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1.4 &

FAF “FAAte] ol ostd dEE FARAP]] FABA A o] FAkA e B
AL ddste HAE TITD AR FAE TEHoZ FAA Fe2 F A%
7123 Aol FAFINE F&31A] ol BARE FAldl 8 57Ut itk E F
Agele] FAzE D stelEts SAgele] BAIAZL obd A3zteke] AL FAR dE
& 957t gith

agd, AREAZE €2 BEREA ke dd Ao FAFC FEHe AR
HAE AUXA QA8 NstE, AT AAE EAAFAY AR Atele] 4
A7 2B L A He 497t $F ok dAG dde AHBAE F BARA Alol9
433 A Frvhe Aol opg b BJARL el AdE B3 TA B £AE
#qsls Aol EFoltkd ol A F 48w FAxIE Pt UL o, shte &
APE E73tn FAZTES T AGe] RARAET FAEAZ Z 5 U2 UnA
€ HYo = Jlof dvta 39, A3 B4 137 sFolgle WAMEA 29 dUH
ek deirt gtk ERE YWEAL Age dAe AAZ A%S AF - olgsts FA7L
e BEE &340 A FAACIAT SAE ARG + dokn F Ae, AR 43
2 A FANA HARE F= 2AE B& F I

ol HZ WAL YA AL (1) FATAY A FAZAY AH FARAL o}
d 2ol “FATL Y HARANE AR FAE 878 F A% @) PR FA
oo vBARATE FARY S GRS AUE FAE AFE F dvhe 47 7R o] &
< M- L3t ok

TV E oA FATE Q] HFAA] gt T Bt FAHA =97t
2 gle AAoIth o] FoM e old #F ulZe] Al 9} o8& AL, FEEY F

1) oJAlE, FANALALH (A2, WIAL 2004, p.21.

2) °]& ‘FAF o) (arbitration agreement)’#til g}t P2 FAFAE “APEAde] HEDA A @3t AR T
o ojm) TAFFAY Fell BAY £ = EAY AR = RE {9 BEd 314 olda FA
o3t FAZEE AMEo] 2% e 2t FoFrHoiE Y 2005. 5. 13. A1 2004t}67264, 67271 HA).

3) dAd, AdEF F FEo] 2 EE &P AE, 43907 F31A Aloje] wiuiA e, 43dFH E5A A}
ole] SAA Y, 4ol RY3E MEEHd, BFo YA 79 HARYAG Fo] FAAh st 3
E 42 S8R 98 ARV 959 Adg B3 $3Hez #AE Pe Holth

4) ZAd, ML AGE AAE doe AL HAdL MHslY 2 oJBLoE AYE AFs: A5t #
I, duigsAddAE S5 5HYA(o] &4} special purpose company EF special purpose vehicle)S ¥
3 zlo] A9 7|EAY o Yok 53] F2E J|YEL 49 2AY P A 5 o2 dF
o] HAE MUY AAE FHsted, AdA T BAV s BREe 1 ALERA Ade] AF
Al o= {HA3 1 &BAE PI YA B2 AE FF U

5) o}3} MLl A} AbAs] AR AX T gEy 2004, 12. 10. A3 20040120180 B g Al4H 5P
HAjo] old #F =99 BEE AASlT Yot MFY, “FLPHF FAF BIF 2 AR BAA -
o 2004. 12. 20. 437 20047320180 #ZHo| AZ|F HHES FHo2”, "FAAYI IFALE, A4,
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Agtelel Aol B EHS oAtAA oPA AF & Un E AR shodof Ao
Hated A AN Hng Bk weld 4 UIA olHE B Astal FAGAY
Bo] o= YA oPA BASERNE WA 29 AR

0. ZA%ele] A3zt dFd AFo] A== A

1. SALele] 9§ FAll w2 Pde] 84

AT A3l U HHE wh FAGAY FHE FPeAd wet gl ¥
AR7E Stk FATY FAAA vGatAste] BAAE FAY HEol wlHkn

FRehe A% P obd A7t FAZAS PAAE JUz FAE FSe A
7 Qe

A At AT FARA MRk FAE BAL A% - WA
2A7L RAAA, 2Em FATeY WAL B 2] FATAE 48T & Y
WA 2AE PAUA BAE wR AAY 9L FAF] AR QY A
RAIQEA, 2R WA B el FAPel] H2EE  Ats - §8A
2A7} BAUATL BAZ Gk 0|24 2AG| meAE oS WA 2B YA %
= QEd, BEolA A3 Ao,

2. FAele] E¥et 59 et EAlEls dx

(1) Lol FAHE AJT A4

TANREE A2 JUHA STl FARAY 24 -2 B8 FAY AF7AE o
A ARstE 357 Aok

PlEye may, A4dA3d0] FAE ARY B AALL PSS FAZAED
(order to compel arbitration)2 7& < Jh.9 WA U] o] 98 AR #dde
Zethd, AHAL N5 PYdo FAZAE T8 F U3 o AN FAFA A3
2 &Y f771 99 Aotk W 2 Hde2NE ol e FAMABHE &

ukodA), 2007, pp.425-453 H =,

6) "= @HPZXH%(Federal Arbitration Act) A4ZE “[FAF2)e]] GALAZE ABFAGLdd BE FAE AF,
FA), e oldEA] ol AS, Adw-e a8 FATYs dAddEBE 2 £ #eed #EAE vf
FRE ARALH LN FAGo) wat FAl Yelets WAL T 5+ U2 3 Yok HF 4 FH
T ol IS FAZA ARE F1 gith
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T JeAe B9 grh) tal AAQde FARF R FAZe] EXF R Y H
Aol A BEE 7 F 3, BFAP] glkn B BE FARFFE AAIY
of FAAA 3 FriTtE Bl B VHS WE F YHEAY A1TR).
AaAde FAAAE Y3kA Yrigts Ao FALAAM FARelY ERE TR
of gt FAEAL welA RMdel FAAA] FA £E FAE T JAE ARV
FAAAY ARELE P 4510 5L AVE FE ok AR FAY] SAHAREF
o] Aol U dAHQ A AFE FARFFAA F2U7] WD FARP R}
FAZL el EXol st WA AAE dm, 2 AR ddte] v2A YL HAE A
3T Fe JHEAE A7) AT, To dig o] Yol A& Foltz= TA
AAE AYAY FABF S Hle Aol HHL 2 rhestn(Ee = A7), €@ TA
Bgol WAAE FAY A3z 239 H2AHTE gle @ dE 5 oA Eoh w2
Usd FABFE HEE F S Ao] FAFA &2 o), JNHAe =M e FAFRY
o] &5l &3t olert Yzt 4 FAAA A && F e Aol ot

