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I. INTRODUCTION

At its first session, held in Rome from 28 Mar :

19773 Fhe Committee of Governmental Experts for the exa;?nzziinApzll

Qrellmlnary dpaft Convention on the hotelkeeper's contract con 'O the

in ?he context of its discussions on Article 1 of the preliminSldered

articles the -question of the applicability of the future cénvzr{-draft

to contracts concluded between hotelkeepers and travel organiZegSlon

On this occasion, 2 number of representatives .

to the fact that although the explanatory report statégriga:tigntzon

was not intended to apply to contracts of this nature, (1) there e draft

such exclusion in any apticle of the dpraft. It was considered tKZi 2§-
e and one that could not be settlzz

point was one of the utmost importanc
he commentary, in particular bearing in mind
limited, reference to the

merely by a reference in t
that in & number of States 1o, or only very
on the substance of the question

"travaux préparatoires' i8 permitted.
there seemed to be gene h provisional, support for the view

ral, thoug
that the Convention should apply jrrespective of whether the guest h
contracted directly with the hotelkeeper or whether the contract h dad
nizer or oth ad been

concluded by a travel orga er operator actin :
. ) . g as princi
a?d it was agreed that delegates should raise the matter Witg the§§al
tional authorities 80 that at the next session of the Committee it wga;
ssue and to decide which, if a::yd
9

be possible toO take a decision on the 1
articles would ha o take account of a decision to ex

tend vg to be amended t
n i -
r w1 aPPllcathe Working Com$§t§26?ontraCts other than those originally
t:sggti;;z:agozgtzontracts concl? Lf the ScoBe o et future instrument were
and that in those circumstanceshzihmiéhe booking might be a group booking
special rules to cover them, for example in connexion with cancellations

oone ‘ jon of the dra ;
Tt it 4 out that even Finally, in this context, one rep-
there might still be cases in W ded by the guest acting as principal,

ht be necessary to introduce some
of reservations.

U

(1) In effect, paragraph og of the explanatory report (Etude XIY, D

14, UNIDROIT 1976, page 195), indicates that the Working Comnios

which prepared the preliminary draft Convention considered thlttee

while the future copvention could apply whenever accomm°dati°at
third party e.8- & travel agent actiﬁg for 25

nt is not acting on his own ¢

was peserved by 8
guest,"always provided that the age

behalf , it did not seek to regulate the relationship between h
telkeepers and puests when the services are provided under the o~
terms of a travel contract. :



. e
In view of the fallure of the Comnittee of Governmental FXPGEE
at its second Session ip December 1977 14 Convliete its fipst readlﬁfé
the breliminary dpaft Convention it Was not possible to revert tO"tli'zcrs.
problem of contracts concluded betweon hotolkeepers and travel organ
Nevertheless the repre

Sentative of the Unitad States of America, 1n ifteexl)
a statement subsequently reproduced in g Paber ‘subnitted to thQ,comW .
Stressed the importance of the question in the following torms: ‘ '
l ‘ . o 0 .s
" An issue °f major interest tq the United States, and Whlc? v
the subject of limiteq discussion At the UNIDROIT meetving in March, lzpep—
whether thipg Parties whe Participate jp th: formation of the hcte%kgn
BUest relationship, SUch as travel agents And tour operators, be g;i’li"
rights under or have dutiesg imposed upon them by the Convention. Imp
it i i > Nunerous Problems of definition. Top example, with
what is-a toyp oPerator, a toyp °rganizer, a travel agent? COUPle? shipss ™
problems of definitiop are difficultieg impliecit in shifting relatl?gr, '
for €xample, the Tovement of 4 travel agep- to the category Ofltourlai—'
i Also complex are fh?'??;, S
er or that of transportation compani05'<a1tes-
: Government of the Unit€§ St?dnS”'.L~
is concerned whether ap dttempt to deal with the rights anpd obllgatlholé* o
arisingwqpt of the interfélationships of fZuest-trave] agent-travel W,cafe
saler-toun_ovganizer—transportation companics-hotels is not so compl}h,
that the.exarcise would raise go TAny problems that might Pesult-féh
fforts tq properly establish the relationship be?wc
' A majop problem is the lack of “niformltgt
§ applied to these'relationships by mnational laws. nt
is the position of the Gevernment of the Uniteg States that the gurP:I‘
Convention pe limited to relationships between the guert and the'hffnry
keeper, with references being made to intorm@iiarics‘whenevcr necesse

Lo clarify that interposition of an intormediary does not affect. the
basic(relationship.._ - S

