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TR 32 % B 1%

[. E°l7hy

A WA B4 SAAEEA olE ol&ste F7ieitt 1 FAAQ & EFol o
2ARE FAZE B ABAR] FARle]l 4 FEEHE e SAREY e
Aste AEQ AR BHsto], ¢4 B ol dlF EAe FAR AR
st FES FAFA7E Ads o] lojof gt ol S AH Al FAAL =
st 1 ARGl distels 23lo] Wzl 571 A ol weh 4k g3o] <%
ok owt FAR09] FAR o] WelAHgE 1 FARE A I8 AHRTE EAlshE o
o= A e 2 FAREY TEES OE F Utk EE SATHY AT
=7F el SdHol Ue AL obda, Z vt iR Aol wet HAaARTE e
et

gAY FAEele GARZE ARl AFEHA] e AME FARH ] HERAMRE
Folet A5 e FAFeY Fo] JAFHEA, S AL L FoolA ezl AL
5 s Hdo FARF HAE AT F A=AV BAE F Uk FulelA
= A B SATe] ZEo] #3F =yl FAFHO R o] FojX|A] ¢ glom,
oo HFalo] AHAom E He= Zola F gle AAolth oy A v
Al FARHEY ALAME AR dAske GHEAEAE Adex A2ghHE F
st e AP FaAskA] S Aotk v} AW SA0'H(Federal Arbitration Act, ©]3}
‘FAA’2}aL gtho] FARE Ha oA seivat AT 2 AL T 3
2 AARA, AAA dAJA HAste] HAIGHA] @3 U= W= Afole AR
AT Al = FAFe e #hst] AU FARE HALAH Ao AMHE F
DAMRRE Folete A9 T DA "ok gt SR HME TdsA &
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Hr& et FAdee] agd #3 ZAZF dFEHe oldHole FAde]l ¥
25 AgsiArgs AL ol & tE ¢ gl AR QIgh Bolds Ad b gl
= Aol &EAstty. FAAT oA ANH 8] {The United Nations Commission on
International Trade Law(UNCITRAL), ©]3} ‘UNCITRAL’c|&} &tt}hjo] «=a| Ao o
3t Y™ (Model Law on International Commercial Arbitration, ©]3} ‘EdW o8} gth”
= H|Est itk =7ke] Al W fatelA s £ AAe] #e AdvEe 2F e
GARALY] ojAtel] BY]= A, FAIIS olelgh W AL fRtE AR Y] HEAMERE
TSk AA BThY

2 =ioAe AR AnAM @ HEE Al

A
B
~

AT T FARE AR
g ml=e] JHUWES FAAS A2 HES (), sARY A GE 33
Agkele] FEo] A gAY S dyEn, AYHE L] Hall Street A tht
AANES AED ), ALAHT 28 AR B =40 &S AnrsE drk).

ofN i

o

AR FHAHR B e S AR EY, ADARE AR dAea 9l
= 459 drHer st e AFE Urel & vk eyt AT 2ol
“« o Bl At HAaE £ AthEAY A6z A2dh.o et e e wede
H2A MRS A em dAeka Aow & F vk olH3 fEel adste A

=

o]
PA
© 2 UNCITRAL Edydy} Zaqrs Rixlhadys Fo] ks Fgh A9jx0o] A

2) e FAYE %zﬂ» B gAptEe]l A4 Wl mek #4S ok dukn FAs YdEA
W oA2oE ALY AW, FAWE Abel Aok G FABI AR 4G P A% A gl
5 TS AN LAl 4P TAE T 9 . £ SATEY ALARE TG A SR
36z A2FAHE FAN W g LS ALARE AL YA Wk aWE FAY Aex A2

T2 ARAHE FHA QA - Ty G5 o= st dste %Lc’r"ﬂ”} SR AL ol o]y g
Aol GARA AN B A8 ARE OE A -‘Qd‘l/‘éol JgET STt o5 o]
fFr2 FARE FHARo AE AVIske Aol &HA Fon, oud AMTE TATAL] FHAAME Ashe
SAF 8 AR &E Aoz HME At wrh 28 st EE AT A7 WHEHA o] F
ojAaL 9l Aol nFoEE =mle] FAT A9 ‘**}ZP‘” A5 FEvetes e dnEE
7kl A FABRY] AL BAE F JdoBR A HAARE ST AT g9s AEY 29
o] vt & Heolrh

3) UNCITRAL R4 A34zx 232 “FARAEL thdol sidsts d4el date] zlezel] BAIE WA <
3 #2% 4 JTH(An arbitral award may be set aside by the court specified in article 6 only if:).”&32L 77
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Arpie FAZA el FABAC tete] A2ARE BIHOR AT Yt B2

¢

g A A1902 A28, 20204 AEHE Fal FHFACIN AFHD FARA
e AAlRevisiom AEE 15l FAZA Alde] FARGA thalel® AHF A}

7 Qe ASE AAE AT F W FAJTS BF B BE 29100 Fa,

5)

6)

7

8)
9)

o

=

|

o A= A B3 FAHS TUAALEH(Code de procédure civile)ll FiL Edl, UF A (A 1442

A1503% )9} A =AY (A]1504 % LHX] A15272)F FE8k] &8k vk webA Sid FAEA
T T2, SUlFA AP Aol e ZHJ“*O] el xe] gagddel i T SADA
A7 7 JTHFIAARS Y x%11494 ). DAL 2] ghelshA] ¢k & FAwAe tiste] A
PARHALARS Y A11489%), BAMAE BEEFTHOR A4 st vole FATAge WAooy
e AAE AT § o, WYl Aa AHE AlEsheE e %ZHJW%‘—A Agk A el

:l
of wet AAY $od FANeRA Awalolcl FTHR-E W A1490%). EF FFA Ae] F

Brngh bt

it >£ o
H oy
Mm

rlr rLlr

{}oioﬁoizézz:\m By 2 (N M
it
e

WRE WA Aol T8 AREATA) B 2% DAL SAT A% 2
B7b RAMsl PR A9, FARGEIE Pelne A9 dustel BAT A%, AWARE g
9, FAWAl B weks 49, FARAel wekel DA A olf, FABA] AYAA, FAe]
By e Agel AL FARge] thrdel o8l WelHA ohid Fel Ageks welw Had
ik,

