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1. UNIDROIT, upon completing the studies it undertook to

make as far back as 1935, published, in 1961, two draft uniform laws on

certai _ - s . C .
rtain aspects of the insermediarics' activity 1in international transac-

tions.

The former, concerning agency in private law rolations of an in-

ternational character (UDP 1961 - Et/XIX, Doc. 43), purposes to rcgilate

i y . . . .
n a uniform manncr all cases of "représcntation directe'", but is never-

+1 o . . . . X .
1cless confined to Qons1der1ng relationships between principal and third

partics; and the latter dealing with the contract of commission on the

international sale of goods (UDP 1961 - E4/XXIV, Doc. 28) principally refers

to i . . o . s
° lnternal relationships between principal and commiss1oil agent but also

principal and

includes certain provisions regarding rclationships between

third parties.

Quite recently, ¢ further two draft uniform laws, restricted

to internal relationships between principal and agent, were published on the

‘Subject: thodraft of "Intcrnationale Liga flr Handelsvertrcter und Handels-—

roigende" and the draft of the "Intcrnational Union of Commercial Agents

and Brokers", January 1966.

The Austrian Government, for its own part, submitted to the

Legal Co-Operation Committcc of the Council of Burope a draft code on inter—

national commercial agency ("Projet de code international de la représen-—

tation commerciale") . which is no other than the afore-mentioned draft of

the "Internationalc Liga Ity Handelsveriretor wind Handelsreiscnde"),

The two UNIDROIT drafts were sent to the participating Govern~—

ments for submission of their comments. A number of these Governments

conveyed their observations and comments to the knowledge of the Institute

970 ~ Ltudes XIX et XXIV ns. 44 et 29).

(analysed in Dec. UDP 1
ts was made

The most fundamental criticism on these two draf

This Government in fact gtressed

by the Government of the United Kingdom.
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that thc wholc system originating from the two UNIDROIT drafts is inconsistOnt
with the rules regulating the institution of ”agency" within the Common Law
system. The Goverament of the United Kingdom had ncvertheless foresccea the
possibility of a unification taking shape and suggested that a ncw draft
be prepared restricted to the intermediaries in international salcs, but
which should also regulate both disclosed and undiscloscd agencye. Such a
draft should decal both with the principal-agent internal relationship and
the relationships between the agent @nd the principall and third partics.
The differcnces of conceptions appearing through the varicty
of the drafts proposed, as well as the oriticism to UNIDROIT texts, disclos¢
the existence of very considerable difficultics. An cxplanation for thcdc
difficultics may be found in the differcnt legal concepts about the idca
of intermediary, under the various systems of municipal laws.
Tt scoms to be advisable to analise these concepts and to compare
hem with the two UNIDROIT drafts in order %o find out the sphere within

which unification would appcar to be recalizablc.

(o] Q

2 | An author (1) quite rightly rcmarked that thc notion of
agency nccessarily involves the fact that the agent is vested with the power
to act on bechalf of someone clse; but that on the other hand, the fact of
acting in some one elsc's name is in no way indispensable t0 the conocept of
agency. The possibility for an agent to bind the person on behalf of
whom he acts shall not nccessarily depend on the disclosure of tho latter's
name. It is quite conceivable, from a logical standpoint, that a legal
system should acknowledge the effects produced on the principal by the acts
of the agent, by giving consideration only to the relationship existing

between these two. Under this conception, where a distinction between

(1) TrLUE, Allg. Teil des Burgerl. Rechts, BD, II, Das Rechtsgeschiflt,
Berlin~ieidelberg-liew Yorlk, 1965, p. 763.



"dig .
isclosed agency" and wyndisclosed agency' has no more mecaning, all relation-

ships should be envisaged as a whole within the spherc of agency, including

rclationships between agent and third partics and between principal and these

third partics and, all thc morc SO, rolationships between agent and principal.

Converscly, another concept is to be found in the legal systems

according to which agency implies that tho transaction has to be entered

into in the namc of the principal. This casc is clearly scparate and
with—

d i 3 ~ Y
istinct from thc hypothcses where a person acts on behalf of another,

out disclosing this latter pcrson's namc, and cannot, thercfore, bind him

gency stricto scnsu is con—

dircctly. TFrom the standpoint of these systems a

ccived i: . . N . (s
ived in a general and abstract manncr, indipendent from particular rclation=

ships which in cach casc bind the agent and the principal.Emphasis is conversdy

between principal and third partics. On the

quality to third

laid mercly on rclationships

other hand, the cases where the agent did not disclose his

partics and appcared as if he were acting on his own behalf arc only cnvi-

a . - . . . . .
saged through particular rolationships which, 1n gvery casc 1n point, may

exist between the agent and the person on whosc beohalf he acts.

