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Abgtract : The doctrine of forum non conveniens can be defined as a general discretionary power of
a ocourt to decline the exercise of jurisdiction over aforeign-related case on ground that such caseis
better tried by aforeign court or not appropriate to be tried by aloca court. Originated in Eng-
land, it has gradualy developed into an important system in Anglo-American private internationa
law profoundly &fecting the determination of internationa jurisdiction. This system lacks reason-
ableness and unified standard of application. It gives the judges too much discretionary power in
handling cases and can be eadly manipulated by a party or the court , leading to incond stency of
the resultsof application. Apart from afew common law countries and regions, this doctrineisre-
jected by the mgjority of the countriesin the world. The Chinese court should not goply this doc-
trine in handling foreign related cases.

97 Cf., Permanent Bureau, Synthesis of the Work of the Special Commission of March 1998 on | nternational Jurisdic
tion and the Effects of Foreign Judgmentsin Civil and Commercial Matters, drawn by Catherine Kessedjian, Prelimi-
nary Document No. 9 (1998) , para. 101, p. 43.
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