FAZA AR A ZgsoA Ue FAR] B BRPHons FARY Ao kvl 5§
eawﬂai%@,mwwzxowhkvmdwo Wb A0z TR AH(ENRAY} HEag
A2 QAAAG PAT A9, AR PR TAR A9, SARANS Fepe AR gure)
of AT B9, ARARET AW A9, FABR FQ wx Ade] FAH FAel weks F9Hl o

sk wolvk HAE 4 Qlrh
Zapro Ao =olo] &A= Laurence Franc, “Contractual Modification of Judicial Review of Arbitral
Awards: The French Position,” American Review of International Arbitration, Vol. 10 No. 2, 1999, p. 216 %=,
/\H/\O] A FUEAY FAFAS FEste] FUEAE VA2 % W (Zivilprozessordnung) ol A1, %ﬂl%—xﬁ
= % I AIAFH (Bundesgesetz iiber das Internationale Privatrecht)oll Al 2tz 77-&3la ot Ul Ale] 45
Oﬂ ZAAA ] thste] o] 2] (Beschwerde)®} 4 AKRevision)e] E&EHIHo] &-8F =4, o]oAliE A H O
2 497 (Bin Schiedsspruch kann nur angefochten werden, wenn:)¥©] O]E}(““}iﬁé—m Zﬂ3932\i). ok o] oo
gt BEAde aate] dARRE SATe A Bt SAEAEE A TAl FEs 7131 Folnt oo E
5 ATHRIARARS Y A391=).
A FAAH A1902 A2d: FTAAALL gl st Aot 422 4 JUi(Der Entscheid kann nur
angefochten werden:).
a. ©EFARll AREA HABHA FU FARATIE AEEA 7FAEAHA olUd A$(wenn die
Einzelschiedsrichterin oder der Einzelschiedsrichter vorschriftswidrig ernannt oder das Schiedsgericht
vorschriftswidrig zusammengesetzt wurde;)

£

b. SABAEEIE BEAE AR JAHINIAY AT % (wenn sich das Schiedsgericht zu Unrecht fiir
zustandig oder unzustandlg erklart hat;)
c. TARATIE AZHA F2 A Bate] ARG A9 e A Fo Bste] AdsA] ol B

(wenn das Schiedsgericht {iber Streitpunkte entschieden hat, die ihm nicht unterbreitet wurden oder wenn es
Rechtsbegehren unbeurteilt gelassen hat;)

d. ZAAE BS99 dF = WA AEe] dFe] sl 4 -9-(wenn der Grundsatz der Gleichbehandlung
der Parteien oder der Grundsatz des rechtlichen Gehors verletzt wurde;)

e. ATl FAJel Wksli= 7 $-(wenn der Entscheid mit dem Ordre public unvereinbar ist.)

o] /A WEL 2020. 6. 19. Ao 3| o] 4018 wol 2021, 1. 158 Al L)

g FAAY A1190a%

1. ZAAE o229 Aol SAAAA e HAFE Fe 4 AUK(Eine Partei kann die Revision eines
Entscheids verlangen, wenn:).

a. GAATE oA @X}Oﬂ/ﬂ I FAE el AT 5 lE T3 ARy AAAR] A5
ARl AT g ot SAEAe]l WE Fol w24 B Aoy S7= Al " thsie nachtriglich
erhebliche Tatsachen erfihrt oder entscheidende Beweismittel findet, die sie im fritheren Verfahren trotz
gehoriger Aufmerksamkeit nicht beibringen konnte; ausgeschlossen sind Tatsachen und Beweismittel, die erst
nach dem Schiedsentscheid entstanden sind;).



& g 3 9A oS Mol AR AT EE T4 AW
golz gAHoR FARYel B AdPA FRe A EE ARE AT
Qg FAAY A190a% A1F AbTe] WE AN TG FE GrhAd TAAY

de A0 W A& AvS FARE AMARE st A Fer
olglgh ARl E MG =7l FAAL] W A& ARt AR HAnAME 47
g FAGe Y &Ho] EAlHEE A7 2 =
ol9}b= 2] 9=+ FAH (Arbitration Act of 1996) %A}x}oﬂ olgk Hxo] 3eol7t gl
Eis DWX} SAEARANA e SRR B HEEA (@ question of law)el

Aoto] Wl 42d & Qe Ao THAD UkFAY A9z ALFND o
PHAAE FAe W AE Aue FARY ALAFE BIL FAP melol
9" # 9g Rolnt

b WAAFAANA FARACl el PARelA EalE ANE FHH = PEAD Ad e we

7 A 7. okt GAEgl o)@ fHRde] BEA AL ohlim, PR A% F ¢
= wols A 7]— o2 Wao R AEE 4 UUein Strafverfahren ergeben hat, dass durch ein Verbrechen
oder ein Vergehen zum Nachteil der betreffenden Partei auf den Schiedsentscheid eingewirkt wurde; eine
Verurteilung durch das Strafgericht ist nicht erforderlich; ist das Strafverfahren nicht durchfiihrbar, so kann
der Beweis auf andere Weise erbracht werden')
o AFF FF BRALINE FALA FRE Fo Mza A80E 1Y cEo BE SAAFE U
A HYa g2 dgTA Fas o]83 = e % 9(ein Ablehnungsgrund gemiss Artikel 180 Absatz 1
Buchstabe ¢ trotz gehoriger Aufmerksamkeit erst nach Abschluss des Schiedsverfahrens entdeckt wurde und
kein anderes Rechtsmittel zur Verfiigung steht.)
2. AT E AXRHRE oF E2AFE 909 oluldll A H ook dth SAIRA ] F¥o] WA YR
10de] Adstd A Apzel adae ASE ALstae e AT & A d@tkDas
Revisionsgesuch ist innert 90 Tagen seit Entdeckung des Revisionsgrundes einzureichen. Nach Ablauf von
zehn Jahren seit Eintritt der Rechtskraft des Entscheids kann die Revision nicht mehr verlangt werden, ausser
im Falle von Absatz 1 Buchstabe b.).