3. Of the modern systcms under which agency jmplics that the

agent shall act in the name of principal, o catcgories may bc specified.
does not wholly

The former - which is the less rccent one -~

disregard, or sct asidc, the relationships cxisting between agent and prin-

Cipal which it rcgulates as well as it regulates relationships between

within the framework of th

prin-

cipal and third parties, o institution of agency.
It is the concept of the Tronch Civil Code which conceives agency under
act under which onc

the scheme of "mandat! dofincd in article 1984 as an

r the power of doing somcthing on behalf of prin-

person confers upon anothe
' concluded between the

Cipal and in his name ", This contract of "mandat

al, 1is rogulated by articles 1991 ot scq. A like

agent and the princip
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concept exists in the lcgislations of the Argentincs, of DBrazil, of Chili,
of Spain ctc., as well as in the Austrian ABGB (paragraph 1002 s0q.) .

The latter category is rcpresented in the first placc by the
Gorman BGB, which considers agency ("Vollmacht") only within the framcwork
of legal transactions, as a mMCre technical mechanism to facilitatc their
conclusion. Thence, the only matter of intercst arc the conditions of
itg oxistence (conforment of powers on agent) and its cffects (dircct
rclationships between principal and third partics) regardless of tho
intcernal rclationships between agent and principal. The 1ine followed by
DGB would appear to be quite clcar, if onc wcre to consider, for ingtanccy
the opening paragraph of Article 164: '"Any such dcclaration of intent as
nay be made by anyone within the limits of his agency pOWCI'S, in the name
of principal, shall sroduce a dircct effect on principal”.

This conccpt which is to be found in othcer modern legislations
(for instance, in: Switzorland, Scandinavian Countrics, Italy, Greeoc,
Poland), rcflects certain principles which were cxpressed during the past
century by JEHRING(Z) and LADAND(3) who have claborated the abstract

notion of agency.

4. Thc Common Law legal system stapts out from a widely
different concept of the institution of "agency", which, in practicc, gives
risc to offccts which arc very similar to thosc known to the systems cited
above. The Common Law only oonsiders, for purposcs.of ostablishing the

mechanism of agency, rclationships between principal and agent. It is of

no congecquence whether the latter, in dealing with third partics, states

(2) Jherings Jahrb. 2, 131 (1858).
(3) ZHR, To, 183 (1866) .



0 . . .
v docs not state that he is acting in gsomeconc elsc's namc; only thc ties

binds c . . . ,
inding him in his capacity of Magent! to his master, the principal, bhring

agency into being (4).

The differencc existing in this conncction between the Common

Law and the Civil Law systoems, appears first from the causal nature of the

" " 3 0y ‘

authority", that is to say the power conTorred upon the agent to bind the

t . R .
principal” and third parties. This docs not mean that the Common Law

malies no distinction, at the theoretical level, between the various relapion—

Ships that arc catablished wighin the sphere of "agency":it ccftainly tokes 1n

3Q N . . . . T
paratc account, the manner 1in which such "authority" 1s conferred on the

" - k3 -
agent" by the 'principal’, as well as the relationship cstablished betueen

third partics and the wprincipal® by the agent using his authority. But
these "external rclationships, which in the codificd law systems arc con=
gidered as independent, scparate from any special relationships between
Principal and agent, arc on the contrary embodied by Common Law in the single
Sphere of agency including all rclationships between the various partics

concerned — frec thercafter to cgtablish certain differcnces by making a

in particular types of agency, gtill exclusively

distinction botween certa
stablished between prinoipal

charactorized by the naturc of the rclationship ¢

and agent.

———

(4) Examples of definitions of "Agency"
} p that oxists between WO persons one of
essly or implicdly conscnts that the other,
ting, should reprcsent_him or act on his
dvcd. 1959, p- 1).

ch results from the manife
on to another that the other shall act on his
g control and conscnt by the other so to act'.

