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V. v, 93, Zg2or e separability <}
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I. A4 4

ZUF7tel oM AHHEAY 93F0] HAFTE AFHY AXEA

T WAagAEodee A diMe o]0 it} 2t HI e 9A
£ ol e WAASEAE Qo AR EAHE, & ADR (Alternative
Dispute Resolution) AE7} AAHo2 F&3A @Adgn ok ol
ADRAE A 714 thEAQ) Ax9 37t FA)(Arbitration) A £ 24, °]
Axe FAA7L T AF-ogt o] &5 7] wj&ol, AHHER HFE 9
g AAUELE AR .

FAE dwrdo g FARTE WA £ 3 BEE ARIQL AR
A AY3td, 26 g2e HAE T og 7 o“?i q -4 g 239
s do] YT ALFelA FAFez JEHI e Ftol, 2 Al Y
olA 2ol WA EANAPYPLEA AAHA "k ojAo| A B
2 F7te A YA AR HANTEA FAANEY Aoty HA A
oA BH, QAL golY FAE tho] AR E ABAY M T FA
el ool wilof e Aoly, RAtLF AN BFAALY ol
AAe) MAE 7§ W ddY #EFEe] sie Wdx FAE AT F
Ao, FAldl JoAMe BAA FAN gt EAE AR 3
T Aol #3lo Fort AE AP 5 gle Aok F, SAel oA
€ FAd g3t A3 EAS Ao Ut gled e
FAAA F&EHA 41, FARAN & o x gloh o9} o] FA)
HAabks £43 oz Al%olrl Wil FARY Azt FAY J12FY &
a9 Aotk wetx FAjol g 49 AAE FFe e 19
2 F9) EAE FAsL, =Y YFstdor @t

1) Julian D M Lew, Determination of arbitrator’s jurisdiction and the public
policy limitations on that jurisdiction; , Contemporary Problems in
International Arbitration, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, at 73.

2) o] Fele ojv] BHE EAE FA AJ¥re #el(compromis)s} A B
Aol TAstA HH FAel AYPohe Fol(compromissoire)7} glEw, WA
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FAAGS F8 AY (e =8, WAL AZA AFEHS 1
ASFY e ¥ EA o]Fojxn Ytk 2z, HZ AAAH
AAANRY e FALANA AAX FA7L e FLAS FHA
712 A3, 2 A FAZRFE A FAHALY 2FAA JAFeR
e ok a2y 2F FAFYS SAPE BT FAT
o 27 FAA B3 o7t AViHe BLE AF £ 4+ Uk o
| Ao 9 AR G ol it EHAA FAMAE 3y,
TUHAdA dEse AE M3 @ olyd FAAE FAY
o7t Yoz W AT AFNAIE WA AxdY 1, T2 FA
Fele) FaY Ang U AF3AY, FTALY B Wi 0]A7)
& A= ok BF3A os F 7Y 9Fo] olgE SR dE F
AAALe] S FAE At LAH e, shvbe EerbsAd o
2 (separability doctrine))o]z T}E dhte 27| EA B E 3 (Kompetenz
-Kompetenz doctrine)$] o]&o|t}.

EIadMe o] F ol&d 3o UNCITRAL Model Law, ICC FA)4t
A, FAA 18|3 w33 43 aga T2 QojAe] By & AES
I, 2ge2A 8 AR FAYRAINE ZF2PE AxE HE Rl
g A3lAE Roltde JdE AAEY

I. UNCITRAL® ICCEAFZol| UAA ] 4]
REtEEEER( ©)3} “separability doctrine”e} dt})
I AZlAEHe AR (l3 “"Kompetenz-
Kompetenz doctrine”elg} 3c})9] o] &

separability doctrine # Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine& YA ##

& AAsa, FAE AAEHA] @2 I7kE Uk
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€ 7D YA, TR 4 Aok @ MRS ICCe UNCITRALS] 3
oA HulsiA oFs=o gl

separability doctrined FAZ¥Y AgWE WA= R e
Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine FA¢10] 2141 #8d #3< #9E
Z Qe AFe 1A Yok FAS Ql). separability doctrined
Aol FAA LR ol T8 A% FEAHES Y T Y AP
AL 7tHor & WaAg ofr|3t9ith. Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrineg]
0] & & separability doctrine®] Y97 A} o|t}.