(2) Lwte] Ho &5 AVIF AS

FAZY BAAZL HBALAE FAE £5E AVIERE W, HRARE O BAE
TAF S 3ol He Bl FAstH &9 Z6tE 78 F UTHEAY A9x A
13). ol W2 EAHE AT Fu4 59 P E wdsA € ok

(3) FAWA AT HL4F = JBVEAFLES
FAFEE Y ddo] old EAE UE FARE L ALY 28 B A2 +
3L, ool g HBREL HEHA FetHTAY A6z A2 A1s .5 R A38

N FIE BAEL HYo] FAY ol AAst gk ¥ ¥ F Yo T AHEIE, HE
AYE,, HFAL 2000. p49). ¥ O HAEL FAY A6EIE “H4[0l] o Yol A F-E At
= [FA 2% AR @@ = A3 g3 gled, TAMA FAGAEE @ Aol w2 ik
T olfrE SOl Wt IEI 9 8, "FY FAY RIIAFTALY - A=FAE3), 2005, p.30). o)FL F
AZAGEE 38 Rl A Brp FAHA =oe AR, "FAFAEFAYRAT A1F,, vHAlL, 2007,
pp. 418-419 H=.

8) °]7 & oUAAY FARH LA THE FTE AAZ & Aok AR ARE FHAARY T
RZ2} o FOIRA A Aol AN FAE ARE FAAE FUE FAE AANAL TAREE L
€ o] o ke 2 p30. 2@ AHelA $H¥Y FATEE AP W 4R A7 o

9) ¥4 1996. 6. 11.7} 967149 AA F=2.

10) 9 25 9N AFF g FAo] " W a2 FAHEA APEAL T Ed2FE AV
AL MELE sturEa HAE AL 5ol T FTAM elME TALR AW aFo) 7P AL
Z olFslol SthAFE, 9] &, p. 436). 1 B9 2004. 6. 256. AT 2003t} 5634 BAL ANY F
Aol "ol TAEEA AT + Y& WAE "o Ho] AW F¥E WAI}D U3, AR FAUY
BEoR AAHA op g FAMA AYAY 232 FAYs ] ZaHojof Frin AAFGTHOl HH
e A AL B, oke) H pp. 437-438). Wil o2E BAF, g9 F, p27 FZ.

1) Z9E, “FAcl e qdo) da,” "FAA295%, HPFAFAE, 2000. 3. p27; 4FH, %] & p43s.



Sxhetele| M3Xtol| CHEt &H 105

Z 7 32). e FABIRAL FAG A L HBAR Aol BAE FAT
o9 tigeletn BUAHE, o8 UFE At FARE Aias T AWBA F7
&% BANN el T B9 o BAE ANE 4 AT BAE FA PAE 3
Agslel T8 R H2ol Bete] kR o|o)E AYISA WTHE UFe) AANA B
gl hedt Mzs FAFI GUTE o2 AW Az Ex P ARE
T8 & glEs} st golth olo] Btk ok IL 2.3e14 443 as

M. FA43ele] A3=tel] e 59

1. FAZRE TIHE oFE BAS] LS Al Heoz e AS

(1) ¥l ©]& - Incorporation by Reference

nEHAL HE FAZRYTE TS AGAC AR AEEA] vz, 2 A 7
AZbeE 2 felatiA 1 FARYC wEriz @ A FAFY HAAEE 7
AR AdE2 FAE AT § oz I oA AaEad FAXFEL gAT
SAA G RE W& HsEdY Wgoz 3 du o f4A G FAZY e
3% Astzae &AL ¥ gAA %] BAAE oflA|TE LAA e FAtALo|AF A
st $3AQ A0S U2 FAE FE F v Fh

(2) ¥PA A8 7y
FEHA B, oA FAFE ] A3zl did &Y FAF o “A & A7 F
A gel(incorporation by reference)”E& -S-& 3 el n AT A1 EAch diid
2 dHo] “FAALGL G A% A FAZFe] BrHA e A5l @A of
Yite FAZFS =t AN GR 5 & EAE d&3te ATz AL
ol A Ygoz AL ol FLdPn o IFHF YFE A Frh 19993
AR AR £ FAYEL Aol FAZYE EFY BAE d&stn e Ardle
FAZRZ e ZAeE Erba sto] WECRE QA UTHEAY Asx A4d).
g A9 FAZYEE PAFoR EFst AL3ATHE, ol FEF FATAR

12) Import Export Steel Corp. v. Mississippi Valley Barge Line Co., 351 F.2d 503, 505 506 (2d Cir. 1965);
Continental UK. Ltd v. Anagel Confidence Compania Naviera, S.A., 658 F.Supp. 809, 813 (S.D.N.Y. 1987)
2t Zz

