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‘In either of the following cases the United States court in and for the district wherein the award was made may make an
order vacating the award upon the application of any party to the arbitration—
‘(a) Where the award was procured by corruption, fraud, or undue means.
‘(b) Where there was evident partiality or corruption in the arbitrators, or either of them.
‘(c) Where the arbitrators were guilty of misconduct in refusing to postpone the hearing, upon sufficient cause shown, or
in refusing to hear evidence pertinent and material to the controversy; or of any other misbehavior by which the rights
of any party have been prejudiced.
‘(d) Where the arbitrators exceeded their powers, or so imperfectly executed them that a mutual, final, and definite award
upon the subject matter submitted was not made.
‘(e) Where an award is vacated and the time within which the agreement required there award to be made has not expired
the court may, in its discretion, direct a rehearing by the arbitrators.’
382 F.2d, at 1011.
273 U.S., at 524, 47 S.Ct., at 441.
In fact, the District Court found—on the basis of the record and petitioner's admissions—that the arbitrator in this case
was entirely fair and impartial. I do not read the majority opinion as questioning this finding in any way.
See Firemen's Fund Ins. Co. v. Flint Hosiery Mills, 74 F.2d 533 (C.A.4th Cir. 1935); Texas Eastern Transmission Corp.
v. Barnard, 177 F.Supp. 123, 128—129 (D.C.E.D.Ky.1959), rev'd on other grounds, 285 F.2d 536 (C.A.6th Cir. 1960);
Ilios Shipping & Trading Corp. v. American Anthracite & Bituminous Coal Corp., 148 F.Supp. 698, 700 (D.C.S.D.N.Y.),
aff'd, 245 F.2d 873 (1957); Cross Properties, Inc. v. Gimbel Bros., 15 A.D.2d 913, 225 N.Y.S.2d 1014, aff'd, 12 N.Y.2d
806, 236 N.Y.S.2d 61, 187 N.E.2d 129 (1962). Cf. Isbrandtsen Tankers, Inc. v. National Marine Engineers' Beneficial
Assn., Sup., 236 N.Y.S.2d 808, 811 (1962).
At the time of the contract and the arbitration herein, s 18 of the Rules of the American Arbitration Association, which the
Court quotes, was phrased merely in terms of a ‘request’ that the arbitrator ‘disclose any circumstances likely to create a
presumption of bias or which he believes might disqualify him as an impartial Arbitrator.’ In 1964, the rule was changed
to provide that ‘the prospective neutral Arbitrator shall disclose any circumstances likely to create a presumption of bias
or which he believes might disqualify him as an impartial Arbitrator.’ (Emphasis supplied.)
The reports on the Act make this purpose clear. H.R.Rep. No. 96, 68th Cong., 1st Sess., 1—2; S.Rep.No. 536, 68th
Cong., 1st Sess., 3. Cf. Wilko v. Swan, 346 U.S. 427, 431, 74 S.Ct. 182, 184, 98 L.Ed. 168 (1953).
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