1. separability doctrine

ZAZ8 X2 separability doctrine & &AL Akl 4€
FAZFE 72 A%l EelFolok vt Aot FAxIH Fd
Al%F(main contract)e T 7}A|9] EE8 Apde dAY FYer 74
HolA ok FALAE XTI AN £Yo] FAZ HI Ue B
FA%AE T8 Zyge 4 SE8d AgS A, A B3 &
Az FAG wet FALA 3t ALFo|oF g, e Aot
ALFAAA A7l 3t FAHKATGR FZ3e o] AFHA AL
olm, NF7HA wd Ax: FAZo] APVl #H Rolddt Y
separability doctrine A}7J¥¢h ojuje} 73ulk(duress), A S Ao(lack
of mutuality) A= FUYsHA etF3ictd) Aol FH Age FAA =
t EA¢ gdH BAE B, FAXYL FE Aol FET 3y
gl ARzl lolMe] frEAT F4YL S/ E&¥UE Ao
t}. separability doctrine® BALate] oAtdl wretol gvke 3, FAHA
SRS FAAT0E F, F /MR Yo SAFhE PAHY F30] ok
T A, 28 HEe 849 o]Yo] ojd FAR/ATE AHdEUE H T
4717 o83 ZAZ FZ3FHA Yh

3) &E G, HERRWEoBE, Filt, 46 .
4) Janet A. Rosen, Arbitration under Intemational Law : The Doctrines of
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2. Kompetenz-Kompetenz Doctrine

FARFEE FAY Ao AUF wde, FAEAE Y8, FA
#4& ¥ & v FAUAFEY o] A UNCITRAL RddAe
ZA BB B8 (jurisdiction competence)z} 3t Itk

FARZR] AYHEY FFe oudt v|Fe] 3ol & AU
ZA7F ek ol B3 FABAR o199 #, F 2 FA7|B] old o
g 23, A7 fY3te Ak Jhestth 2eiv agA & AR
7} ol& ©E wmitk FAFAE FASto} 317] YR o= FAHA}
& A&3HA Aol drhe EH | st Aotk 1AM FARHR
7} FAAAE AAEA g3 219 Ajel oSN E #wdE 5 UAA 3}
T Aol HTY Ayt

o]9} Z+o] Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine®)& A BA R} 241 &
SHN WIS YALE = Qltke BEE AT Y3 ke o|&olth
FAAZA doAME FATIY EAdx BEstn B F9ed oA
ZAgle 27 FAA Bt olrt A7iH Ut A" Bfode
9 FARE B ol EF02 FAAAE ey 4] =
el sy Helsle RE dzdrie o 2 7B dRbER

AS-2A BARRL 9] duo] FARINA FAUY AuBEAR A
e olgE AlViste Afolthd) ol e Aol Kompetenz-

Separability and Competence De La Competence, 17 Fordham Int'l L. j. 599,
608 (1994).

5) wiFRI, EREREEIRG |8 HE o BRI BT 2 B, JCA Y v —F 1, 86
6. 15 ifii.

6) o] 93 54 HolA HAP Aolgkx Ft} : Keren Tweeddale & Andrew
Tweeddale, A Practical Aapproach to Arbitration Law, Blackstone Press
Limited, at 75.

7) FARHR] FFHolghs fole 2% oMY WL EXUTY, AEBT
e g8, FARERI 24 daty FAREE T 5 e A F, FA
Age e,

8) Julian D M Lew, supra note 1, at 75.
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Kompetenz doctrine®] o]&d] o3t FAUL EA =g &4, FAZ
o a4, FAXZY FH&EH $& 2T & AL PAEL ofF
F EASS 2RY SuEYd AP Bde 23% B8t gA 8o
FAAEC] FAT/AE 3RS Wel, 259 <At A ol Aud
&d BARATo| RAHGE I ks AAT A AR AV1EE
dol #F BHARE 0|8 AWV|BL2ZANY AHHY FHon 7%
& F#Ysier oA FHolge HFE olRE, o] oL AHWH1
P

3. F O|E2| 458

separability doctrinedl] 9J3}d FAZYL L HAA FE At &
A FEA g EA7E FAA A #7128 5 Avh. 22y Kompetenz-
Kompetenz doctrine2 £l i@ A Adlo] AFARTE AL FA)
el Ak #A=A Btk Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine®- separability
doctrine?] BAY AHAEE2A A4 FAZYY ALHE AAFE
separability doctrine FAFPF7F FE A% FAYRT o F
Ageel FEAS AL + e ARVAE 7HA & ool vn
ot ol g 4 A3, AHHE old AVIE FAdE FARHRY
AL AT Aedd 2dE Fh3e Bertedolge 3ag
Z3}olth10)

Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrined} separability doctrine?] & o]&& =
AFAY g3t & &HH o lem, UNCITRALH ICC 9] & FA7]
we AAptA fste] A Fo gt FAAYA LGN FAZE 7
Aoz B Y ALY g5 FE ALY Y Q2GS
237 fo.