13) 9} Import Export Steel A} =,

14) o9 1997, 2. 25. Ax 961124385 2 5 t =
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AR dl ofFd EAlZ} @ik 2E Ao UES dhte] E4d #E dse §UI
W &olct. AT FAZXYE FAFo2 EFE dA “YIE o] Al 2 FEA
olUyd ARgte XXX mEr|z e Aog ¥TFoZ vE FAME UL, 1
BA9 g F shrt AR Ao SAT) Y S AFT F AL =
o A7t gtk QAEHE EMe dvANZd 5 FRGEHA ALt g2, o
dHe 5T FATIE Ao AR A=g G2 eyt geEE dHHos
FEZ Holop ks AE Uchly AW "oFge] Al FF W E(ClS FHTA
Wyl wEt FEZ BdEE A9 480 E L9 AFALS wASE el
£ olfttez oFdd] g FAFE FRYT HE AL Tyt ohdrt AztE W
Lol ABE L FE QAN FA7} 7Hd HF BAHAS] 7138 A wEshe
Zo| oiH, AFAo7|= FAT FARYALALS T2 B3 Yol FARF HEX
Z27E ZEE A7 Q7] kD Ayt A AN FUHZ TE|gol FAR
3 FAAGe] Z5E 5u da, AA FFe] HAET FATY olPgEs 2R
e o A5AA AL AW, ol 44 AFL AR FAANS A o
EhedS A vt Sl

WEEE JAEFA 0 FAZFGo] drhes AMS o] €AY 52 FES] &
ALEA J5E Ak b 1997. 2. 25. A1 96124385 AtelA] HFEAQl 33
A3zl daoA EFEgAE AEEA Ve AL FAE AEBAKCE
YEMA ] e’ g, 4nd F4E KT dMdAE A VI8 =
AL - FAERFARID] AR dFe # dutzel a1 o, FAXZS
EFG AFe] #Y RS AL3AUT oo digtd dEde Jurt 49 4F
o o8 A FAaAa, due o AT BUA 2 dvtzAE 2y - 48

LT

ar

15) £A9g, “okAe] #g YWEg”, "WEFE (X, 2rgAl, 1997, pp.398-399.

16) A3z} Abolo] AR ALA(AAY SAAHE “ANAAN A&FA)e] YAzt the] dogad
A AAdsly] A3t AT Po 93 vl slAF AYe) UiEeE B F YA =dY A7
QeHFRTFAY A2z ALY). AT kB ARE “HRolt Fu) Bx WAE FESHEE, AR} 24
& BAOAY A3t} AT AdAMT dEEE IS vy At Ag - wtEHos ALGFTY,
GBFAYY F&& WE GBoE Molop & Aotk

17) & JAe2 Z3d, “FARH g JYRA L 23t A", "dESDNE,285, EY HEBA
A, 1997. 12., pp.241-243 FZ,

18) 2dl 2719 = HAEL FA disld 8923 4FL AAE gt 9 -1 AR 2047 2R E
ZAEA7 “g ol AFEe AAE WA Rez FFAA(public policy)ol WHslmz Fawln Bgst
Atk 28U 2T AAZ A2E FouA A HAERE FAG dE £33 1AL Fxd
£ 58] Uehdy] ABSach 1958de] AZY TIF FA BA) £ 2 AYe] BE FoKoIH ‘W&
), GA 8@ =ZHo dSo|AthA4E P FAFY die HE Wt @I FAF =9
Gary B. Born, "International Commercial Arbitration (2d Ed.);, Transnational Publishers, 2001, pp.155-167 3
Z). o3 dddEYL 54 EAo] FAd AR F YA ¥ Bt 4e] Jod FAd f{E
@ Wgoz sMsfelok sivd azio] AWFA™el SJstel MW APl Wethn HAsT Yok
Moses H. Cone Memorial Hosp. v. Mercury Const. Corp., 460 U.S. 1, 24-25 (1983) I=.
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U T2 €9 V13E FUoH, dEAMIAY BEFE B3 “ARdNEeR ddg
[ZAFA EAE] dAVSEHA & o] - YHo] BF INEAE 9] AR
2 B A 4 A ez AYHAT D & AvolhEA U A dvtERde £
Td SAFAES GBAGe IR ALk o] VR L G 139 Ad&o] oflz}
279 2R eAYLe FEARA JFFATGE HM FHE weith dEe 2001
10. 12. 31 99t445543, 45550 RA = 2L o2 AL 7 FAF FEA
= dAUE, o J8E EAE FARE obd A3AyL AT BAATH

Hee] sdol Feldth AT 2 ANZ FWTelA F3aA AU Al
o] e 22F AL AP Aol of rkFRATAY AMex A2y A1z L A3
T D). webA GHS A - w¥Ta 2 e diste d9e EAAY e AH
flol= ol &3 JAY FES] ¢ F JAD A4 A& e FATAE
Actel d¥7t ditm QT ot 4" FAzFo| AFoN Y w T
T2 FANEE Ho e AF i 28 B A% A W A A
A Atele] Adietd m2glov, £53 thee] auaistel AN A58 FAAZ 4
e FAZXZS &3 Jod, ol “nAdA FE3A EHF ¥ FHo FavL
g 7Fe A= 7] WEoItHFATAE A 6x)20

2. TAF FARe £ S FEA0 i oW A4

(1) ¥]F o]& - assumption2

N YL v E FAZY AR ol E dFo2 FA IFE FUAd E
gk APRo] dohd, EAEe)d F&ETin B2 oA, Gvozdenovic v. United Air
Lines, Inc., 933 F.2d 1100 (2d. Cir. 1991) A} o)A United Airlineo] PanAmo] ©f® %

19) @A A3z 2 diWY 2005, 12. 9. AT 2004t126164, 26171 BZE F=.