10) 4% %Xﬂ*}m AN92z AN FAAIE BF A9z F4, AL B dPaE 7L A okE A
P OBAEE AU T FEA AUGAE BAA02 FARA U Ao FRE AN T
AR WA S ek o Alo0E AL AbEel W AAE 78 5 gk 9 Fels A7sE
A1ge] e WA Fa= Jrf(Hat keine der Parteien ihren Wohnsitz, ihren gewohnlichen Aufenthalt
oder ihren Sitz in der Schweiz, so konnen sie durch eine Erklarung in der Schiedsvereinbarung oder in einer
spiteren Ubereinkunft Rechtsmittel gegen Schiedsentscheide vollstindig oder teilweise aus-schliessen; auf eine
Revision gemiss Artikel 190a Absatz 1 Buch-stabe b kann nicht verzichtet werden. Die Ubereinkunft bedarf
der Form geméss Artikel 178 Absatz 1.).

11) Al69x HETA ] #3t & (Appeal on point of law)

(1) FARPE &) elaha e @, FAAAe] PARRe (e A FARAR) nAstm) FAA
el A WEA FAoA DAY= HETA #Bete] Hdol F4E 4= JUHUnless otherwise agreed by
the parties, a party to arbitral proceedings may (upon notice to the other parties and to the tribunal) appeal
to the court on a question of law arising out of an award made in the proceedings.}.

12) gd=ollA2] =2]o] 3|4 Okezie Chukwumerije, “Reform and Consolidation of English Arbitration Law,”
American Review of International Arbitration, Vol. 8 No. 1, 1997, p. 44 =,
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2. FAA AFe] FHAAHr

FAA A|10% AaddE o33 2 AM7E 8 e AT Y x9S
#eete AMHLS A AR AAH A met FAR e H4E WHE F dnkrga
sk, Ul 7HAe AR HAAE GAst Utk 1 7k Al 7ER] A
{9 U. S. C. §10 (2 (1), (2), Q)= TAEAEe] Tt stxtel sfidsta, g 7k FHAa
AHF9 U. S. C. §10 (a) @)} TANY AT} Foll ot AL shatel ale

Atk ol ME A AA AeE W A8 ANe AXARE e FHe EASA

ol
N

etk T3 AT e FA Nt HAAMRE RS JA] gk A )=
A= FAA A10Z9 FAE HAAISS HYr Fou & 4 9uhisy Atk FAAE
A0z GAE HBAMHIE A AAJA], dAE EAJA] A Hote] HAISHA] &

N
o

%1
otk whebd FAAC] Aol Qi A2 oo Aol 2As FARES ALY 4
AEA 7} Fele} o] 2 thFoixa gith

‘tHe] st F-A](manifest disregard of

FAASIE 9 e @AW, Belgdose
= Ao AgHelgrhe oldd Ade

the law)’ 7} AR H2AH7E 2 5 9

13) s-Euete] FAAE 2] FAAE
&2 Wl WMol AFor %%‘@
C. §10 (b)}.

14) A0z TAAA FH2, FHAaAH, AAd2](Same; vacation; grounds; rehearing)
@ THET B AL Qi ASolE FABEe] Y e Baehe AHNLe TA AR A7
o gt FARP] HAE WE 4 UthIn any of the following cases the United States court in and for
the district wherein the award was made may make an order vacating the award upon the application of any
party to the arbitration-).
(1) FAFEge] Fo, A e FHI ool 93] #HEH 73 (where the award was procured by
corruption, fraud, or undue means;)
() =AU HY T 2 IR B 53 T F7F D 7 $(where there was evident partiality
or corruption in the arbitrators, or either of them;)
@) FANe] FEI olf7t AXE Aele dVlE FEeA AFRIRAY vhEel A ARl B3 A
ot Fa3 78 AesrlE FEEA AFsu 7l dakAke] A s dieke A E A9 E @
~(where the arbitrators were guilty of misconduct in refusing to postpone the hearing, upon sufficient cause
shown, or in refusing to hear evidence pertinent and material to the controversy, or of any other
misbehavior by which the rights of any party have been prejudiced; or)
@) FTARle] AFE 2FHUAY AT B FAete] REe Faje] Eetd B9 FSA-F=
-2 A FAHH o] WZRA] o}t 7 -9-(where the arbitrators exceeded their powers, or so imperfectly
executed them that a mutual, final, and definite award upon the subject matter submitted was not made.)

15) Stephen P. Younger, “Agreements to Expand the Scope of Judicial Review of Arbitration Awards,” Albany
Law Review, Vol. 63 Iss. 1, 1999, p. 242.

16) First Options of Chicago, Inc. v. Kaplan, 514 U. S. 938(1995), at 942{Wilko v. Swan $2% <¢l&3lo]
A7FedE wA AASAARE vl A LA Hdo]l A A ZFAvkal dkith); Eljer
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£ dutiHLde] Wilko v. Swan $HZE1MS WEo|7]| & 1A
of Wk FA7E obd ol W iAol ARE olFE she
A 7b o] FARAA] etk retal silthis) Il ¢ BE2 gk FAPS] A ARl
B BalE AFekA] gremz T o]F AWbHYd e HmE Aol 1A

Al 7EE 2%l stuak ske Al=rh ol FolMth A2Ed T WYL Merrill

ol

fl

Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc. v. Bobker ¥HZ190l|A] “Ho] Ziro] wulsly, x|
Qo] = X}Zﬂu% 7E atkle] a1 Al ae AT F e gl Hel sk
FAIZE e AR B 4 da, <olddd FAlddl= FAIQle] oAl A&Eojof &
A& ?l’%]a‘{q/\i aRE FAESAY 2Rl FE 71EelA Fud A9rt E3Hd

threka shith20

ol¢l= &g ‘el Wuld FAPge AdEE ¥ #Ax d=dl2D Ainsworth v.
Skurnick 7222 FAAZ} ¥ 289 #ZAFd w2 FAQ#Ag el HAE dFstn UA 2ot
= AL o= g Wulg FAPg= Nde FAsHTh 99k 2ol e wulg 7
Alebes Jidell #gk #ello] Aol LAIHA] ofyste] FAAE] ek AFE 3 ¢
H7F it ®e & 5 Stk