9) Janet A. Rosen , supra note 4, at 609.
10) Id, at 610.
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IHLASTHOl AoIMel Z2| A2 SAle| X127 | HEHEHE

o

M. UNCITRAL(Fel=A4AHHA42])= ICC

FA73
1. UNCITRAL ZxH+#&| (UNCITRAL Arbitration Rules)

UNCITRALZ A 774 & separability doctrine®] ©|23} Kompetenz-
Kompetenz doctrineg 25 483}tk UNCITRAL SA47F% #A21Z A
FAZY & ZYF FTARYY & T mgd #I o|YE FEH3}
of @8] HAR] Bl gike ol gty |RAL ZeEun 1A
goz4  Kompetenz-Kompetenz  doctrineg  FA| 33 ch. F3
UNCITRAL A7 A2lzdN FARAY7 SAZEE X8
Aeke £ e Ao BHE FAE BHY & =2 A2 A
o, FARAR} FE Aol Fasty ARHATY stz TRz o]
AgHoer vt He AL olyztl {A3I} separability doctrineg
TFA 3t gt

2. THAAFS Aol 28t UNCITRAL 2Rl (ofst "R ey’
ofa} #ict)

UNCITRALT & o] FA|gAts A A2} o] &8 Ytd widel], I3
FAEAY B e 71 AR oE FAHE AN 9
sto] A" RAORA, ZFo] FAFAFA B FAYE AAsE
A4l 1 2d2 e AL 4= Rolvh ZEY A16EE separability
doctrine®} Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine® ##3s}A AAFstxz Ut
o= FA7le Al6x7t FARARE FARAR7IBHTRAE) Y 5Y
3 EAQY ol AT HAAYE X A wge] uiF AFLE ¥ #
Ak FAstL, Aol FEEY ¢ FAUY AL FFHoE FAX
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FEINH)E FEAR A Fevta FHFLEN, oY 2P =
4o} separability doctrine®} Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine®] Q24-&
FAs Ao dta o

3. ICC (Intemational Chamber of Commerce) Zxlj1#3]

ICCT32 BAH2.Z separability doctrine#} Kompetenz-Kompetenz
doctrineg A3t gict. ICCHAL ARFY 0|99 YA 3o 2
SAEAE FAST Uk o= F FARAT} FAlol Bdt] AL ]
g A7BHe ICCTAYLL TATY BYF EA(prima facie
existence)& $-AHo2 AAstofo} drt. o] FFHE A%, ICCTAY
& FA7E A&Hojok dx, oldl 3o FAUAA AV 1ALE EH
& & e Uge] Rodex odRd Fated ZAP3teol dt. o Y
ob7b ICCHH32 Algfo] FaAY FEATGE F30| U A%, FA
Ao BFEHL ALH Ak dn), FTALL FAAY dEY £A49
o]9je] ZWelM AL JYPAAo Fdx s Utk ol Zo
ICCT+3 = separability doctrine ¢} Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrineS
A2 gle

V. vl g3 zekxo|A9 separability <F

Kompetenz-Kompetenz2} 3

o=, 945, 2 ZEgAo AMFoln HXAQA FAYY 7HL o]
g 2719 AHE wage 53 Jehdt. o#d MEL ol 17}
o) Ao1A separability 9} Kompetenz-Kompetenze] ¢3]e] el JF-&
A AFE w9 AHoju. ‘
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1. 0|=29| separability 2 Kompetenz-Kompetenz2| &l

19251 d9] dutF A (" Federal Arbitration Act : FAA")A[3 o] 9] wl=
AR FAC B3t ARAHY Aol 2HY FA Bl &
©]4 9 @uk-FA(federal public policy)e] WdL FAAY AAL FHupzA
&gt

(1) FAASL 72 B

FAAQ] AL w|Ze SlojA M 22ln FATY FAtAR 28d
ot wgd A FAGAEATYE FAAY 2802 o7 HAuth A=
o] faMT FAsA B EANE HYol Qe +2E XHY
oz2A MHel A FAFYY APE BAS}A FAHAGA Eol7t AU
T A¥ed 93 FAFRdE FasH, HALESO|L, ZAY F Us T
olttgtil FAAE A3k Ut

o) ZZWE AR (US. domestic arbitration agreements)= YW o
FAA7} A& i FAGASATSE HAY M2 AFHA L
W9 ol A FAASL yr&§oko] A EHrh

ol¢} #HAstY M, Wilko v. Swanl)A}dol| A ArFAA LY
Autell #AE HFE FA 7HeT Abdo] oivEtn vty Ee B2
s9th2). 28y} Scherk v. Alberto-Culver Co.13) AbAo]A] 9L Wilko

b

11) 346 U. S. 427 (1953).

12) Id. at 438.

13) 417 U. S. 506 (1974) : o] Apzde] &2 dedllo] ALz A Yejeo]2d] 4
A A2 =3 9 Alberto-Culver Co. 9} EYU<QIQl Fritz Scherk 74 A4
AlEAge7t 289 AkS #d3iged], Alberto-Culvere ScherkE AHE
Awrz2AYel Yute olfFE dEmo|= BEEAWHYY A4S AVEAC
Scherke FARARZES] Akl TR EFHATE A& o7 E &S FA
FEE AZYT. dEo|ZERATHAL WikoAldelMe] iy
AR L HEsd 25549 9% AR A7F2eHYPALS APy A
A3e 83Tt 2yt Aol Ye AHde] A s, wEEY
o] 38 #elsta FAxFe] AYsAr): AL Aty TAH 4F,
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Az W 2R HEe ARgoza FaUt B4e BUaA
o) A Scherk AAE FAEA FoAH 53] FAZAL Fobol e}
o )% Weo) ANE BGF Aol

