29 4 Vol.29 No.4

2018 12 Chinese Journal of Maritime Law Dec. 2018
] 2018 29( 4) : 44-55
( 116026)
. 2018
{ »
:DF961.9 CA :2096-028X( 2018) 04-0044412

Systematic establishment of potential conflict of interests for arbitrators under third party funding
ZHOU Qing-hua CHENG Bin
( Law School Dalian Maritime University Dalian 116026 China)

Abstract: Third party funding as a hot topic in international arbitration community has been paid widespread attention. In
2018 Report of Working Group III on the work of its thirtyfifth session Part- stated that third party funding has become a
significant concern; meanwhile when discussing the issues on the arbitrator’ s ethical standard the Report especially re—
ferred to that the session should pay more attention to negative impact of third party funding on the impartiality and independ-
ence of arbitrators. Because of contractual confidentiality between third party funder and the funded party this confidentiality
barriers other participants in the process of arbitration to recognize the potential conflicts of interest between arbitrators and
third party funder. Therefore it is essential to disclose third party funding arrangement and establish the proper disclosure
obligation and respond to the question whether the modification on the Arbitration Law of the People’ s Republic of China
should consider relative issues on third party funding.
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