20) Az AS¥AE BIHYeR st wEety FEFYE @ 23 Abdol digdx W AEAY &
A ohvatn, @ AAY 3ol 1 A3 HA B3 A distd AL FhAk 0, @ B At
Zel 2 9y sty A BAAPE 712 Ro] 8FH3, @ wref AL Al FAsA B
EFAS AgoE FAGS) vale FEOH(AHY 1997, 9. 9. A2 96t120093 BE IA=x). FAXE =
HrA@ERT#DHS 9¥ BEA FAlg Ade) tEre Held © WA @9 4L FY FASHA
RE Aotk I3 Tz % AgolA A ofF BAYE AAT AYHoE FHA U=
23S AR Aty Y FARYE FEGT B F= ). owt A @AsA EgeElsie
EFATA AFE B9 o st 242 zd = JA

21) "|SHAF ‘assumption’©] @ “the act of conceding or taking for granted’zZ}3n A= =u|("Black Law
Dictionary,, West Group, 1998, p123.), $-2jdao2s AT Aeke) 5AUKE)’ Adel 7

22) Thomson CSF, S.A. v. American Arbitration Ass’n, 64 F3d 773, 777 (2d. Cir. 1995); Gvozdenovic v.
United Air Lines, Inc. 933 F.2d 1100, 1105 (2d. Cir. 1991); Kamakazi music Corp. v. Robbinson Music
Corp., 684 F.2d 228, 231 (2d Cir. 1982); Teamsters Local Union no. 764 v. JH. Merritt & Co., 770 F.2d
40, 42 (3d Cir. 1985) 5 ti @7 2=,
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AF 4dE A5 ed PamAmolA $AS FTEFLEY AMERE AA9A I
AAJR] FAIE ATk United Airlinee] A7 A4 AP AFAG B3 o
5ol AE A% FAE 549 A= Hn U, PanAm &N SFAELS HRS
Wol 1Eo| MU MIAR ddF FAEA ] FAstA st 22 A2} Y
oA $FUEL AAEL United Airlines] HGT3 ol HLS WA ¥ w2px FAts
ZAFAT QU= o2 FAWA AAE TPk old] Wl AW AATF F&

Ts5FAE FA
o HZHoz JdaHtte AL F3 £AL FA= dFscie JAE £HE & Rl
A, o] 2L A& 7Zsdch

(2) YL A& 7Y

o] dAl FAIFele] Ao A3AelA WA 7t EAAVIRTE, AR 2T FAF
o7t GfelE EF3 o9 flo] FAEX & At UFo TARY FA EE
FREE oH2 FARFY HEE FIAY FYARE 7€ T YA Ao

D 71 @9 H=

e 71E 432 EAE FATYE 25 JE FeR B dEdYe 78§
Yool A Lol EAHE FATARA A o JBATARIANA, 7E&HF A4z A1
‘Aol o3 FAFo(agreement in writing)' & Q73 YorBR, TX] FARR Aol
FAE AL oo didt] Aol o}Fd ol g AJIsHA e AU EE
GAAL Atololl 9 HeF Al2ze] AT FEI} FAT AT E F ok dEA
AARE AFE 7143IJATHAE Y 2004, 12. 10. A3 2004T420180 #E F=£)2) 7&
Hta 8 FAEY Weo| FEsHA dAshe AL opAT, & T AEd 2% FA
Feolg a7dchs HolA o] #elle 9L s FHIGH $2 FAYel A&He
U FAAAE FAIE FAFIE A E& sl Eh ’

Y 1992, 1. 21. A3 91t47774, 7781 B2 FAEele] BAIA dwlo] FAHAL
B AAA ofd A Hol A Aol tiste] Adirdo] ALY EAE B FA

23) of wA B XA HAL MFH, 919 2, pp425-453 F=. o] WA wel FrFEE we AER
THEL 8% AN wE duy JPBE HATE 71Zdsd AT HY 2005. 10. 26. AL 2004
1194480 #7), A1zt 2 SR EACHOE Y 2006, 10. 13. A3 20051169342 32).

24) wEPFL Mo 3 FAYYE “AGE F FTAZY T ZARA el AYHJAAY, Aoy AH e
2 o TEHY e FAFAE TIFP 2 Fu Qe AR A2E), fE P “ZARE] A
B3 EA0 A T JdE AL “MA - AR - FA 2 BAASE J)E A £ 9] 1
gE Al SATY7 TaEHo] e AL e 9w FARIE BARRE o)l mgdE EAY gl F
AEe7t gle e FAHT AU ZARE ol& ThEA oiddte AL Ade 4% FAFY7 de
Roz BEol#lsx #)33h.
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AZNEA ghw Bet BAL Wt APTnozE FATIE AT s BA
Gt 0|20l Aoz B 4 gukm AT o2 W AN, FARs} gl
GUe A7eA ohistn Bolo] Balel FARAL wltE APBoE BAH

FAGA7L 4UP RS ohjate Aol 521 4+ YUtk

2, o}RA ole] glo] FAMA] gt FABHL Be AolA FA A

£ olg2 2ARY B RHA S AL o]2e] RS wu RYstim A

& 9Tk old el maw, FANHL we e AT FAd] S YL
w3, BYol ANAA FAHE BEA ohjshm A Eela AEvH AF

AZNE & YA Dok 5L BAS FAs 242 Fo) F W Folop do
A AUlA RFaA Bad Ane 2w, TTH 2N BoE 34
ot wF ¥ 84S TUME oA drhe WolH FAReT. gy oo By

FEAES FHY & Y& Weld Aol Pastt

rlr B mlo

w2 b = ol
opy
tjo

2) A A8Z A3 A35 2] M 3 FALe] AR IR

WA S ASE A3Y A 23 L PRI GAA el mBE B4

2o FATA Qe e FAHIL AT AL o1 OEA ol A9z B
FE gt s Ae Az 2 £ ok

wep FAAAd0] FANRA /8 AUE B 24 A Ee Jol, TF Ex ARe
2 3AFIE HATE 4L 229 FARAo] old] Hjel WAHo2 TFA U3
o, o 2ol gt Aol 4% FARNE ARY 5 9 Aok waYte] A
5 ISAFAL A+e BT 7EEG A2z AL AU e dBo a
o] @71 FA %2 (arbitration agreement --- contained in an exchange of letters or
telegrams)” . ARlol] }@ FATlo] sRectn su Utk BF A4l Hwd
Felatdel @A e A& avske ol ohs 2w o A gow Fah
meby FF EE ARl €@ FAY LS T AFA dstel FAHe
OFA v @97t ASHAGE, o] 22 A9} G wdk Gole Fa A
< FAZ ZsiAde A7t ‘A dokm & Aotk 2004ti20180 HAA diEd

25) ok olgigle] FAYA] LAY Ul AV A& EE UL AT 2SBANA AT
2% % 2 ORE Ao) A5e Ao BAAE G4 Uigel Utk oldl BE AT wolE 43,
o] A pp. 431-432 FxZ.