2. o] zE|Ake] separability & Kompetenz-Kompetenz

u]=re] Bge Prima Paint Corp. v. Flood & Conklin Manufacturing
Co WAt separability doctrineo] F@=HAtn & 4 Sltk. Prima
PaintAl(Wl G A =2 3A) &= Flood & ConklinAH(FA A58 AHZRE ¥
NEAZAIIAE A48ttt YAMAE Flood & Conklin A}7} Prima
PaintAle]] 61 o] BiIES] A4t AZ, #@v, 33 Fo #3o9 A&
AFghe WL AHEA % (Consulting Agreement)g F 33ttt Prima
Paint Al o]ojx] FAzTo] EFE e AEAIGS 0| Flood &
Conklin A}9] g3 efoll BalA AH]1E SHHARAIA gt AZHATT
TR

Prima Paint Abdelr dddpgde Aoz APE @
separability®] EAE w3n o]F IFAHIAUYL =¥ F wEL
separability & A 3 ofugt AFAY T MipHKke HLaAd T o
e A& TP YA Adoibde B de U5
(interstate commerce)S ¥ Fale], oj2d EF o Aokdle AWEA o)
H4H3, F Holl 3 separabilitys FAHE, g3 st HRE 71
sttt £3 Prima Paint®¥ 22 AUFAYH FFAHIAS FHLa0A
Al A eE commerced] A WA e IYFAYE LI
23 JA)SH )

A78 23 H Y2 Sauer-Getriebe KG v. White Hydraulics, Inc. A}l

2sok & EAs FAe) £2Y Aolg olF2 WilkoBAdM 4 W
$RT $MFH 0T Hesolol Prkn Borsich ScherkAldel M HAe 24
o AuFAYe] AYel ABAct AYshgch

14) 388 U. S. 395 (1967).

15) &l #HiG, nifE, 39
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A16) Aleke] fraEdol AF FA O separabilityS oo 2ZH A HY
8o A separability doctrine® 2]ttt White AHQIt]ojite] A
Z{l)e SauerAH A 59 F33ANdY} Al%E AT o] Alkde A
ot HAE ZE £ FAZ d@dve Rd BAAEC] T3
01, FHAY FARYES T UG 2 F GARAZ ] EAe] @
Astaed WhiteAte xS FHgn A, 1 o|F2A FAF
oo EAe FAT At EAE AR &) WEolgn FAs}Ach
A7E3P AL oled FFE 71Z43EA, ARG FE AGLe &
7bs8ltha 3le, separability doctrineo] - g-Hohn BA3HTh £§ A7
TEHYPAL AN FAZRY] FAAER 37 A I =2
© A #3ld FAol T AL 878 JoEZ Ak FHEAN
3 A= o] obd FARAe ofste AR oA} vty HAHI
17)

Nicaragua v. Standard Fruit Co. A}A)O]A A7¢3Ye] £44 4
g HE3Ath o] ARdAAM A& M YL Prima PaintAld 9] =7
&te], Aol g WolxA2AM FH ALY FRAIY AYrtsAdl
w3 olgA7|E ol 13 AL FAEYR FHTh Standard
FruitA}z1o| ] separability doctrine®] 2§l ¢jste] FAjUo] Ak v
A BEd it FEE FARGE FA2FL ZAEUL & 5 Y
t}.19)

0]/43} Zro] Prima Paint Aol A vidwoy o] #4-& FAAY 9%
ZA% o oA wlFe FA(public policy)o]l F& AU =F
Sauer-Getriebe KGA}ZA® Standard FruitAbA® e ALd AL
Prima PaintA}7dol| X 2] separability ruleE 4]t

a3y e FAVFsAY HYY FAZYY REAS 22L& A
nagde] AFAs #3 FAle yYd R Holza o,

k)

16) 715 F. 2d 348, 350 (7th Cir. 1983).
17) 1d. at 350.
18) 937 F.2d 469 (9th Cir. 1991).
19) Id. at 476.
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=%.& Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine2 AA|3}A ¢ tha Hw3) 3

fch2)
3. g Aol separability 2 Kompetenz-Kompetenz

LS FATAE HLY AwAd T H2 By, JFHE
FAEYE HuHoz AU F, 19208077 FPde ol
g FA wsle ROeE By, ofd g 2Ug ARG 1y
olgjdt Asle AA MAvH|F FAFHAN oo o3t AletA
A Hit A5FHo2 JIFHYL EAo] FAZXY ZHeR Y A%
£ FAA37] A3t FAFAEME QYA HESS . 28A I
qxe FAZF] EAstsH e F4o] ¢ FoA HUD FAL
ko] A A ofle} FAAEY Y3ty o] 8E HE Lojv EF
FAZ S FAstet Bhso du] de Aol A3t

259 I ME separability doctrined Fsta e % stk 23
U 93U A FA00 £4E AAE £ e FAAY ARBEd
et oA-E Y3 Ao 7HFd Wi FAUL HFHQA H&L
g 4 g, I3gde] AuPgAe FA #IA HFAHYU A& F
Ae #HE B3 o2

(1) g2z Aol doctrine of separability

gZo| A= Heyman v. Darwins, LtdA}7A2)olH HZXZ doctrine of
separability7} YS ATk Abde] F2E 9Fe) BAAZYAQ Darwins
AHe 99< FEolA 3t e Heymanils 7 QA ostd 4%
ez AYstdtt o] AL Ags BAste] YAsE 2E A4

20) Janet A. Rosen, supra note 4, at 628 : FAA 4xs} u|Fuao] <34
Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine2 2 A]&x] &< vehiz Qo

21) Janet A. Rosen, supra note 4, at 630.