4. A=

FAASIA 9202 A% A2AH 99 AHE o2 FARYEL A2 5 YA
b edB woHolgedE B Pen oby AFHA 2 AL FAAY o] velA
Mgl oAzt 9 WEeletm & Yrkay oleldt BuEw 4F vEe] edlel YA

Mfg., Inc. v. Kowin Development Corp., 14 F. 3d 1250(7th Cir. 1994), at 1253-1254(F#3l°] TAAA S
g Al G JF HE ao®E FAIG wdds FARAe] HAAHTta &Fth); Lander Company Inc. v.
MMP Investment, Inc., 107 F. 3d 476(7th Cir. 1997), at 480(‘'H 2] W3t FAPel= FdHAte] FHAa<lo]
o FAAZF o=tz ARA e 5 2 adol| 3t 3 2KConvention on the Recognition and Enforcement
of Arbitral Awards)2] FHAUdH T} H“”4 olgta 3%l th; Williams v. Cigna Financial Advisors Inc., 197
F. 3d 752(5th Cir. 1999), at 758(FAA°] A<l §lv HALAMFEZE W Hudk FAP oo FAHAAH] ¥+
Nol whal A9, FARAC] BwAolL Al oz olFoW Ag, FAWHe] BAtozRE AL
2 Jelsol Q= A9t 9449 5 ek shalvh.

17) Wilko v. Swan, 346 U. S. 427, 74 S. Ct. 182(1953).

18) Id., at 436.

19) Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc. v. Bobker, 808 F. 2d 930(2d Cir. 1986).

20) Id., at 933.

21) Baravati v. Josephthal, Lyon & Ross, Inc., 28 F. 3d 704(7th Cir. 1994), at 706; George Watts & Son, Inc.
v. Tiffany and Co., 248 F. 3d 577(7th Cir. 2001), at 580.

22) Ainsworth v. Skurnick, 960 F. 2d 939(11th Cir. 1992), at 941.

23) o] A T AL Aol wAA riar & 4= ) o] 3|4 Noah D. Rubins, “‘Manifest
Disregard of the Law’ and Vacatur of Arbitaral Awards in the United States,” American Review of
International Arbitration, Vol. 12 No. 3-4, 2003, p. 386 3=,
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E A2 Y AT B B SUL BusuA St AP Yoanw @
F ook aeA] AR 39 ATl melol BAUY vIRe Bl AES B
a7} g,

1. LaPine v. Kyocera A4

(1) AF7e] 7L

1984 d 11¢¥ Zeg]xyol H<Ql X(LaPine Technology Corp.) &3 A& Y(Kyocera
Corp)= Y7} 8= 23 =glo]H(hard disk drive)2 A %3l1, X So| o] A=
A 55 HEgoR g Ax 9 dv) Sol &3 Ags Adsih 19869 ol28 X

FAEAe] tEar X T AAE HAoR ste wAle]l o|Folfa, 1 el
# Z3°| (Definitive Agreement)7} AZA= ATt 1 Fej= Y7 X SollA AlEFS FF3t
= 3 55 ot A=, 1 Al FAMS FexYol FHo R Hdrh o] Al
dollMe HFE 8. 10% (ol 71AE HaAM &7 Fo299 sirle] 4 AH 7k
| st

Y7t 9 HEFeld uat zﬂ%% T @Fskermz X 52 19874 59 HF Ax
Yol i Yo Afgtez 5
Atk old distd Y& %139] 2S A4 3 el Ax(International Chamber  of
Commerce, ©]3} ‘ICC’ 2}l gttho] FAR el 2772 B3k HFH 8. 10 s <
AR o] ARE ICC ZAY LA AR sidsiof dvtn Fgeth WAL Yo 3
= WolEda, FA9 dde] ICC FAELA TAXTE ICC TAHL L Y AFE 7]
Z4stan, Y7F X oAl oF 29 57008 g3 o] sl daS AHE AE wWike A%

A=Ne]
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24) o] A A2A WG Fele “TAR
A7 H o|FE 7| ASkaL, AAEE A}
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L AAE AR D NEY BE ARL
WHAE FAGAE S o A A e AA805A 1 FANAY HE DG4S 55U 5 Sl
WAL thgd A9l FARAL AL, 54w AASZ @k (1) FAA AR Aol 9@ 49,
@ FANel ol Apdelge] Al FA 2AGA oUd A9, () Al R B AL
of AR A9 ek Ugom oFolA YU
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ol S 3k, YE ICC A de] A
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(2) A1 BA25)

AAE F2E B2 A EUcl APRLL FAA A10% Aato] AR A2 67}
@A QAR SaHolof Gkt AL ol f® vol F4S wHslsith
7} FAAS] GAR Mg Sle] AZAHGE 2 gl = =
Belth Weld BIFe] B AL A 2 A% A4 ZHel Ao
ol 2 % 9

AAA BARE A2AG B3 Folo) B¥S FHFoRA A7IE HFET 78
1 FA A9 FHE STk BAe o 2AS FAGoR AR sl wFE
e 2AE MED AR el 2P A2 ool W RS AT PARE
S oo AATHETE AL I olEd B4 dd FUL Ads 4L A
gebw et A 27 Felo) wAS ddehe Ae a2id e vt

[¢]
[}

12 2AZ= FAAC Faidl HaAv7t 4 dAg= S St ALANHTE
| A3 A Alder HAMRE ARo] AT 4 vkl itk
Ade Yo FHERE FAA A10x Aade] S HAESI, o Aol

o 3 g3shA] °‘t 2 Stk $4 FAclo] AES
. C. §10 (@ @l 44 F4 el tsted= ICC FAH e

TAZE $lEE AH v ML S Azl gt sfjAe] Bl #ete]

=gz
FRTE FH9 U S. C §10 (@ 3ol 44 F8413 Sl T et o)
Aotk 7749 U. S. C. 810 (a) (Dol AZ-e T30l thste] 223 45 wjs
93\@_28)

g9t 2e ol fx WAL Yo FHE wHstn X T F4L Ak 24 ¥
E QaelAe] 7 glo] o] AR ZARgel X Bl $AF SRt sbsettn
Agste] FAe] <% 24 AAE thazthel olste] dofdl Aoleks o] f2 A9%3

A

T gayge Gasel 1 A2E P

25) LaPine Technology Corp v. Kyocera Corp., 909 F. Supp. 697(N. D. Cal. 1995).

