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Abstract
This paper examines the legal implications of corruption allegations on one of the parties in

international investment disputes and the challenges faced by the tribunals.

Corruption is a challenge faced by various states, including Georgia, which has become
particularly relevant in investment arbitration in the 21% century. If a party alleges corruption,
the arbitral tribunal must decide on its own jurisdiction and admissibility of the claim. The
paper argues that in corrupt investment disputes, tribunals must assess a variety of
substantively important circumstances in order to decide on jurisdiction and admissibility
issues. In addition, the paper examines the use of the corruption claim as a defense strategy by
the host state and argues that this should not be a disincentive for tribunals to decline to

establish jurisdiction or declare a claim inadmissible.

The paper also discusses the allocation of the burden of proof and the standard of proof. It
suggests that the tribunals should not set an overly high standard of proof and should not

reverse the burden of proof.

The paper emphasizes that there is no properly developed and uniform practice regarding
corrupt investments, which increases the challenges associated with it and the need to solve

them.

Keywords: Corrupt investment, jurisdiction, admissibility, standard of proof, burden of proof,

defense strategy