22) [1942]App. Cas. 356 (H.L).
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< FA A3t sFdvhs PP Y e d FAXRYS VMR
A%ith. HeymanAle DarwinsAte} AFA Ao o ALFdutg #3384
A ol &8 A4 DarwinsAte 4] FA 7bed Aoz
FREXN ML) A5 AVNAT IFELL FAZY ] AYLe
2Re 29  don FANEA dFANE 3R ¢4 Ao AT o
P& AAAE £ eAY ARE Hdo| ohd FAYel ARE + Uk
I FEE ARG O BAAe] AT ANt thE ARt g o]
FHA S Al FHate HAE BAS A4} e BHAY FAZXH
o] FHgudo] drke Aot 2@ut  Viscount Simon 4o)Fe] oA
oz2A A EAlo] BWY EAst BN B FFL TAY
g9l jFsty et AHEHT dHH OS2 separability 4 F &
Heyman AFzi¢] @ZojFo 7|5 tt2)

separability @4 & Hzol o4 Actust Aol U HEAY B
s AdoM ANAH7 AAstgch. Paul Smith Lid v. H & S.
International Holding Inc. Ao MU AT x4 o] AZPAS] Y31 Paul
Smith AH“Smith")= H. & S. International Holding Inc ("H.&S.") Aol Al
¥ zdole wl, 18, AR, AA T #F gold2E Rospe A%
< AAsAt Aol 93l H&SAE SmithAllAl 2 EEE AH3t
of Ao, H&S A AFstA] E3tgrl W&o SmithAle AS F
A7 o, old wel H&S A Aol 850 W FaAzgd A
o FAEAE AT SmithAle FAFAZE FE3IVE AT,
Acfrtg dol WAt EAo vt FLEde FE 2HRE FAE
2ol Aol diste o]gE Ar|sgch. WAL ol FFE 7173}
A3, tAlel FE AgoM By hed FAREE ASEE FA A
Ao B EAd H8E 5 UL A= HYE /MG BAEAT-
2 Y AGAANGAY A KR i B FAEF] A
£8 & AeAY 474 g olgel HaME BEE FRI}ATD)

23) Janet A. Rosen, supra note 4, 631.
24) [1991] 2 Lloyd's Rep. 127.
25) Paul Smith, [1991] 2 Lloyd's Rep. at 130-131.
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19923 Z A9l Harbour Assurance Co. v. Kansa General International
Insurance Co. Apz2)("Harbour 1"o|A FZIFHE GAHE(the
Queen’s Bench Division Commercial Court)= Paur SmithAlAd)A A3
HA g3 FEE ol s AT EN E2dHY H &S A
Aen, FAVSHA @ AdesE HFHJUY Y37 FinnishE g 3jA}
& ARYIAETLY FAGAAGY AGAAA FEY R dlgtd
AAsAY. IR Y3A) Harbour Assurance Co. ( "Habour") & 9=
AZeg ARY FTEZYLE ¥43}2)= Kansa General International
Insurance  Co.("Kansa")$} A A} B ¥ (retrocession) Al ¢F-S A A3 H ).
Harbour A7} Kansarldl REEE £7]12 AT AMEIAYL FAE
Zaeta AAThD)

HarbourAls 43S RA%a ARFGAG 22 AHARLYAFol
KansaA}7} @743 ¥-(English Department of Trade and Industry)24-¢
Aol B 718 BA 28 A& %2 RAgetin Tt ol
Ao HAL AGAD A REAS ASEAT BAAT FAZ
ol Sjeto] FA4) 7Hssithn BASED. oY 2FE AR Akl
YL separability 929 HHY $ULE WY rte FAYY BHFE
AU T LS FAAAE AAFHEA AGAE A FEA
B Ao separability ¥ H-& FH &3l Aol FA3tte FFFYY o]
& UL3AH)

a8 MY olfe A gxE dAAT L, FAGFY A&
BAED, FAERY FHA0 7HAE JHINE N8 SAANE 1Y
A71e £4E EFA Aok aey HeL ol REYHE Uy
separability 432 AlA A FAe EHAGA AF LA7dE F45A
dettn #A8gT 2 Harbour 1 AbEo] AlekAd FAle] B¥A
= AEUGD ARYOEH separabiliyHo] HYHALAE B3
i, AGFAE BAle] B Bt & F s ATH A F