26) Id., at 709. o] ¥ol®= WAL Yo Fel wel B4 Az ‘?‘—741‘*4 7ol #g EAE A
sl Tamo*gg SRS, o] AA g Feolst BAokel Fa g HRoluw I geolo Fa ol

Aok A7k FER Arks Yol F4E wHshan.
27) 1d., at 706.
28) 1d., at 706-708.
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tl 58
D #7229 27
g2 o AR 2 Felo] mEE SAS L, AldREE srlete] ARdE AR
[©)

[e)

— =

slealdn). e HAaAE 34 oo gEls FHIE ZAS AR 94
S

el Egelehe Mol Rath & <FelE EFsielol s}u} AR aw

(apotropaion)©] oWk, WARRRS] AloRte] A=lE WalskA]l ¥7] flste] wHEolxl A
O w32 AsAe B Gelel &S Qhed gl Aunde BAe w7
ghSEojof g mveta shith

gAaMH Ao = Alex Kozinski $HAFS] Hit o]} Peggy Mayer THAFS] H.ZF=o|7o] F
AR o] ZFEHl P Mayer BAle] WAL EARAE 2Fohe @R 2
B9 W AEAozi o A BAS AES AAAUG. TR 2k FANA DA
Z27F o 7 e WSl Bt o] AR #HHo] 1&gt Y #Hl= A A7, F

o

AA D FEAe] WES o MR mEstn 9IS W o] Al EAE W Hglo
o]

B9 Aol BAE A8 TR A grhe 5o MBE Stk o2d nHe A
Kozinski #}e] wieldde] a8 2ACIIE Stk % “FA% @ AAA, T el
o FAE & AU, ALA FAS DAL AAA, QA FAZ T AAAe] Bare] @
P AR FE 4 Atk adEE v g mke] o A 9% gelg 2
g 5 9t BB Qgetn AN otk g o A g Fot fasitn @ FE

qichm . s,

PR B 98] APl Allel AAelsk ol Folgich WAL 2000d 48] F
= [e5]

AR Fhed Ackel Yol B wEo] BANE Y7h Tk 1§ Agel Aol

29) LaPine Technology Corp. v. Kyocera Corp., 130 F. 3d. 884(9th Cir. 1997).

30) Volt Information Sciences, Inc. v. Board of Trustees of Leland Stanford Junior University, 489 U. S. 468,
109 S. Ct. 1248(1989).

31) 130 F. 3d. 884, at 888.

32) Id., at 890.

33) Id., at 891.

34) Id.



3, sARG] FEsihe 75%?% sigieth A&l e & 10€olE Eafuldel w3t
el #ete] ARG o] sl A S Siith W2 ol A= IAR 2002
359 Y7 X SelAl 49 28008 2] S dEE AlEE As Woke dEE st
Aok Y& o] @Al E5ste] A9wd T ool disiiledl, Fade 22 6 7
4 Y7k X Sl X 5o WEAMS T XTI oF 49 53000 Do) EduidEe
AHE A& ‘3}% iRy o} E‘r35 Y& 1@01] EESte] gapidel deH (L

“ =
A FAASH TE AR EE H9E ABE S
Sushd dERst duudel FARYL ANS F JE RS 2

I

AL ) ARG (3 (Kl TALAE A0

ol T2 sk © /‘}ﬁ ?M =g “Eoli fﬂ 7he et 74013}.”3%‘@ sk
AL g9k 22 AEE =&3HA 1A FAATL AR ALAMGE st 9
= A9 grle HEselnh olek dRsiM = FARE ] tF Ade] Jhed s et
A elef 2 eld sEorAe Ao Aol £4E 7 e He dEseln of
oAM Fadlol o] AR 2 Fele] HHE FHNUA 1 AES FFI] fldke] <
Sals AiE el Volt REL o] AR EAlE RS tdeR & Aol ok
2 shlth volrh SARg ] AURAGE SHEehe 2E FAAS] 7] F A= vkt
3 sksledl, A ol SAle] MEHE 8 ke HelAd 2 olfE A

=
:CI)L_I‘
OQ
ol
o
rir
D
m1ru
BN
i
o

)

Y
o
o

35) Kyocera Corp. v. Prudential-Bache Trade Services, Inc., 299 F. 3d 769(9th Cir. 2002).
36) Kyocera Corp. v. Prudential-Bache Trade Services, Inc., 341 F. 3d 987(9th Cir. 2003).
37) 1d., at 1003.

38) Id., at 997-1000.
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2. ALAR B FAZ Y Bl A3 ohE Bl Y

(1) F&AHr 33 FAF2e 58S 33T T4

1) Gateway A}7139)

LaPine 324lddo] ezl <F 21 A<l 1995Wd0l] A543 7 FAHYLS Gateway
Technologies, Inc. v. MCI Telecommunications Corp. FANA “FTA & F FALAF Al
FToA ol FEEHo] e O R vk out Yo ARo] e AF¥e Fad wEIE
stohrebal g e S frele] B S skith

o] ARdeA= YMCI Telecommunications Corp.)”} X(Gateway Technologies, Inc.)ol |
2009 @ejo] AdA EuidE o AFE AS Wale Aol eExed, X7t
of AR FAFAH Y] Rl Fe Hl tiste, Y7F FARA A WY ARl dtka sk
o] AR FF 3hejol] ZAst] HYd FABHY] HA & ToIth AAHALS o]
AR B FejelAe] He] ZRed #ek Aibe Alde] Aot 2ol dAE Favt gl
= g olfrRE YO F4e wiASTh ol tiste] Y7 gAsisled, Asesl T &
HALS FA7E GAREY] Akem Aidtte S o=, HALA M I Felo &

A5t AL E dF A Fe A & GARRY ojAtel whgithal sto] o]k &
grelol 582 A

o rU1o bt

2) Syncor A}7140)

ol AellM= Z=AF HRtyt v FAAlE ot 57 R =], e 2ol
g A5 W dF A E AR & A Felo 7Y f¥UF A e
stz oFoldith A olH3 2 el a¥S A FIAIRE, A4 T
G AL Gateway HA T} LaPine FZ0] Q839 d AWty Ae] Volt A4 HAAo
= oJ7ste] FARe WA A A 7/4\7% ok