26) Y A% A FPIA £= B4 24 AF TR FAAAT FARADAL, Al 0B FAH)
7 AREd 1 BA Basts 74 S ¢ + AT

27) olsk B FAUYY NEAAL FAYY Y aolN ‘FYRAL o AN o), T
ANFA B¢ UNCITRAL 2949 ARES, 'FALT, Al A3E, B3, 2006, 12,
74757k Sick ol Aol MW, 5ol 9 FAYAS FYA YA Fe AT AALH. o
A ozl Aul A% FAGNF AP FAE A LTFHL YA B FAW Asz A3
ABEE oA B ANY ol Yrtn Beg
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€ “o] A FANAE Axse] dmnst slm Aleld] n@¥E IFIAHAF, THREA
F 5ol o3t FAZeIr gQdcks 583 Aol flE ol dME €3 U
1 2t FARBAF AL 3D FALEA S HAME T E ZelH, A
A FAX Y AZolzke Ahel T FAH dAEAZ FHE o FAFAI) ol
T #M9 el X gotn He] FFin, 98 dHdezE o2 Nt
4L 49 dx A

o] 29 FAZ Eolsh, AR AAF FAF Fo] HUAYAARE vlAT=
Fe] AAA FA A, ole] tidte] FAAUe] FHA F AUeE wWE OFA of
U 2% o84 & AWt “AdAAA JFH FAFE st e AE Fhshe
Aol ot 3Atete] FAFsE HAAAA “HHE vARE APolEE FAY
A82 A3Y A3zl ABHA Fevkn B ARzt Jok® a2y, oW Felst oy
E R 2 oo 74& Tevhe ulolA], wEA]l EQF FolE Fojof Fote vl
E ohith dRd), tgidd A2 Adx A Feld gt 2FTHE, ol
A gAE ARRe AAY, Y97 FAGME ) e HAE®) S99 clEL S
HAAANA FAFele] ago] m3E FA83, ole] et oo A FYTA °f
ATo R AR o FAFe] 8 FZH Bo| I3k

[+

3) ZABHR] BA Aol B o)A B

39 FAY AE A2FE “FARR] Aoo] BY ok Belol B FANE
A2 AR AzIHolop G S Yok oW ‘FARARE Age] BF ol
‘AR £% £ 45401 BY ololE TPATHE Zo] WEAY YFeltk» 1

goR, FAFe] AR} MRARE A2 FAZ ARD Aol dstel WIAR)
Boto] ate] PANE AZY WAX0 o}RA ol E AsIekA Yok, el T4
Hel A4 PHAY WAL ARG & gokn T ook

olsh Ze AL WAESEA FIBY L WV PedE IAYFAT W
25U G WEA AR o|FoiHo} Brkn SEMEM0Z A2, B
Fel7k Aol GAHSE Bk AEAAA B REA| Beto] olelshA ko W

28) 8 FAY /M9 Edo] @ UNCITRAL 2d ZAHe] &S “An agreement is in writing if - in an
exchange of statements of claim and defense in which the existence of an agreement is alleged by one party
and not denied by another”8}x E&3t: ¢lch. 1985YE g UNCITRAL RRAEAY A7Z A23 =

29) Wi 2005. 5. 27. AT 2005U}H12452 BA F=

30) olo) Wiste] N@AFAY B FHEA AZANEARA FARARIL dEA TAEE AL oFEER AP
of W ole] AENYE ‘BHUAME AT 7R} o Bl B WE AAA'Z ool drpe
A7t Aok MAY, “FAY AADT AAEE AAG A02~AH182E FAHLB”, "FAIA,9E,
@A, 1999, 12, pds FZ e AJE FAYe BE oldE FAWARY T4 v ¥
A F4E 5 lerz g ASANNAR AFdstedr 48 2L dAh
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28o] AUTH 3 UThANZ). BLF7L B A4S 53 WLAN B
3o ik, SAgele G $he 54T zﬂwg-*?— 28 Ate Aoz o
= B4 FAT dete] 9o MEBTE AWsE Ae BAY Aol

:i>~
%
Su)
k)

4) SWde] el AL ,

YR FH L o] FAE FW(estoppel)e] W2 Exta ALFTED olelgle] FA
g3t AAAelA olF A3 HIFHow FAAA dB=E T thF UFel oA
233 AE Aveln FAFY REAE o)RE FARAY FEE FHNE A2
AP Bese AT A 38R getes Aot

Bl e Aol tigt 2] FAYL olzd Fukle Y E A’x A3Y A3E
A7x Aoz FEen Je ¢F, FAA} dFNIA FWFAY AE old o
gt SAsE £ Zloth wEky A yele 2 SAMl X*%FJR] % A
A AN F=2 EAE EHUH, olnf FAFLE o= Y WA Yy E AT
RAJA =& Ax|71 JYob3d Az, Fukkie el AARCR 97 d¥HE ¥
2 TF 7E&Y g WA dttn BAY dFe ZALTFLE Hol AA Z=d
A AAE = EHENGT HEle] U WelA FE3 o] =hgd Rork3d

o
g WES FYRA, o= B2 By oldgle] FA AT A AFHoz F
Agele] 228 Rl FARRS TIL ¥HAA & S 9o HPt

3. FAE 2AAEe] AR == A=A A 75 A

(1) v}F o]& - agency theory

PP FAF e Fal ®ut ohyzt O dolut oL, HEldE FARLE o
ooz 483 2 9= Ayt Yoizm )35 oA Amold v. Amold Corp., 920 F.2d
1269 (6th Cir. 1990) AlHE ABEWA, e Az A FALGFEALS AF3n

31) A3E, kel 2, pp448-449 Fx.