26) [1992] 1 Lloyd's Rep. 81 (Q. B.).
27) Harbour I, [1992] 1 Lloyd’s Rep. at 81.
28) Id. at 92.
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Aol Bale] FEAY L £ & U AL Harbour 1 Ho| A
£ FA8HA d.2)

Harbour 1479 2L FaH9ion, 1 2FL 1993d1g)] o] Fo
At} Harbour Assurance Co. v. Kansa General International Insurance
Cod0(“Harbour T"AMA A24clM JZAHLL 14BZE HEHR
o, AFAZA FA) BEYAL separabilityd H o o3td FEETL B
At Fagde 1464 Harbour 19 Steyn HAS] AAse W
g2, 25yo] AGAd B9 BHAl t  separabilitydH o] #HE
ge FAA gedn dudFess, Fayde 23S ALHHA
t}. Harbour I1 A9 24 MYe 159 AAL FGIe 33
Ho] NHE ALA, ol FFAAY T FAAY g E 4Y
A7v, 13]9] Bdo] 9% BY4L AAse 484 o0& dHAMIe
AL TP Utk Habowr TAME AH2AdMe) AR JFHol
separability  F ol tig AAMHA £902 Frtn Uvde AFE AA
g Aoln, FAE P APHHA AAE AHE Aozt & F Utk

Harbour [A}A A14lolA 9215 HY(Queens Bench Division)2
Kompetenz-Kompetenz Doctrines) #3ld 9324 HI S HEIAS M
de ZA%0] Aupgd FAS nddAY #&Idvn suegs, Hd
o] HEZH9 AL ¥ 4 Uda BAEAch Harbour I AR A|14 9
A ZFAde] 19 AuATA] B3 HFAHA AL WY + gde
FHe 9P FYPHAA de RolH FZ2EHAS Harbour O A3
9] Faryde g3 YA Kompetenz-Kompetenz 9Jx]¢] thgt Harbour I
Hee #4E gUusdnh

weta GFY YL separability g Fo] tidtole T4 0]Qit}t. Heyman
A9 MAL GFAMY separability 1A & FYstA o, o] YHL F
2 AgY AYAE BA FEAY BPL FUE AR s
g5t 28y 9239 Kompetenz-Kompetenz 4-& 4833

29) Janet A. Rosen, supra note 4, at 634,
30) [1993] Q. B. 701 (C. A.).
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(2) ¥ Aol Kompetenz-Kompetenz Doctrine

Kompetenz-Kompetenz& % ] ¥4 #(Arbitral Tribunal)o] #d3}= &
Aol T3t 1996 HaAQ DAC ¢34, Kompetenz-KompetenzE
ZARAR RAde AL v FAATL “BEAL Y2 JFPe=
A 2ds FAEF FARAE AGANE £ A e v A& Reln
g 33 Utk FAWFRTL FA) i 2AHQY BFEL A=A

RE 53] 7129 REAF FAAG AR AL 71 BA%E
AR FA3E 4% FAZY BT A FARYRI 2HE A
olth. 1996 AAE AAel AFEL ZAY FARAF A B3t FA3
1 ik gy AL 493 zyYolng PAAEL 2R AFEO
259 FAFAAA WA F At o) HoA 19%66'd AAE Model
Law 2] 16%¢} tj&r}

vt AR FARAR Y @A Ve Bede HEHOE F
ABPR7E 4A3HA BEAL Fevtd BIAE Mol 2HI
Saville LJ& 1996 798%Y Middle Temple Halle} JMoA : FAWRAHHF
o FEAY FAE (FAAEY T4V g BH)FARAR AR A
AR 4 glok JustE 2R AAEe] ARdof se nHHY A
grel7l wW&olc}, g gchd) 2t 19%66'd AAcH ] REH ZellA
£ FAAR Bg BEAE A @8 AAE L FARARTL 7}
21 )itk Christopher Brown Ltd, v. Genossenschaft Oesterreichischer
Waldbesitzer Holzwirtschaftsbetriebe Registrierte Genossenschaft mbHA}
A APIGE3} o] BAIA

FA9 x7lde & Zoy g o] FAUY #TAL AT F A
e AL B9t 2189 AL NAAY JEAEE BF FAY

31) Harbour I, [1993] Q. B. at 721 #=.

32) 1966'd AA(The Arbitration Act)2] s. 30(1)().
33) Keren & Andrew, supra note 6, at 75.

