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Research on the Validity of Mandatory Arbitration Clause in
Cross — Border Consumer Contracts
Wei Qiuyue

Abstract: The group of consumers relating to International Internet should not be ignored in
the context of the development of International B2C career in China. It is necessary to concentrate
people’ s attention on the protection of the legal rights of the B2C consumers. Mandatory arbitra—
tion clauses always been concluded in International Internet B2C contracts for the sake of busines—
ses themselves. In form mandatory arbitration clause has the characteristic of Standard Terms
however business seldom fulfills the obligation of giving a reasonable alert and explanation. In
essence the burden of consumers has been added in light of the features of International commer—
cial arbitration on the one hand on the other hand through the mandatory arbitration clause
cross — border class action could be circumvented. For all the reasons stated Mandatory arbitra—
tion clauses in International Internet consumer contracts should be deemed legally invalidity.

Keywords: mandatory arbitration clause; browse — wrap agreements; clicking agreements;

class litigation
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