32) AW A2z A FAEY HALWUAE “FAXNI} WIUT ) FL2 AT girk

33) AlA Z=e] Fudiel Wl g 9Astm YA T, o FAFH Yie vdvit 234 g2k 28 A o
L oue fA gl HEE HEE ARIA =T 2 5 Uk

34) X4, 49 F p4d9 F=x

35) Amold v. Amold Corp., 920 F.2d 1269 (6th Cir. 1990); Letiza v. Prudential Bache Securities, Inc., 802 F.2d
1185 (9th Cir. 1986) 5 HZ.
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Aol AR 3Ate] F2 ARE Hu Al @rim o oizk2 slagAte] 48
Aek=d, 2 A #I} BE BEAL n|ZZFAFU33(AAA : American  Arbitration
Association)®] THEo] wet FASVIE AT olF dne 9 A% olPFHH A
DA APIE BEURA F3 A B8 19 e AP E st B3 34k
d - HAE BUHE 255 ATIEHTE oldl tiste] AW A6FAaATHAL dno HTF
7t FATS BARAI gue] ¢ - Aol o FAFAE XFF At Bt AANA
& E 71t Aolx, 2ol 9 ¢ - A UF HY WellA o]Foz Folepd, 1
o - AL v F FAFEY AH PAE oHEE FAFIE o]z Agdtd &
ol Z4stg 7 & vtn BAET. A A6FrH A2 ALY A E At Bl
Al B8 2E 4L e FAEAE A 2t | Jdx, T FAY
o} JARAe] o - A gt Hle A5E 4T, AMG FAT L] BARR A
ojg] FAwA FANE F glvke FE AAA

(2) 342 28 7MY

Y BAL shiel ASAAAA dsie Aol uiFAdUAY FARAS HFAAR
£ AdE 59T A dElq 2%F Arlstn #EE S A AR FARAE
FHHNE F Uve AL BB AFot. a2y a¥da FAFY ez A
ol EA(EY BAAY dFY Ee dEdde EAAE 2 Az 32T
T Yo B7le oA %27t 4ok 91 Amold ¥de] A3 XA AXNH, = ol
A FATY BN AR A G At FRelUeAd wal dAdste o] &k

dzadl, SAAL 247 Adste FA o AgA A “o] AfezRE TA=
EE £AL dAeAde SATHA me A2 JF HA@ o] AgezRyg T
Aste () HEARADS] 4AD Alele] #AE Fdati e W&o FAzFo] 3
o3 7pge] Bak old mo] FAIA JFAE FUE &FE AV, SHEA o
AL 9 22 S0l &% 4o FEE F S Aoltk A AgL A3 FA3AL
o dAYS AT Adoz ST o] 2 F9 gAEA} H7| wfEolth(UHE
A539x Fx). B o] FANAL LS FNE FAE AR EY 2 dF L]
FAYS] FEAE °JH2 FAE AFE F JsAE "AE ot ok dFLeAA
TAE ARG E HoAAM A AGL dF ‘A3Re] HEe BHoR e Ado] He
H, ol SAIAL dA Lol AHde FJAHATUAY F2 AIFR $USHA ofF & FE
7b BTh30 SAIAL AH D 229 oAtk FASA FAE AA S AL AR A
Hol wH Eit opzl, ARG AWLE A S FFetA Adste Fol7] W Eeltt A

36) 9, “A3AE A% Ao, "YFE [XIL, YAl 1997, pp.179-183 FH=.
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T QA FA3AY PAelo] olol] Bl Fe|' EE S
BAIZ gtk A0 28R JALolE o 2e Y
£ %7 28 Aolns, £ 194 47 2 FAR &
B EE U TWAl ATl APt ATk
2AE s 2ol BAA 2 AU AR FA2 AAAATH: £L EF3) oA
%3, Amold AHA3} o) “o| AckeiE WAL TE AL . A ool 82
AR AU A oA T AW} s Bolth “FAReE
o} Qe Ak AW ohiel, 1 Aoke) 4UH olal B H| £l
AR BHY BA7x] 1 G8o| nx”"22 38 Ak FARLY] B ErER #
Aol & AR JHLe) BAS Fehshe Aolzn AN A7 g AL of
Utk 8% “PAA7t FAZYE $A 8 A9 5 PAE AR E S Bosdor ¢
ASE® AR 22 2 ARLE A2 Aol & % gloke Aol ST F
24 19 49 AN WA QRerlE 47 9 e walch

4. §AF A2 A4

(1) u]F ©]& - Piercing the corporate veil / alter ego theory

ulsEedo]l FAFe e TS AAIARE vixle ZAZ AXNFE A F st
Wl A Kol (piercing the corporate veil/ alter ego theory | disregard of the corporate fiction)
o] &0]t}.40 ‘ﬂ°‘7—'1 101% “FAZE PR WY FHE HFa ey o
WYl FeHE Y T Ao AUA opddta 1 AAd gloM e @H3] 2 YU
o] W&o gle EPH HA7Idel EFsIAY a3le] wjFEAd] g PEH S st
7 AR FHoz PR 2dAE AL, WS dABoe ALY GAY A=
gask 1 MEATL WA AAAYS WA AMAT 22 A WA Bt A%
& FAsEA WERe A FRE AL Aoyl 450 Ause PAF 3
go2A A3 Bols FHo| wai] 548 4 glu, W HAE BE 2 BERA
ElQlel distd = 3|Ate] el B AQYS BS Utk Kool FTPE o] Eolrhah

37 ¢ Amold A}A p.1271 FZ.

38) ¥ 9 2005, 5. 13. M3 200467264, 67271 T2,

39) g9 2005. 5. 13. A3 2004T}67264, 67271 B4 T Iz

40) Carte Blanche (Singapore) Pte., Ltd. v. Diners club Int’l, Inc., 2 F3d 24 (2d Cir. 1993); American Protein
Corp. v. AB Volvo, 844 F.2d 56 (2d Cir. 1998); Pritzker v. Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc., 7
F.3d 1110 (3d Cir. 1993) 5 Z=.