0,

ko
o
30

@ A&AS A FARle] BAE ¥R B
1) Bowen A}7141)

X(Bowen) 5+ Y(Amoco Pipeline Co.)o| =2 fFEH LAEAR Qg ARilo] A
ghe FEAte] eAEASS olfrE LEtEnt AHA St AHe Fete 4
E AZEIth Y= X 59 Az wQl 1943 de] AAE F3AA 2Hright-of-way agreement)

2

A= Az Aste] Mo o] Ao tigk FAFES Fote AFE sl

39) Gateway Technologies, Inc. v. MCI Telecommunications Corp., 64 F. 3d 993(5th Cir. 1995).
40) Syncor Intern. Corp. v. McLeland, 120 F. 3d 262(4th Cir. 1997).
41) Bowen v. Amoco Pipeline Co., 254 F. 3d 925(10th Cir., 2001).
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1 A o] welEo Atk FAAAR] ANAEA A F FARRE WA FAC 71254 of
Adgol Wil wele W o AdlE e HEe] Fels skl
TAREE7E YO & wiHetAl, Y 9 2 delel 2Aste] ALl 28 A7
SHATE AL FAACl el fle ARl &3 Adele A et st
Yo A5 714kl

Y7b Aaldded tistel Fastsled, da42 ok Zo] ddsie] Aol
gsittal shalth. S “FAAS] ARl Haiie SAEAe] s EAsta, TA
o] d3s EFH K= AT FYS W
DR Ao RN TAEA] SHAAE =
(T=h) FAA All0x= W] & A gefol wa Z2& s7sta A 8 (32
Aoz Aideld ZeEs 23 =3l B
el S5]4E A¥stn SR TS AT divkskd
A%7] Yeire Hde FA2 @ o= faeor & Bt o}

= ZJ&gsf ok of7] wEoltheka st

L
ol
£
oi

AV

e AL

ol

v

T ol
=

i

kY

ofy

2

¢

o

2) UHC Management AF143)

o] Abe] = WA bl WAIAQ & et glledl, EEld FAd e W
2 X7t FA%le] AW FEETty e 7S AR WA AMEE 7 5 9
o FEskth ]Oﬂ thato] AgEd T FAMYL T EARY S Al s
A FAEAEe] FAaE T FE AT, Al SARE s APHY] oA AAlE
7= sh= ?]5194%: & = gk g st X9 T2 wiH sl thas

I
=

|

\

3) Chicago Typographical Union A}7145

o] Abo| A= AREAL] gt wm=FF kel WA o] FHokgutel] ajst=R]7E Rl A=
o, A7 FAaHES BECR FARE LS F TARA TxHola 58S THA
7] Wl HYe Ad SAREY a8e ALl F flvka Skqithae gk FAA] &
a7 HARR ffo] Abfrell 93k A E & = ekl sHithAn

42) 1d., at 935.

43) UHC Management Co. v. Computer Sciences Corp., 148 F. 3d 992(8th Cir. 1998).

44) 1d, at 998. Thit of WAL o] F FAWHL AMLAFE FFshe Aol sbserin friul of
213k FAAe] oAb WElstan @9le] oA 7t gl XéEi FAIH] glefof gt o] A2 LaPine ¥H2
3 Gateway #Z23t= 2 o]dd oAbyt WulskA] grhreta star glo] oleh dHaiM = 2] HAE F
T 9lS Ao}

45) Chicago Typographical Union No. 16 v. Chicago Sun-Times, Inc., 935 F. 2d 1501.

46) 1d., at 1504.

47) 1d., at 1505.
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3. Hall Street AH4

FAAZ H85t ZAM FARge) Bhar ApaAtel S BARe golm 34
@ 5 geAd BE BAG taelt ugauae] Bee] ed At 2eRl el
A9 =, FAAZE TS G ARG U@ Adabe ool SAATL Relz <3
A W g Aol Y A Whel AT F dkrHn P@ S A7EHT
AT, A0EHTE olelRt G2 AbgaAtel WAT Pk AL AP 2%
9 o el n A2 A3, A4 T, Ased T Aewd e BARE Bel

2 APEAALY] HAE Sgett AL AFSATEY oledt JR] thte] Tl the
G w=elv} ol elAed, APEAe 20084
Al Felz AbgalAe WS 29T F gltka BB Hall Street A0 o
g Fasoo] vFeH FA) o3} T 2

se] Amjus|= .

4
L
(e,

(1) ARl AL

A=FQl Y(Mattel, Inc.)= A|5Q] X(Hall Street Associates, L.L.C.)Z%E &= Azls)
Redl, 1 Akl = Y7L S-S 5ok o 2M XUF Al HeE BE v
< Y71 BAEIR ste 2ol £&E] JAh 1998 1 3 Ao e FEE
A Ez]ZZ 2 e (trichloroethylene, ©]3} ‘TCE’gta tch} o2 Q9 &E2o| A
Ye A Ele AS FAEAR 2 FX]9 A5 A &g i &4
Z =i (the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality)e] <] ™% (consent order)ell A
stk 2001 Y7F duixHAIkS FRE YAME BAISHAL XE X 714" dAlY
Yo AlkHLA EA #ate] oo E ATIsIR L AhAAI kel wel Y+ TCES o

SABA] A DL H LS WA R} Qrim FAeH A2 A7]ekdt)
227 xHL AEAe deidAcke] A2R Ee] B = BANE Y| 73

& Qe wae] Fgol BANE ¥ P Al A AL Aol WE

T=
o] 094'3}»\‘:}.52) of A FAAM FAJNE 2 F SEFEFEM(the Oregon

48) Chicago Typographical Union No. 16 v. Chicago Sun-Times, Inc., 935 F. 2d 1501(7th Cir. 1997); Kyocera
Corp. v. Prudential-Bache Trade Services, Inc., 341 F. 3d 987(9th Cir. 2003); Bowen v. Amoco Pipeline
Co., 254 F. 3d 925(10th Cir., 2001).

