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The 4th International Conference 

on the New Haven School 

Jurisprudence jointly organized by 

CityU Law School and Yale Law 

School was held at City University 

of Hong Kong on 4 to 5 October 

2012. This conference on 

“Contemporary Legal Problems: 

The New Haven School of 

Jurisprudence from a Comparative Perspective”, provided a forum for 

scholars interested in jurisprudence and comparative law to interact with 

proponents of the New Haven approach.  

 

The conference brought together legal scholars and academics from around 

the world including North America, Europe, Mainland China and Asia and to 

promote a better understanding of the modern social and political realities 

and how international law principles and philosophy change over time to 

meet the changing international needs and aspirations. It focused on the 

application of the New Haven approach to specific legal issues – of topical 

interests.  

 
The conference discussed a variety of topics, including law and culture, 

dispute resolution mechanisms and procedural justice.  Twenty-four 

scholars presented their papers at the conference.  

 

 



Professor Michael Reisman 

 
Professor Michael Reisman, Myres S. McDougal 

Professor of International Law at Yale Law 

School, delivered his paper on “A Time and a 

Place for Everything: Two Modes of Decision 

Making”.  In this paper, he sets out and analyzes 

two of those modes: textual-rule-based decision 

and policy-context-based decision. In his opinion, 

the very legitimacy of decision-making depends upon using the appropriate 

mode.  

Professor Wang Guiguo, Dean of CityU Law 

School, was glad to see that the conference 

attracted a variety of scholars from different fields 

and he hoped the conference would inspire them 

to learn more about New Haven. 

 
Professor Wang’s paper “Control Mechanism of 

International Trade and Investment: An 

Assessment through Operation of the MFN Clause” investigates the 

operation of the MFN clause and exceptions to it within the WTO system. 

Then it turns attention to the implementation of the MFN clause relating to 

investment. The third part of the paper synthesizes the experience of the 

WTO, contemporary treaty practices of some countries and possible causes 

for the divergent decisions in investment arbitration. In the end, some 

alternatives for resolving the undesirable situation of contradictory 

investment arbitral awards are suggested.  
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