41) g€ 2001. 1. 19. A3 97t321604 BE FA=x.
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54 A AAMAY AL WFe A BAY Fe ME QB9 AW
e 324 4ol BE ol BAsEUl2N HAARARY 4H§), vy
de ol e WAARAY o8 FAYele HE A3 Yt F WA o FO
2 AZF A BYE 3 MF & ALNA B2 A% 2 A FAzZ 3
o 3 AE A $alok ATke Rolthd ARE A Helz AFE ALY 3
Felol 2 ) FAGlter ego)d] WA= FEAHE BASE Tk

(@ TI9E 44 A%

WY FAGS HHS M AQeA MAAG 2w A7} FeBA
#¢ PAA Eot BAE oFy gtk a2 48 olfvt Qick A% FE A4 Y
gol Bl WAHo] FATAM XA Feld FAFAAE YAF S $Aske A
ol A

M AT dARed 498 I9Y Aol Aok g2 sk A4
YTkeD “FF7k 283 I AL DAL A Edelmz F3e) AdRe
220 £534 Gl AL HE So) 2 013 HAAL RG] B
deted ALY 4ol 2A @] WRrolda Frheo a2t gAZ FAES 84y
e WYAES] gl e FFRYL APSATE ReE o= Pgoz WAAEe
2ol 98¢ Feshovke 2A Fa3A Gtk At AT WAl 248 ¢
Fatol whzshe o] 44 Wtk AL AW, WA 4% wgsR =7 Pa)
AT A BATIE Aol Goe 2 A5l AR Y9AYALE 938
st AAWY AYE BL & Yoh, BAH FALAS XS o= HEY + o)
oF whgatAch

42) Carte Blanche (Singapore) Pte., Ltd. v. Diners club Int’l, Inc., 2 F.3d 24 (2d Cir. 1993) I =.

43) American Protein Corp. v. AB Volvo, 844 F.2d 56 (2d Cir. 1998) F=.

44) FAHoE uF Lol yAZo] BAE ¢ YA DAL ol st FE3] FHHY A &7,
FHER EReh 4T s BT e oM, “H4JAARQES, "TRARH AT XXIV,, AL
HA A8, 2001. L, p575). o yvolzt FAFELY] HlA FAEE 43y 4T 8ol ANF AYd
T JAARAY] A5 FYFA oA g B A7} QAT Ak o tidtes ol Wzl
A= HEIF}IL AP Age] o g 7132 uEch

45) o1d%, "IAPIZ(A8H),, ¥HgA}, 2001, p46 FZ.

46) o)|HE, ¥ 2.

47) 24, &9 2, pp.586-587.

48) F4& ZAYPEAA met h2sh) ANAE WA FAANE Fohstolo Bk Teuh HlRAY F
4703 ke 2 A4 ZHe Wobtk S, Al @27 glele Wk AL @rbssta, Absstha
steigts 2t g AjZha v ge] ke o] ZAlF P Ade] gle ASst gk
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5. aAFEKRE)9 d=l A&

(1) w5 o] € - Estoppel

PlEHEe dAT B SAFA AL oMb FAZTE A8t TA
get BARE AdE FAE 878 + dvkn Fche) EA AQ] Sunkist Soft
Drinks, Inc. v. Sunkist Growers, Inc., 10 F.3d 753, 757 58 (11th Cir.1993)& ¥ EWH,
SunkistA}l+= Sunkist Soft DrinkAH©]3} ‘SSDAP)S} #lo]Alx AlekS AZAste] SSDALOA
Sunkist BAEE AHEF 2AA] FFSE WAL Foged, I Al TPl
E@H} AT olF ZAAI Del MonteAt7d SSDALS] 4 AF-Z Q¥ t, SSD
At Y458 Del MontAte] Zhato]z SRANIFEol| AMAE FFAAWRAE, SSDAL
T A oy 49R ol fA HAT 2 % SunkistAlE Del MontAl7} 100% =}
BAIQl SSDALE dtofg 9 gtoldlzAloRE fwkstAl WEUTE ©lF= Del MontAl 2
SSDALE A2 24¢ A7IsATh oldl Del Mont Ak & Aol FAZEE 2
lE eollzAke HH PARE opAT o] BAL FAZ HFstelor drkn 77
ek ole] hate] @ ANPLATARLE Bk O FAFIS DS TS
AT PR Aol LA BAZ} U3, @ NPAR AE AT o] FAY
oo} AR} Rekshe Ak Q%o olgzt s BELC] ULk, FAYle) 4
oe WIRARE 9 Akl A3 AEEA @tk o4z MgAAE Az W
2% A7% F gokn BEsgch 9X ot 2a = AN 4 Ha A

£ OFZ FAWZ G5E B0 datd FAE Al st Re Fwdle 93
of W] 4% & girke Bolth

In re Currency Coversion Fee Antitrust Litig., 265 F.Supp.2d 385 (S.D.N.Y 2003)c|=
ALItE o] &S] A47tE EFIAL 9 O RIAES FUE Adads Alssle
o, I G FEATEYL SunkistAbiz e o] fE 0] A87lE EFIAE €8
3 23AEC UE B AStE TPALY SAZY w2t FAE stejol dvta
HA B

v

@ S 48 AR
of BAlE @A 33elN AWE “FAR A A EE delde] dF T

49) Thomson CSF, S.A. v. Am. Arbitration Ass’n, 64 F.3d, 773, 776 (2d. 1995); Sunkist Soft Drinks, Inc. v.
Sunkist Growers, Inc., 10 F.3d 753, 757-58 (1ith Cir.1993), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 869; J.J. Ryan & Sons,
Inc. v. Rhone Poulenc Textile, S.A.,, 863 F.2d 315, 320-21 (4th Cir.1988); Grigson v. Creative Artists
Agency, L.L.C., 210 F.3d 524 (5th Cir. 2000); McBro Planning & Dev. Co. v. Triangle Elec. Constr. Co,
741 F.2d 342, 344 (7th Cir.1984).
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9 BA"s QUAERT AT MR FATIE AeBTIE BN fAR
B, NPl dE 254718 B FAYAE THANANE o Frke AR 94
Bl g8t