49) Puerto Rico Telephone Co., Inc. v. U. S. Phone Mfg. Corp., 427 F. 3d. 21(Ist Cir. 2005); Roadway Package
System, Inc. v. Kayser, 257 F. 3d 287(3rd Cir. 2001); Syncor Intern. Corp. v. McLeland, 120 F. 3d 262(4th
Cir. 1997); Gateway Technologies, Inc. v. MCI Telecommunications Corp., 64 F. 3d 993(5th Cir. 1995);
Jacada(Europe), Ltd. v. International Marketing Strategies, Inc., 401 F. 3d 701(6th Cir. 2005).

50) Hall Street Associates, L.L.C. v. Mattel, Inc., 552 U. S. 576, 128 S. Ct. 1396(2008).

51) 128 S. Ct. 1396, at 1400-1401.



SHEE FSAIFE 2HEE SAEe el 3o 2et 0F

2 g7.0.90] okl Azl 1%
| el FEIE AOIBE, Y SEFUS USHSE dRAAG S Bgxy
e wERA gt sl Yo F4L AYaarh XE SRFEE duAe 23
gt BRWoR U ge FA9 WA Age] Aol Uk sol AR

AMARL S X9 F4E st AR S FAnstn Ade SR Fol SHEW
g

3lod 20031 Kyocera APd_ )—% A&3te] He] Axs
AEA g=cttn s 3 Ao we Yo 4= 01730} A4
ol tste] “od FARA ol # %—J«l Ao m Eolrt FAA Al10xe] 9]611 ;‘44&5]
ofo} sl AHTU All1zed o8] #4 e WAEoloF = AL gl & 1 FAH
A5 A A5 A AT

oo uhzt A1AHLE FARC] A el #dtd AF S| o2& afA2 a3,
o] =M FAA A10xo] EAE FHEAMT 7kl sl FAR1e] deE 2HeAtta o
o A FAREE LG o] BAd Ui FaAL 1of e AlFE] e A
(implausibility) & A% FHaAHTel aidslA] Eevha ot A14AHAY] HEs 3]
ak3iThse) oo thete] X7b AFarste] grelsne 3lo] o] Apolth

N

Kyocera A}

=,

52) 9le] WHOR W FAF ol BAL Theo] Aeol FAWAL Ax, $4 EE WY 5 At 2
0% B () FAUE AAARe] AIH A G ARAHAA AUF AT, ) FAA AT

A Ao Aol e A9ehe Ulgo] xEo] ATk

53) Xﬂlﬂ‘?j‘ 42 LaPine Technology Corp. v. Kyocera Corp., 130 F. 3d. 884(9th Cir. 1997) A4S Ql&ste] Al
98 oM e TG HE APEAALS] WHE FFete et frEsithar ddesith

54) Kyocera Corp. v. Prudential-Bache Trade Services, Inc., 341 F. 3d 987(9th Cir. 2003). Kyocera AFz1oll 4 #I9
T3 T FAHYLS dLdHAAA] 1997d9] LaPine Technology Corp. v. Kyocera Corp., 130 F. 3d. 884(9th
Cir. 1997) 29 Y-S W73kl FAAd 71 FAwAel gk APHAIALS] WS IApALe] FHej= &
43 5 okal #deksith

55) Hall Street Associates, L.L.C. v. Mattel, Inc., 113 Fed. Appx. 272(9th Cir. 2004).

56) Hall Street Associates, L.L.C. v. Mattel, Inc., 196 Fed. Appx. 476(9th Cir. 2006).

57) Hall Street Associates, L.L.C. v. Mattel, Inc., 550 U. S. 968, 127 S. Ct. 2875(2007).
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(2) 29 27
d1le] oA
t‘uﬂ FA i AbEel Beld BEg FAE AAtn e A% FAsH

AFshe /A oR viy) flsle] FAAS ARk FA7E ol Folxl Aol A
#87 g E FAAE Lo #8Ad olRY 9 XA @a, 03 1
Aol Ayidlel ddUAS SAxer U A 278w Utk £ FAAE A
Y A7) AT FAE A9RRE A1z FHET Ak A9xe] T w2
A0z} A1z Qe Hk, £ £e WA dor YHUde FARYE FAsteof
Ftk FAA Al1029 Al1129] F4o] MEPR o] #ale] Fagdde Bl Zen
91, o] Azlel AFHAYE AFANE Aowsl sl B 43L Astn e, dA
T A9ydel #2e B9 vEpd e JFske 98 Hstn Yok £l FAA All0x
o Al1z7F 27t A& FHaeh $HE AT e RS S Ao Addths

XE FAAC Fald SARg e 4 £} vErolA] etk F38] 9lsto]

o] F /A =9E A AAR 1953192 Wilko v. Swan Abdel] ZAGI] @
ARl Al APRAIARS] WR1E S8 E ¢ Sle Ajde] " Ta FART Wilko WA

A P el He] Bulet FAloks g FAIQlel gk Mol A AXH oA
© Ao 2o ok APgAALY] el HA| fdethrela Aesta i, ol 7] xst
o] je] ulgt FAE FAA Al10Zx0] AR e F7H APRAAAHRE Be A7)
o] EAgtt. 22t Wilko A HAWEo] ofufsta, Fulgt FA7E APHAALES 9
g AMEL ARFE Bole AAA, ofHW Aoz A" AHRE JFH R Tole A
1A sk ¥k EAE Xe TAle Akl o3t FxEolnr e AR g A
WAL ol T etk FAAE E96] GARPE SAEAAY] Be s
gz AAlste e st drk au APHAIALS] RS9 el S A7EA] BARAL
of FolE <AFst= A2 FAAY Z#o] 7K = 9nlet etk 5, Al10x9 A
112+= -3l (corruption), AF7](fraud), "3 =% (evident partiality) %—Jﬂ- o] ARz}
gojat FARTE AA vlold Aol #ele] FF&sta Utk ol S FA) Y
o] ZxZ meste] SFsA (AR YH(rule of ejusdem genens)% 2-g-3tH, old
Z24e 7AE 1315} AR AFE At e o' Holof ota, BRE W
ZH5o] st APHAIAZE d%QEf‘T GAAPE aAS BEeke e 98 & glrheo