2hd, §1).

npgency is the relationshi
whom, the principal, GXPT
the agent, gimilarly conscn

bohalf." (Bowstcad on Agoncy, 12"
station

"pgency 1s the fiduciary reclation whi

of consent by one pers
behalf and subject to hi
(Restatcmcnt oflthc Law, Agency,



The difference in which "agency" is viewed by the Common Law
and "représentation' by the civil law system becomes again apparent, at the
practical level, srom the difficultics arising in conncetion with the "undis—
closed principal" - the casc wherc the agent does not disclose the name of his
principal to third partics - or cven his capacity of agente. In such
o casc, the Common Law, anlilze Civil Law, finds no difficulty in having
the intcrmediary disappcear from the scenc and to admitting the existonce
of dircct rclationships betwecen the principal and third partics when the
formor discloscs his cxistence to the latter, or the latter discovor.his
identity. The only ConditiOA, naturally, being that the agent acted
within the limits of the authority which was confcrred on him under the

-
special rclationship binding him to hig principal ()),

5. The UNIDROIT draft on agency took the concept of the
Civil Law systems as a basis, according to which agency presumes that tho
agent acts not only on bchalf but also in the namc o% somconc clsc
(article 3 of the draft). The result is that the draft is restricted
to cnvisaging the ostablishment of agency powers. (art. 5-0) their cktént
(art. 0-11), their oxtinction (art. 17-26) and, quite sbviously, relation—
ships between principal and third partics. The institution of agency
hus conceived. corresponds 0 the concepts familiar to the Civil Law coun-
irics and thesc can admit without any difficulty that the draft docs not

doal with rclationships botween principal and agent.

(5) Cf. AuSON, Prinmciples of the Daelish Law of Contract, 22% cd., Oxford
1964, p. 542. Bowstecad on Agcney, OP. cit., p. 175 s8Q.; Restatement
of the Law, Agency, 2% §§ 144, 186.




TFor thc Common Law jurists, conversely, the UNIDROIT draft

is scarccly consistent with the very notion of agency which can hardly

Subsist if thc casc of the mundiscloscd principal" and the rclationships

betweon agont and principal arc disregardcd.

Beyond the difficulty of tcrminology, the differcnce between

the concepts of "roprééentation” on the onc hand and of "agency" on the

other reveals that the UNIDROIT draft, which has optcd in favour of the

notion of "represcntation", appcars on the wholc to be consistent for the
Civil Law countrics, but that from the Common Law standpoint, the samc
draft, viewed within the concept of nagency'', appears to contain somc Very

scrioug gaps.

6. The situation is 2 shadc different in the UIIDROIT draft

dealing with the contract of commission on the intcrnational gale of goods.

The main difficulty herc scoms to arisc from the very cxistence
in the Civil Law systems, of a duality of categorics cxplaining the duality
of the drafts. The "commission agent', who 18 described as an intcrmediary

acting in his own namc (Art. 5) is distinguished from the agent who acts
in somconc clsc's name (draft on agency). It 1s obvious that, bearing

this distinction praotically does

in mind that which has becen said aboveg

not make any sensc in Common Law.

thc structurec of thc draft on commisgsion and

On the other hand,

the fundamental rules cmbodies thcrein, have met with far 1ess objections

sc which werc met by the

on the part of the Common Law countrics than tho
h the

draft on agency. Contrarily to the former, it dcals primarily wit

"internal rclationshipa" of agency and devotes a full chapter to the

and commission agent.

rclationships between principal
11, dcaling with relationships

Furthor and above all, Chapter I

deliberately deviates from the logic

between principal and third partics,
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of the Civil Law systcms - which is nevertheless at the basis of the fun—
damental distinction between "représentation' and "commission" - and comes
very adose to the Common Law concept.

Articles 19 and 20 give the possibility of dircct actiom bet-
ween the principal and third partics "if it appcars from the contract of
purchasc or of salc or from the circumstances at the moment of the conclu-
sion thercof that thc purchaser or scller has acted in his capacity as &
commission agent .... ".  Thus, in this casc, cven though the commission
agent acts in his own namc and docs not appcar as a roprcsontativc—agonﬁ
within the meaning of Article 3 of the draft on agency, any such acts as
may be accomplished by him may nevertheless establish dircct rclationships
between his principal and third parties, thus giving risc to the characte-
ristic cffects on agency. The draft admits, like the Common Law, that such
cffects originate from the relationships existing between principal and
comaission agent and do not arise out of the fact that the commission agent
acts in somconc clse's namc.