34) [1954], 1 QB 8 Devlin | held, at 12-13.
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o] AFAHoF g AYAL Z2AY ATE 712 HAd 3o AA
2 W71x 248 7)9stodol sicke Ye Quth £33 A d] I HEY
o] 2 A7A 4718 B FAE Wy oA Hd Bokg A
AARAY =40 He ARdE AAstdol dve Y¥E fitk 13L& 1
B9 Azt =39 Guld Bojtk 15 133 od AL 94T 9Tt
St 25 FAAES P45 ojyd A8 =E317] At ol
- st aFe] 28A & 4 f7] WEA-2E0] FAE AEdok
g AU/ oo g ApAEFHA BAZA ANEY UEE il 1
Eo] #EAE /HAEAY R thg 2AE ZAE Age /AL A
% &, 28L& 2FAHAE A7) fstd FAME @] . 2T
Afe BAAY geld 4%E A ¥gedt

19963 AAY 30xc EEYPAAY dE 3% Aol 30z o34,
FAAET e o7t gl Ade FARREEIT 433 agde
ARY Ago] Ut

4, =2 A¥AS] separability 2 Kompetenz-Kompetenz

)23t ge TgAs Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrineg 483},
F A WA K (arbitral’s tribunal)e] BT FG AT PP FT
#EgAol B3 oA 7)o 3t FAWVAHLIF EH¥ = de Aol F
gr5)olx] Utk H3 separability doctrine & ZTHAZTAAPEA salHo
2 gy=94 ok

Z, mgrox FHXE separability doctrineo] Z-EH AldE& Societe
Gosset v. Societe Carapelli. AF71%)o|t}. Gosset Al LA 3|AL9} o]
ARz TEw A el BRAEUT. Gossetrte FuiAEAM FP}old
2% FHS53IPA, T2 FHA #3 SErie HAS5I}A R

35) Keren & Andrew, supra note 6, at 76.
36) Judgment of May 7, 1963, Cass. civ. Ire, 1963 Bull. Civ. I, No. 246, at 208
(Fr.)
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ojof] we} W=l U Carapellirbe o] EFo 3 &3l #3ld ol
g FAEAE A1k oldl g A7} wolEoq R Fof w4
f WAAREE Carapellirtol Al 71 (exequatur)S F-3t). ol
3te] GossetAles ZF2 fEpBe(Cour de Cassation)ol] th3l &Aool A,
F8 A FAZFL ojPEF A3t Ao gloke ol FE AXE}
o, JAZMZR A7} BF3hA] gril FF3ch ool #ete mHA gk
il TAFA HEE A, FAFRYSE B2 EMold FE AYY ¢
BE o]F4 zto BE oF A AT SAEA AFHolgn
A3tk 1A GossetAliol Al TFAUY AL RH3A  separability
doctrinedl] 9J3ted, FAA el glojM e FAGATL e AFHL FE
Alckol mEo] gle AT d¥E ¥ gevy 9

Zb A pEEpie 1 Fo)E, Societe Minoteries Lochoises  v.
Langelands Korn Foderstof A}7337)o)| X% separability doctrineg <13}
Ak =3 =@ pEEi Societe Impex v. Societe P. A. Z. AFoA
38) Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine 3} separability doctrineg =] #]|3}%tt}.

E3) mgao A watasy A6RE "FAQANA GARMY A
o] AU WA TAZRE UFEAY, Ee I HHd d3id o
Fe doe FAYL A dg £d9 FEY £ FAd dEto &
Gihe AEs i g fFAskd, FAANA BAA FoAE AT
# A9 FARRE Adg Rt JlojA, Al466R] o3t FARARE
YA Aol B £Ao] FARY viAA Ferin F33 Al
o 22 e s 7Y T U VIH FAFYY FEAHY 9%
g #9d 5 #FT9 Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine-g 7}A|Al = Aot
olol] me} A f%pEe Bai Line Shipping Co. v. Societe Recofi A}
A3 A WAEEHA  A466Zc] FAHE  Kompetenz-Kompetenz
doctrine #Z|3}t}. shtul 3]AFQI Bai Line Shipping AH¢]3} "Bai Line"
2} dth)= Sabarika® ¢ AFFHTE Bai Lined FAZddo] X3H 3l

37) Judgment of Nov. 12, 1968, Cass. com., 1968 Bull. civ. V, no. 316, at 285 (Fr).
38) Judgment of May. 18, 1971, Cass. civ. Ire, 11971 Bull. Civ. I, 161, at 134 (Fr.).
39) Judgment of Jan. 21, 1992, Cass. com,, Bull Giv. IV, No. 30, at 25 (Fr.).
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= 84 Ao 9d}d, Recofio) A Sabarikad & &M sHch 2R 2L
AE0l F4HAY JAHA R Aol FrE F /N WA FAR
= TAEAE ANE & I=E V18 A AT T2 Bai
Line AFzE Siutste &4 HdupolA] AFo] stqd F 671€¢]
AUA S AEE olFE 4258 A7 &bl did ¥4
o)A Bai Line FAz¥o], SAEAS /fAdl Bata] 1d 3 AL &
T QlE “1966d 6Y 18U &A1 BALAIS SEEFO B H(196
law concerning charter parties and freightage)’& $i%bsla Atz F%
St gje] A Y(the Tribunal Commerce de Paris)# 3ha] ik
(Cour d'appel)& EF #EY + Je ABBEHe] & Andych =
F& e ©] BES fANAT TS R A WAL SY
1458z o3t WAL FAzFo] BUA FEI HA e & B
s F Aol UFE Adustajol Fria BAEUT. ZFE A RAL
2FH A458E 132 "SAAGA 7Idtd HEEA ] FARY LA A
33 e "ale 37t HeL Aol #odte BE, 37 MY
&S 7HAA dvketa ddstoof g 2ta FHo gl =¥ Fx 2%
TSR T obF st AA &2 Al oMz S &
7t FaOIGE Aol WA Ge & It WYL T HikhEo)
fithe RE ddsldol @, gta s Aok o] #3S e ¥
o} Eqtol A#g &+ e AL FAFA7 HUeA FAA A5
g gtebe Aolthi0) EF TFA pikpie A RIAtASY 14660 ¢
dto] AFALAA hF AT AR B B e BHse AL
Aol opyet FAUo] stojof Frim FAIGIE Y4