58) David Souter #AFe] WA 7ol John Roberts ¥HA}, Clarence Thomas A}, Ruth Bader Ginsburg AL,
Samuel Alito #AL7} 5238313l Antonin Scalia #Ab= #Z2 T 245 7 FE& Al9jstal szt 7
T 7914% FAASl Edo] HAW New York AWM APHAMAMA7F vlEbH o]t A %Cﬂ He
ZAEo] FAAS drtetx d¥tEvt 3t &, A, Scalia A= o] ZFE Hio| islols FX2EHA] &
Skt

59) 128 S. Ct. 1396, at 1398.
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A7t FAA A9zl A& Al102et Al11Z 93 A, 4 T WAl gle 3
TARE S Slsteof drha sk AU, AV]dAE Fade Fold & gtk =&
o] Elel B =9 9ol FAA A9=FH AllzE 2L A& 48 - sl=

1o
:Oé
ol
2
o 30
ot

FAe E2AA FHS A fet] a7E = A APEAIA
ARl H7P AL FASe Ao B Zlo| Egairt.eh

FAA A10x¢}F A1127F EbA ] APFAAANE 18 2oz Adsted gloja] o]
HY-S FAA 9] 2Al 3] APAAANE 8738t A7HA wiAlste 3 ofth A
AH ol gt APFAAE 278t dlo] FAAZE §938F Frel AL ollth "AlRtE
A7 Holvt common law el 2AE 181d F US
o] Aol = FAF7E AAAAL & Foll AAHAL
AR ST Alexedel| wet AlAEAo] ARlS Bl Ao PxEA 1 FA
te] & thFojof & 7hsAdo] itk metA MY o] AHdE

Lo

il

ire)

2) Hkoj ] 765

John Paul Stevens IAl= 2ol Al 59 BARAZF Wde] HA ZAEo] AEdH FA|
g FPe AT AS 2HoR a5 S A FAVE FAF F A=Al
Hate] AE s, AWes|7F FAAE AAFSH] A= 2 Aol digh dol 3dd
+8A8d Aolgta Atk o] ARdeA HYAL FAAZF 54 ARl 9 FATH <
HAh e AE BT Bt ol GAAPL 3 Al wAdska Mol SQld A%
ool Aoz FeAQl APHAIAM #eE X3pe] AlE SAgTtn ATt =
AEL FAAS F23 A3 ney 1, FAAZF AFE AL ZA9E FAlehe Zojng
Hh ghch o 349 Th.66)

FAAZ} AR =7 A7 mlgss e dubdoz FAld] dia Au4 Bx=s st
AR, dut ¢t H= d9E AL FARE AAlste AS A-SH =T, FAA
A2zxw ol Afd] H=F ubrr] flste] Ade] og FAF= FRet HAE
glom JAld = dua ekl e, of 232 FAAS I3t He femA FA

1

gejo] 5AQ1 AAl Wl WA Ql common law o] HEA S H A gt FAAS)

F

A=)

60) Id., at 1403-1405.

61) 1d., at 1399.

62) Id., at 1406.

63) AN A AETE All6x= W23 o (pretrial conference), A2 A “(scheduling), AH 2] (management)©ll
#ate] qrAdsta oda, Mol Aol 4, A ML W, 1 nre] HAg Abgle] #ste] WEe W
F e Aow FAsA Uk

64) 128 S. Ct. 1396, at 1407-1408.

65) J. P. Stevens ¥ALe] Hitje] Aol Anthony Kennedy A} 53383t

66) 128 S. Ct. 1396, at 1408.
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FAGe] P APl B FAWP hE AL WA AR 2
Fel= et Aol APHEAe] BE BAE A3 FAGIANA FARAA S )
Wyl 540l g A

153t AEe 24 2 2 old wE WYl Bl Aitolge=
Az g8 548 oAUA zsAZ AR A2 AZd"EY & 4 It} Hall Street

AbAG A AU S FAAVE A3t =AY HA 4 = H
o nol, FAA ozt FABAY FIAl PAAAANT ¢
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AT e QL A
Aate Aoz gds)

67) Id.

68) J. P. Stevens A= ©]9} ##3}e] Julius Henry CohenKenneth Dayton, “The New Federal Arbitration
Law,” Virginia Law Review, Vol. 12 No. 4, 1926, pp. 270-271¥} Tom Cullinan, “Contracting for an
Expanded Scope of Judicial Review in Arbitration Agreements, Vanderbilt Law Review, Vol. 51 Iss. 2, 1998.
p. 4095 <1835

69) 128 S. Ct. 1396, at 1409-1410.

70) Id., at 1410.
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ABSTRACT

A Study on the Validity of a Contract to Expand the Grounds for
Vacating Awards in Arbitration Agreements

- With Special Reference to the Cases and Theories in the United Sates -

Soo-Mi Kang

In the case of the United States, which has the same provision as Article 10 of the
Federal Arbitration Act, a contract may be exceptionally validated if the parties have
clearly concluded the contract to expand the grounds for vacating awards in an arbitration
agreement. It is possible that the parties create the grounds for vacating that is not
stipulated in the statue by clear agreement. However, it remains the issues when this
contract is valid. If we investigate the grounds for setting aside as discussed in this paper,
in cases (D where an arbitrator failed to apply the substantive law expressly designated by
the parties without a good reason; (2) where there was a serious error in the application of
the substantive law; (3 where an arbitrator decided under ex aequo et bono despite the
parties explicitly designated the substantive law, the parties may bring an action for
annulment of arbitral awards in court according to their agreement to expand the grounds
for vacating the awards. It is important enough to change the rights and obligations of the
parties for them whether or not the substantive law of the arbitration was applied.

With Regard to the contract to expand the grounds for setting aside the awards in
arbitration agreement, there are still issues how to handle the case where the parties have
not designated the substantive law, and the validity of a contract to expand the grounds
for vacating on reasons other than violation of law application, and relations with Article
5 of the Convention on the Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards,
where the misapplication of the law does not stipulated as the grounds for refusal to

recognize and enforce the foreign arbitral award, and so on.

Key Words : Parties’ Autonomy, Arbitral Award, Judicial Review of Arbitral Awards, Arbitration
Agreement, Contract to Expand the Grounds for Vacating Awards in Arbitration
Agreements