It is hence cssentially the impossibility of conceiving the
category constituted by the commission agents and the differonce in the
agents themselves within the institution of agency, that represents the
preatest hindrance confronting the draft in the Common Law systems which
could, on the other hand, accept the spirit of the fundamental rules 1%

containsg.

7. The difference in concept betwcen Civil Law and Common
Law appears to be so vast within the sphere with which we arc dcaling that
the UNIDROIT draft on matters of agency in gencral docs not appear to be

fit to0 lead to the desired unification, at lcast in its present text.



t " . . .
It seems that, bearing in mind the cxisting fundamental diffcrences of

opini s .
pinion on the principles, any such attempts at unification as may be made

at the level of such principles have 1ittlc or no chancc of Succoss for

the time being.

It was thercfore suggested to investigatc what would be the

c a of .o . . . .
hanceg of success of an unification directed in a more practlcal manner

a2t the currently cxisting catcgorics of intermediaries for the conclusion

0 . . N .
f contracts of international salcs. Therc is here involved a gpherc

Wwithin which the requircment for uniform rules is felt more than in any

other, as 1§ has boen stressed by the Governments who, in their obscrva-

tions on the UNIDROIT draft, expressed a dogsire that such an orientation

(6)

be followed .

The function of intermediary in the intornational sale of goods

1s regulated, under the differcnt laws, under various denominations, accord—

ing to the particular rclationships existing between the agent and the

person on whosc behalf he acts, and also accordiug as to whether the agent

is to act or not in his own name in rcspect to third particse.

According to the first criterion there appcar to be two catego-

ries: the independent intermediary who may neverthcless be bound to the

party by co-opecration relationships of a certain duration, and the dependent

intermediary who, unlike the former, acts under a link of subordination
for the party who is hig cmploycr. his sccond category doos not give risec

to gpecific questions in international business relations.
Amongst the independent agents it is fupther possible to make

a distinction between the brokers acting on behalf of the two parties they

arc to causc to get in touch with each another for the purposc of concluding

(6) The Federal Republic of Geormany,
United Kingdom.

Austria, Belgium, Isracl, the
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o specific contract, and the agents who act on behalf of only one of the
partics, that is cither the seller or the purchascr.

Only in thc Common Law countrics this latter category of agents
is conccived in a unitary manncr although under various denomination (7)-

In the Civil Law countrics; a distinction is generally made
on the onc hand, between the agents acting in somconc clsc's name (French
nagents commerciaux'', December 23, 1958; Italian "agenti", Articles 1742
ot scq. of the Code Civilj the German Handclsvertreter § 84 ct scq. do HGB;
the Swiss "agent", Articles 418 ct seq. of the Code des obligations;j the
Belgian npeprésentant de commerce", July 30, 1963; the Dutch "Handclsa~
sonten", Art. 750 of the Civil Code) generally described as being in chargC
of promoting and concluding contracts in somconc clsc's namc and bchalf(B)r
and on the other hand the agents acting in their own name (French "commis—
sionnaires", Art. 94 ct scq. of the Code de Commercej the Italian
nocommissionari™, Art. 1731 ct scq. of the "Codice Civile"; the German
nrommissiontire” ¢ 383 ct scq. UGB; the Belgian "oommissionnaires", lay D
13723 the Swiss "commissionnaires", art. 425 of the Codc des obligations,

etc.) generally described as those who purchasc and scll goods in their

ow name but on bchalf of a principal.

(7) In thc United Kingdom it is a matter of nractors! or "mercantilc
agents" or, further, "brokers", all of them sﬁbject to the regulation
cnacted by the "Factor Act", 1889, which, in Scotion 1 pestricts its
spherc of application to "any mcrcantile agent having in the custo~
mary coursc of his business as such agent authority cither to scll
goods, or to consign goods for the purposc of salc, or to buy goods;
or to raisc moncy on thc sccurity of goods.

(8) Sce the two afore-mentioned draft uniform laws on wHandelsvertreter”
and on "commercial agents'.
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. g . : C g
ime logical congsequence of this distinction is that, in 1
theo |
Ty : j
v, the agents belonging to the former categorys remain personally
outside of '
of the contract, in the conclusion whereof they have partici-

pate 13 3 :
d, while the agents belonging to the second categoryy namely the

"
Cominissi .
gsion agents", becoun€ themselves a party to the contract.

