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# Irmgard Anna Rodler, When Are Non-signatories Bound by the Arbitration Agreement in

International Commercial Arbitration?, at 84 (March, 2012) (unpublished L.L.M. thesis, University of

Chile and University of Heidelberg) (on file with University of Chile and University of Heidelberg).

5 GE Energy Power Conversion France SAS, Corp. v. Outokumpu Stainless USA, LLC, 902 F.3d
1316, 1320-1321 (11th Cir. 2018) [hereinafter GE Energy v. Outokumpu 11th Cir.].

6 I1d

" Id

8 Id
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(SD Ala., Feb. 3,2017).

10 New York Convention, art. 11:2.

1 GE Energy v. Outokumpu 11th Cir., at 1326.
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2 UNCITRAL, Rep. of Its Thirty-Ninth Session, General Assembly, U.N. Doc. (A/61/17), at 62
(2006).

%5 GE Energy v. Outokumpu Supre. Ct., at 1646.

% Id. at 1648.

27 Brief for The Miami International Arbitration Society as Amici Curiae Supporting Petitioner, GE
Energy Power Conversion France SAS, Corp. v. Outokumpu Stainless USA, LLC, 140 S.Ct. 1637
(2020) (No. 18-1048) at 19.

28 Brief for The North America Branch of the Charted Institute of Arbitrators as Amici Curiae
Supporting Petitioner, GE Energy Power Conversion France SAS, Corp. v. Outokumpu Stainless USA,
LLC, 140 S.Ct. 1637 (2020) (No. 18-1048) at 10.

2 Brief for Professor Benjamin G. Davis and Professor Nader M. Ibrahim, Ph.D. as Amici Curiae
Supporting Respondents, GE Energy Power Conversion France SAS, Corp. v. Outokumpu Stainless
USA, LLC, 140 S.Ct. 1637 (2020) (No. 18-1048) at 27 [hereinafter Brief for Professor Benjamin G.
Davis and Professor Nader M. Ibrahim].

0 Id at17.

! GE Energy v. Outokumpu Supre.Ct. at 1646 (Sotomayor, concurring).

2 Brief for Professor Benjamin G. Davis and Professor Nader M. Ibrahim, at 19.

33 Brief for Public Citizen as Amici Curiae Supporting Respondents, GE Energy Power Conversion
France SAS, Corp. v. Outokumpu Stainless USA, LLC, 140 S.Ct. 1637 (2020) (No. 18-1048) at 17.
% Id at 18.
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