.



180 fhg itz E12% 2 3%

@ St 33
oIA s sk 2o SYANE FARAY F4Y WA
A, A Y4 FABR A SN 92T A A4
o s gAe, 198 A8 AN A2 HA B2
F3Hg340] ‘B 2AY'S E1 9)
o ZEd 99 sk SUuust ge WERRel g7l WEel o
W Aol AR FEAL AN AW} BADT, $4 B
42 4UR, FALAY F4EL WAN BEY DA} Qs
i}, o] meauh AEFAY 4% A4S A% 2R JoiN ‘g
A5 Augo] YPHO2 AN =A% BN, 9% 2 A
YUY S9e EuE 24 A%eT, FAEPE Aus B8
A oI A =Pl dEsT 9e'e ol el 3R
2ok sjof 4R S48 T4 SAlS] AR A gl
S2eel Ae FARRY T4 WANFRA, $4 DR
e ;e vk PARES AR FEEL MASE 7]
22 RIY ¢ A PAEY Gt BAeE e e
Ae FARR ol2A | B9, FAURAL 54 5 AW A}
A nestel YAREY GALE dotzio} s, GAA 74 )
A7z Bote] BAH - BAHOE G e AtlE du
Hoz golt A ANel BF FHY WY Azt WAl
ANg wEAdel BF FHY DY AUBE, T= 39 992 4
$ato] shQslol ¢ Aolekn WO =W FALRS TEAL 73
st BARE 34940 FR A28 AR A 7% 9

88) Gottwald, aa O, §319 Rn. 2, 10 ; Palandt/Heinrichs, aaO., §318 Rn. 7.
89) tid¢d 1991. 4. 26. M3, 9105666 BE ; & 1994, 4. 20, A3, HrH142 #E,
90) EYE, WA FALAL] 748 vl YA X7, 106-1079.



HREE BE LBEN BR 18

Zalok su, 1 THE HAE FPE PAE BALRE F
- AFser Bha s d, ol UFTAY Bule 428 G
A% AZolztn ek

agehy, FAERS FEY0] 98 o WYL oIFA ok e
7t 599 A9elE AE FAsE FAUAY ASols SUuy
319z0) ojsto] Yol TR AHHT, AT FAUAY B9l
£ S9Ny 3928 §55430 Wlo] FAZAE Foko] IS
Gyata gk ol BEFRel g Sy 39e BAt 8
ok olol diste] el vhE BaAE, “GARAL ol el A
¥ 2R et AEAEE ATANZ @ A9l o)
Be gz WYgel grtn BEHE Aedls FaydozA

£ Yol AE ARH AL HIART Aol PANLL
gshe ] QFT FozH FAAGEA e 93E A%

%Zﬂ@xééﬂ% /\\JHJ?-I ‘F T Arde 08 A A8ty

A

2 o

AN LTE uie} ol fUdME FARE )R 8ot
otf A2 HEZ of A=rt SAHA] g J A= delA
270 LRy olYeles W2 Holx gt $Eusty dHe
FTAREALE FAALGY drE He 599 S PolEoln
Aed, 2549 FAY FAASFL dAg 2 o]&HA €1 U
TARRY 2431 A9 7 5 e Aol

Y FARAEL ofv] ATE wkeh Zo] LAY JHo EAst



182 (IR B 128 2 %

£ Azolth BARREZ | dog EAF sHeAdol AAY A EA)
s 93 242 12 dEde FEo AidY FE oy 2R
FAEE Aol R Aolth. ojgfdt Aol FARRITE ool
3] gEol Sle 840 B3t FAREUY FARAE wol A
S HELE 3o BAS 2T F Ao wig wpAs Aot &
oA Be FEE ARk ASAEIHAIAE ogjd SRS
ol &3t A%E K| ¥k AT + Y& Aotk o= S
E 5Y4Y BEY oM FARAE T 287t otk
Sguate] AL SYY 3172 olstet e FAo| §l7] e
oA AHE 59 F 42 v FAREY HHE Lt
=Y3ke dole 98 714 47 U & 9tk 53, ojw3dt B¢
o FAAA] F&o] gltka & AU/ FAE o|&u} VA
ZFAQET o] FAMY FAALAE FFH LA A U
< FE Y& FolY, Akl Ao Ao B3 MY A2Z
U viapg A e HERSel B Uiy AIBRE HL3 FALA
o] Bui3] BFHIAY EABE Hpole Al Aot A
Fet T4 71EF ALgAA e gHEtR st o FEEEARGE 2R
AFlE Aol 83E Aotk FAAA] ErFsstAY 7&8o] gle
ol Hho] HEZ AREJAAS & & A AR gz EAH
25k o] ZAfole WA AMIAC w2eEe HA/F FARAAS
o 2| Qe Ao HMste WP yrtol gtk I T
FHo2E WAFHY FAY o FAZAA & A4S 3
TetAY SRS st o] ulEFsith. 2ol FARAY 4
AT Wt ohe}t AAZ FARAHY 43}



MBEEL E HBEN HR S

ABSTRACT

A Comparative Study on ’Schiedsgutachten’

Sang-Chan, Kim

"Schiedsgutachten’ is more of a law phenomenon that appears
frequently in privity of contract rather than a concept that is
generally established in the positive law. There is no definition of
this in the positive law which makes it difficult to put a finger on
the concept but when the concerned party of the conflict puts the
establishment of a fact that is a premise to the legal relationship or
the right about the legal right's content or the supplementation of
the legal relationship to a third party and makes an agreement to
follow the third party’s judgement, the process is called the contract
of schiedsgutachten. At this point, the judgement of the third party
is called the schiedsgutachten.

This thesis strives to search for an activation of the
schiedsgutachten system in Korea by analyzing and researching the
systems in various European countries including Germany where
the above mentioned schiedsgutachten system is relatively
well-developed.

First of all, the three types of schiedsgutachten in the German
law will be looked into. Based on this, the theories and judicial
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precedents of Swiss law, French law, Italian law, and British law
will be looked into as well By doing this, similarities and
distinction standards between the various countries’ legal systems
will be further analyzed. Along with this, the legal qualities and
the binding power of the schiedsgutachten will be searched out.

In Korea, the term schiedsgutachten itself is not customary as the
system itself is not actively being carried out. However, in car
damage compensation lawsuits which occupy a big percentage, if
the schiedsgutachten system were to be used, the problem would
be easily solved without progressing to lawsuits. Korea should
actively seek out this system with the various models of different
countries including Germany which has been introduced in this

thesis as a model.

key words : Schiedsgutachten, the third party’s judgement