A more careful examination of the legal reality will never-
thelegs show that in spite of these clear cut general principles, i
certain derogations have been established with respect to this structure. f
o !
On the one hand, there are cases where even within the structure of the

Ci"\]’i \ 4 . . . .
1 law 'representatlon" the indication of the namé of the principal

lf} nOt 1 al 3 3 3
considered as necessary to produce its tipical effects on the other

hand -
d ‘therc are cases where certain typical effccts of ”représentation”

Oorigi : i i
ginate even from the intervention of an intermediary of the "commis—

s
5 . . . .
Slonnaire'" type necesgsarcly acting 1in his namec.

Regarding the former categoxry, Apticle 32 of the swiss Cod2

d . . .
des Obligations could be cited, according to which in cases wherec the

a’\e ol 3 . .
gent does not disclosc the name of the principal and does not intimate

»

% . .
hat he is acting on the lattert's behalf, direct links are nevertheless

established between aforesaid principal and the third parties if

o3
ircumstances were such as to normally locad one to believe in the

exiates hd 3
istence of an agsncy, OT any way, if the person of the contracting

party was indifferent o the third partizs.

Likewise, in German law, the theory of "Handeln fur den, den

es angeht”(g) adnits, in its most Fforward concepty that the effects of

es arise when the agent has not disclosed the

and even in cascs where he did not reveal his

er for the third party t° conclude

agency may in certain cas

name of his principal

capacity of agent, if it does not matt

person O such another.

L .o
the contract with such

———

(9) Initially worded by COHN, "Das rechtsgeshaftliche Handeln £ur
donjenigony dsn es sangehts 19313 sce also LUBTOV, ZHR 1125 227 et
see COTNG-STAUDING.R, Verbem. 44 et sed. to 8§ 164 ct sed.;

$0Q.3
cit. p. 166 et sed.

contra: FLUIIET? ODPo



Regarding the latter category of derogations, attributing
certain effect of "représentation' to the acts of the "commissionnaires";
Articles 39¢, paragraph 2 of the German HGR could bs cited, under which
any such claim as may ariss out of a contract concluded by a commission
agent, shall be congidered in the relationships between principal and
commission agent or his creditors as a claim belonging to the principal
ovon thougn it was not yet transferred. Likewise, Article 401 of the

syiss Code des Obligations provides for an automatic transfer to the

principal of the olaims acquired by the agent in his own nomes it
curther gives to the principal, in case of bankrupcy of tho agents the
right to subtract from his assets, any property as may nave been
acquired by tho agent in his own name but on behalf cf the prinoipal.
Turthormores Articles 1705 para. 2, 1706 para. 1, and 1707 of the
talian Civil Code should ba cited, which, according %9 the prevailiné
opinion(10), establish an automatic and direct transfer to tho benefit
of ths= prinoipal, on whosc behalf tlhe contract was pcrformcd, of any

claims and certain rights acquired by an agent acting in his own namee

1t would hence appear that in spite of the distinctly cleal
differcnces in principle existing between "commissionnaire" and
"représentant”, certain considerations of a practical nature tond,
particularly in matter of salos, 1o draw these two cabegorics of inter~
madiairies closce togethor, thus 1zading one to foresce the possibility
of attaining a unitarian concept of the intermediary in matters of

purchase and sale such as that existing in the Common Law systome

(10) PUGLIATTI, Rilevanza del rapporto interno nella rappresentanza

indiretta, niv.trim.dir.proc.civ. 1958, 801 et seq.;3 MINIRVINI,

11 Mandato, 1la Commissione, la Spedizione, 1952, p. 1033 BATTL,
Teoria gen. del negozio giur. 1955, p. 9565 ¢t seq.
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Tt might pe fitting nerc to recall that also in the Common

Law system the conseguences of the basic principles are not invariably

inferred in a strict manner and that any such exceptions and arrangements

as would appcar to be of avail are accepted 1n certain particular
spheres. Thus, the cstablishment of dircct links between the third

partics and the nyndisclosed principal" ig abandoned in cases where

the "agent" acts and concludes the contract as if he were Wimself the

sole party in intcrest, O further, in cases where because of the vory

nature of the contract the person of the contracting party assumes &

S 11
bParticular importanoe( ),

Furthermore, in the British system of the 'undisclosed prin-

cipal", the third party may act a4 his own choice cither against the

Ny o . s .
agent" or against the "pr1n01pa1”. In the Americall system, the afore-

said third party may act against the nggent', and, upon the nprincipal”

being disclosed; also against the latter.

