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When Security Isn’t Just Security: Why The “Yangtze Harmony” 

Matters for Maritime Arbitration   

In shipping disputes, security is not ancillary. It is the product. 

Maritime practitioners do not arrest vessels because they expect to lose the arbitration. They 

arrest because a perfectly reasoned award is often commercially worthless against a thinly 

capitalised, single-purpose-owning vehicle. The real question is not whether you can win. It 

is whether you can get paid. 

The Singapore High Court’s decision in The “Yangtze Harmony” [2026] SGHC 3 addresses 

that question directly, and in doing so, materially strengthens Singapore’s position as both an 

arbitration seat and an admiralty forum. 

1. The commercial problem 

Justice Mohan framed the issue in practical, not doctrinal, terms: 

Where a vessel is arrested as security, proceedings are stayed in favour of arbitration, and 

an award is ultimately obtained, how does the successful party actually realise against that 

security? 

This is not an abstract concern. Ships are mobile. Ownership structures are fragmented. 

Credit risk is endemic. 

If arrest security cannot be converted into payment, it is reduced to an expensive procedural 

illusion. 

2. The factual matrix (in brief) 

The claimant arrested the vessel as security for claims subject to arbitration. Court 

proceedings were stayed under section 6 of the International Arbitration Act 1994 (“IAA”), 

except for matters relating to the arrest and sale of the vessel. The vessel was subsequently 

sold by judicial order, with the proceeds paid into court. The claimant later obtained foreign 
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arbitral awards in its favour and applied to lift the stay and enter judgment in rem in order to 

access the sale proceeds. The court allowed the application. 

3. The key holding: security must be realisable   

The court confirmed that it retains a residual common law power to lift a stay, which is 

“merely suspensory”. Critically, it held that without such a power, retention of security under 

section 7 of the IAA would be rendered “meaningless” and a “hollow protection”. 

This is the central commercial takeaway: Retention of security must lead to realisation. 

Section 7 of the IAA allows property to be retained “for the satisfaction of any award”. 

Satisfaction cannot mean passive preservation. It must include a viable pathway to payment, 

whether through judgment in rem or distribution of judicial sale proceeds in accordance with 

admiralty priorities. 

In practical terms, the court has affirmed that Singapore’s framework is not a security holding 

mechanism, but a security-to-cash pipeline. 

4. No merger: in rem rights survive the award 

The defendants argued that once an arbitral award is obtained in personam, the in rem claim 

should fall away. The court rejected this decisively. It held that the in rem claim does not 

merge into the in personam award. The claimant remains entitled to pursue judgment in rem 

reflecting the award sum. 

To hold otherwise would create what the court described as an “astounding loophole” – one 

that would undermine the very purpose of maritime arrest. From a commercial standpoint, 

this is critical. If arbitration extinguished in rem rights, it would effectively neutralise arrest 

security. The court has ensured that this does not happen. 

5. What this means for the market 

For claimants (charterers, cargo interests, offshore contractors, service providers): 

Arrest in Singapore remains a credible hedge against paper awards. 

Retention under section 7 of the IAA is not symbolic – it can lead to payment. 

Post-award enforcement strategy is key: recognition alone may not suffice; an in rem 

judgment may be required to unlock proceeds. 
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For owners, bareboat charterers and insurers: 

Arrest plus stay is not a pause – it is part of a continuous enforcement pathway. 

“Merger” arguments face significant headwinds under Singapore law. 

Settlement strategy must now account for the real convertibility of security into cash. 

6. The strategic significance 

Singapore has long positioned itself as both arbitration-friendly and admiralty-capable. 

The “Yangtze Harmony” demonstrates that these are not competing priorities, they are 

mutually reinforcing. 

The court did not expand arrest jurisdiction. It did something more commercially important: it 

ensured that arrest security retains economic value. 

In an industry defined by mobile assets and fragmented ownership, that clarity is not merely 

doctrinal. It is decisive. 

Case: The "Yangtze Harmony" [2026] SGHC 3 (7 January 2026) (S Mohan J). 

Further information  

Should you have any questions on this article or how this development may affect you or 

your business, please get in touch with the team at PDLegal. 

Peter Doraisamy Chara Lam 

Group Managing Partner, Singapore  Counsel, Singapore  
pdoraisamy@pdlegal.com.sg charal@pdlegal.com.sg 
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