39 1314 2 Fayol FAT dEY R AAE AYH E ¥
AL &8 A7l 222 WAL BAF 4 gge HoA WA B2 Asgy &
fle ARtelTh SRRl Mudl o AT T old ZFde FAA FIE &7
T WYY ol o8] HIFHez +89 & USAE ARtk fHAE FHA
o= 2 2R geth AT Swde 43S H el FRAA@EATTR A
she 9B AFBACHTITR)ZE Aolok Hedls0 Sl AL Ao =

Haht Asjatste) RAANE FAZ AFathe 2AHE BHsH BASA ofid
2, A A FAE AFSe Aol A3l Bedvia B o3 r] wielth

9 3% AES AAR, FAFY AR At duide] Adatele] EAnA
FAZ NAFATE A BAG ol AAS AT AY Ex AR RS
EXo 2 ste A% WU AEY = Y& Aotk AL ALRAR e 93 2 A%
2E Weg kel & & glrke AolA ol @ oA Agse AL AP 4
Al ol HRIth. FA ] X E FYP3F ¢ Jvhe $Ee AGAM A 249 7
4g FARAY T A Alole FARAL F8E WA Fee o Wye=z
HAE ol glAl YEst Aladch

[+
—

6. AR BAkxbe] Alg] S AP

PlFolA EefEn YA FAT, FAFE ] A3 A} BHE HESEA whx
T e Aol SAY 3t AYo|rhsh F&lat e dWNSAAANA FAFe Y
o vjitke A2 9&o] itk EAt SHEFA] Ui Aotk FAYFNE T
Ak 2AT 54 AA e EAS 5T A ARAE Jd2 3L 2 AFA)
FreE R FAE FE & deA FAGG

AkaA AdH cAJFE rhedict diyde BIFPE AAYHez By
“delPAtel 2HozA o ABAC Bz RaE AAF olzye WA &
T e, AYAAR Zo] 1 ABA] WEE AL AREA B F e H

50) olAl&, 9] # p.2s8.

51 #dsted SAZ Y AR thste] st Ev AT AXNEHRE o, FAAAJANY A sl @
gelo} FAFee FESErt 3= AT FA7L Dok o] BAL @ed) FAFAY 53 EAZ ohi
AT FARE A FAAA Aug 5L Auvt s 2AEA BAZE 2HEA "ok ek o]
A O 7180 gF712 3 o] FdME AFIES Fr). o] FH BIME YL, "TAHHAT
2,, ¥4}, 2006, pp.82-130914 71EHQ) &g & Rstn ok
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s, g3l RYBAY ERSAAL 29 2ol WAH PAVAS $AD Folga @
RololM, BEFe] THe EFSALNAE P APn BAAED ¥ A FA)
o SJate] AL AR e FAGY 4N WAF BHYAY 2o AFRT
¢ oD, 2ARAE TIF Aol 2A 54 AL I SHSAQNA A
A0a stk & etk I W Fol ATAE FAGAE YE AR FrUNA
FAYZA S 5 Aok @ A7 ATk

Asl thdel € BAL 5AE Aol AT, 29 BAH FFANA AW 3
A TS F4Y FE AT A, TATALAS TAGAR Aels] FA)
Fele AT e FEAAE 2AX opUG Rolth “FAY A3AE 1 W&ol
W4 A0l AL 1 WES A2 AT F 93, £ 1 g9 uE 57

P4 NG 9E Rol7] BErolnhse

V.2 &

o] FAME FAYAS AW A ohd At FAYlY FAAE FUE FAE
T # YEA T FAAY AR FAG) AFeAA T AE U= FA
& ZAT # LA RS T Aol dEhd olgSE FACE Avugith IvE
A8 FAMPORE AFUAAT, ARE FTe] WA A2 Brlgol HY Agol
Ytk BEEL F2E e nFydel FAYE Ws WA A¥sn AFHo
2 Q38a drke golth o] e ABFAA (pro-arbitration) I ¥IT )Tl
BASE 7o) ohys], AARY BAolhs ZAAY] Btz Lujotol Ao e
A8 - AAAE 830 AWF F7HE Afelnl, A T UF BAo| AVF W2
Hcke FolV1E stk T2 WAE FAGAE AN AeYel Yo ol e A
8- ZAR 279 FAH 58S FE8 AQsdol T Aol FAAY FA HeAS
of WeozRY FU Ue AYT VL £ USF YL FAUAY WY =FE 3

FaoF 2 EEIAT

52) ¥ 2006. 3. 2.3 200591902 AA F=z.

53) A& EY AMEAY 2002 7. 5. A3 2001743 6107 BE 2

54) o|Al&, &9 A, p.103. FE P 1994. 5. 26.7} 947n}536 AA.

55) o] Z& AAA FAH] BAME Gary B. Bome] %] # pp.155-167 FZ.
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ABSTRACT

Arbitration Agreement’s Binding Effect on Non-Signatory

Gee-Hong Kim

Arbitration is contractual by nature. One cannot be required to submit to arbitration any
dispute which he has not agreed to so submit. As commercial transactions become
increasingly complex, involving multiple parties and numerous contracts for a single
transaction, however, limiting the parties who are subject to arbitration to only those who
have signed a contract containing an arbitration clause would frustrate the purpose of such
arbitration clause and might lead to injustice among the relevant parties. Therefore, U.S.
courts have recognized a number of theories under which non-signatories may be bound to
the arbitration agreement of others : (1) incorporation by reference; (2) assumption; (3)
agency; (4) veil-piercing/alter ego; and (5) estoppel.

Incorporation by reference and veil-piercing theories have already been recognized by
Korean courts. Agency theory and estoppel theory are not recognizable under Korean law.
However, the same or similar result may be achieved by applying the third party beneficiary
theory or assumption by third party theory. Although a couple of Supreme Court cases appear
to be at odds with the assumption theory, on the basis of the recent amendments to the

Arbitration Act, such court precedents can be and should be reversed.

Key Words : arbitration agreement, non signatory, incorporation by reference, agency, piercing

the corporate vail, alter ego, estoppel.