Hence, Luec general principle according to which "agency"
only depends on the relationship between "principal” and "agent', does
not lecad to the automatic substitution of tho "agent' by the "principal"

Upon the appearance of the lattor.

9. The UNTDROIT draft on commisgsion agents is a praise-

worthy piece of work in that it has done away the inflexibility of the

Cnpogite thaories and represents an attempt to fulfilling the requircments
for a practical regulation of tne agency activityy yithin the sphere
under consideration, and within the meaning of the more progressive

1 Law and Common 1,aw which arc tending

solutions envisaged DY poth Civi

to agree on this point.

—————

(11) awsotr, op.cite, P 547548 .




mgmw vl v a4 AR T

v e e e
!
!
|

+ nevertheless appcars that as uniform regulation was
limited to neommissionmaires’ only, that isc to say to intermediaries
contracting in thoelT own name, on someone clse's bahalf, it raises
very congiderable hindrances to the Common Law system and in the final

analysis constitutes an obstacle.

Tn view of the fact that one is ready to admit that the
sgtablishment of direct relationshipe between the wprincipal’, in a
broad sense, and third parties is not necessarily gubordinate to the
ract that the intermediary contracts in somzonc ¢lss's nNamey the tra-
ditional distinction made under the Civil Law systems between

nmandataire’ and vcommissionnaire" loses a great deal of its importance:

Furthermors, in commercial practice - especially within
$he sphere of the purchase and the sale of goods — therc aro various
types of sntermediaries who, under various denominations and regardless
of ths fact as to uvhethoer or not they act in their own names are con-
fronted with the same problems as far as  thelr relationships with
(12)

third parties arc concerned

rising

A

4 uniform international regulation of the main issues a
in connection with relationships established by intermediaries in the
purchase and ‘the salas of goods could thug, be envisaged, including su.chh
tonics as for exomple, the rights and obligations of the parties, the
intermedicTy's security with respect to the person on whose behalf

he acts, in connection with the agrcements concluded with third partiess

ths respective responsibilities of the intermediary and the person on

(12) Trhis point is ctroessed in the observations made bY Norway who
racalls the existence of the two afore-mentioned drafts, concerniné
mizndelsvertreter! and the ncommercial agents'.



whose b
che he act i i
alf he acts, towards third partics, the revokation of an

agency c 4 i ' '
y contract or its extinction, and cven the sole agency and non-

(13).

c s
ompetition clauses

One should further specify the categorics of intcrmediaries

and g s 3
ny such rclationships as may thus be subject to a common regulation.

It was « . .

was suggested in this connection that only intermediary relationships
withi o

! hin the sphere of the purchasc and the sale of goods should be

envisga e et e S A .
saged, This 1s 11 fact a matter which, at the international trade

leval ;
s, 1s c¢f a very considerable pratical interest - and in which

unifj i :
ication has some chancces of being confronted with minor obstacles.

TurthermoI 2, cuch a regulation, even though remaining wholly

indepen: - - ; b1 i i
dependent, cculd represent a useful addition to the uniform law on the

international sale of goods (¥ne Hague Convention of 1964) for any such

Stot o . . . .
States as may wish t0 adopt a body of international rules in the matter.

) el

It should, howeveT, be possible to provide for an ocxtension

of the uniform rules at a further stage, 0 other matbers that the sale

thus delimitated. The convention itself could, for instance, include

a clause permitting the contracting States %o oxtond the initial sphores

of application in the event that such a measure would, in practice,

appear to be advisable.

It in any ecvent seems, 1in the final analysissy that a dis-
tinction based on the criterion of the intermediary acting on someone
else's behalf, as opposed o the person acting in his owl name rcpresents

T+t might be necessary to look for new

a hindrance to unification.

solutions.

between the agent and the person
jon should be

principles 80 as

(13) Regarding ipternal relationships
bohalf he is acting, the uniform regulat
sneral manner at the level of the
gulation for a part

on whose
conceived in a &
to avoid to become gpecific re

category.

icular professional