Lodo i b ¥

40) WAKZ B, IERPPOMNEE, Prawot— & B R A MR B
BB, R ABHIARER, 62 (fi.
41) Janet A. Rosen, supra note 4. at 647.
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o] 4ol A} separability doctrine®} Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrinesl] #
3 #AE UNCITRALY ICCEATH 283 vj33 = 283 =g
of Aejxel walsh ARYLY EAE FEFNUT W= separability
doctrineg T4 A& 1oy Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrineg ¢l
AsA 2 Aok ol WIFY FAME FA Bt Y AujAe
AR 02N FAGAFARY A4S ARG & F AT

g2e u)ZH FY&A separability doctrine® Q3L YSolE &
F38ta, Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrined 48317 ¢35 i) ©So] 4
o FAWPL vy B0 o BE FAEA AEH BAE A
2 9tk &, 93F Y& Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrineS 4=8-3}%] &
SHAE, Yol B 7HA AR FAE o839 FALAE 7AE
ATE 3 Aok Hded FTAFARAE AAY & =S AFT RS
Mo AFRgn ALY H&E FAANE F e FAAEY o8¢
AR5y, EANARAAZAY FAAES T A8 &3,
A 71 £4E FUYPded AVES she £EE TAAEAA F
dgozs, FAEA &AL AANL ok F 4 Uk

Iy TgA W separability doctrine®} Kompetenz-Kompetenz
doctrine 9] 3 RAE HFdd FAAZR 3AF FAAYANN dLshe
A& WAEYT). B TF2HE FAASE UG EANPLEA Y
ol uig AFRTE AZEAAT, obge] UNCITRALZ ICCHA o) 23t
I8 ALY FEUAHL HiFdozN FAATE 843 AZAYx
& & k. 7o Heol FARAR A7l #¥ol g VA &
goeta 39, o]AE dR AFE Aotk

$Zduete] WA FAY 17FE separability doctrine?t Kompetenz

42) Janet A. Rosen, supra note 4, at 659.
43) WAEZ, MREAFT O, diikd, 54 .
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3 Ae W, F2F HEH fF1E VPP frIddge AA=Z A
A3 e RO, A7 #AHL 7 FAY A0z FAHY FHL
IR FRASIEA 2R uets $4, Rad Fojth4)

Ayt N FAY A7 73S 5 WAL A104029 o
AFoz 4 Yot st JeH, ¥ ol $-uete] ADRAL7L
EY9¥E 3l e ROz 2 Wgg go] Idvtn B F g 2yt
2E5Y ADRALY} MAFORE F43 §FHR e e AAIH,
v FAAEY 43E F3A717] AT ol BE T~
WA AxE ndle Be A= uigF3A ¢&7 44go

4) HAEF, 2AHLEARAR) 9] x17]8] #EAEE BHNEe Y FA=F (19
9~2000), ti¥HFAIEAH, 389,

45) A ¥5, AA=E, 3959,

46) 411 W, = LS MK, BRI R IRECBIEE, 61T
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ABSTRACT

The Doctrine of Separability and Kompetenz-Kompetenz under
International Commercial Arbitration.

Young Gil Park

When there is a dispute in international commercial contracts, the
arbitration system, which is an ADR system, is often utilized. The
Arbitration system can only be put to use when there is an arbitration
agreement between the parties concerned, but even in this case, the one
party of the contract tries to avoid the braking of the arbitration. In this
case, separability doctrine and Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine can be
-used for the smooth operation of the Arbitration system. This paper
reviews these two doctrines, taking a close look at UNCITRAL, ICC,
America’s FAA and case examples, and France’s system and its case
examples. US. has adopted separability doctrine for the Prima paint
case but not the Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine. English has adopted
separability doctrine for the Heyman case but not the Kompetenz-
Kompetenz doctrine. However in France, both doctrines are adopted.
France, which accords international arbitration the most highly favorable
status of the three nations, has developed the legal framework that best
promotes the public policy goal of encouraging the use of arbitration
agreements in international commerce.

In Korea, the above doctrines are prescribed in Article 17 of the
arbitration law, as prescribed by the UNCITRAL Model law. However it
takes the form of German laws. The adoption of the French system

would have been wiser considering the promotion of the arbitration
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system.

Key-words : separability doctrine, sepability, competence de la
competence, Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine,
Kompetenz-Kompetenz, international commercial

arbitration,
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