R

However, the issues relating to

i s e e ‘dé
thlrd-party participation
g thenm from the

not dissipate by excludip current Convention. Extenslvs
work has already heen accomplished by UNInrorr it the tour operator agt}' -
travel agency area by the 1979 Convention on the Trave] Agency Cont?aterﬂr -
In Fécent years thepe have boen NeW tronds apg developments in the i:cr5?7
national’travel businegs WhiCh.ObViOuSly have a dipect impact on ma; of:"fs
relating’ to' the ‘hotel-guest relationship,  Therefore, the ,Govo,rnﬂ?e“)lkeepg;?
the United States récemmends that UNIpROTT consider, after the hote ol
contract hag bécn”brbught to some acceptable fotm, a review of. the Trave
Agent'g Conventig

[ < . i L X ¥ 3 Wlth
SO0 10 1ight of the relationships which it,wou;dfhavﬁ'_,,
the Hotelkeepers‘ConVention.” - ‘ L

”': v
. . L e ed
In these cireumstances 1y, Secretariat of the Institute Oﬁgeﬁu‘
to prepare g Paper (Study x171 - Doc. 33) on the relations between the 1970
ture instrument on the hotelkeeper's SORtract on the one hand and t nd
Internationa] Convention op the Travel Contract (CCV) on the other ;t its
this papep wag Submitted to the Governing Council of the Institute

(1) Study xIT - Doc. 27, untprorT 1977, pp. 1 and 2.



57th. session, held,in.Rome‘from:S to 7. April 1978. After discussion, the

Counsil agreed that .the Committee of Governmental Experts should be free

to consider,allfthe.different problems associated with the hotelkeeper's .
' fall outside its'strict terms of pe-

contract, even those which scemed to. I@
’ d that it be kept informed of any developments which .

ference,and requeste
might take place.
of the third session of the Committee of Govern~
Rome from 17 to 21 April 1978, the conclusions
of the Governing Council were brought to its attention and after lengthy
consideration of the probLems.involved-in the.relations between tour or-
ganizerg,'ggésts.and hotelkeepers,"t was ultlmntely decided that the com-
pensation payable by hotelkeepeps to tour organizers and vice versa.in
the event of breach of +heir obligations to each other should fall.outside
the scope of the future Convention-on. the hotelkeeper's contract and thus
be left to, the exercise of their contractual freedom, and this all the. more
1 not clear that hotelkeepers and tour organizers could de-. .
Article 7 if the words "in the absence of |

s of

agreement to the contrary", at present in square brackets, were to be de-
leted. Relations between hotelkeepers nnd tour organizers would thus con-
tinue.to be governed by private professlnnal agr?emenTS“pending the poss-
iblé<¢bhclnsion of an intergoyernmental international Convention. On.the
other hand it was agreed +hat the provisions of the future Convention .
governing fhe'liability of thehotelkeeper for injury to the person of the
guest or for damage to or loss. of his prOpnrty should apply irrespective
of whether he had concluded the contract Wlth.the hotelkeeper himself or

nizer acting in his own name,

whether it had been concluded by a tour orgd
In other words, the existing. freedom of contract existing between tour or-

ganizers an . should. not be permitted to prejudice the rights

. Onf;héloccasion
mental Experts,‘heldlin

so since it was
rogate from the provision

d hotelkeepers - . Mt Les

of the guest by reducing +he hotelkceper s liability towards him under -

the future Convention.aﬁd in consequence a new paragraph 2 was added to

ArticlenQHVnndeffIhG terms of which "The hotelkeeper may, in his relations

with pértiééhbther than the guest, agree no.derogate from the provisions

of this Convention provi liability towards the guest is not

affected therébY”; it was further,understood that this wording would cover
ot hotelkeepers and tour organizers but

not only contracts concluded between
also those in which the contract was concluded on behalf of the individual
by a non—professional such as an embassy acting on behalf of a national

delegation from its own country visiting another State.

ave added importance to item 6 (a) on the agenda
of the Committee, the setting up of a small working party to examine the
relationship petween the CcCV and Fhe funure Convention on the hotelkeeper's
contract. IR the course of the discussion of this item, the representa-

t

tive of the United States of America, who had proposed the setting up of
the working party recalled that throughout the discussion of the Commit-
tee he had insisted that the future Convention on the hotelkeeper's con-
tract might well fail to solve all the problems nonnected with interns-~
tional travel, mnot least on nccount of the questions of definition involved
The Diplomatic Conference which had seen the opening to signature of the .
CCV had also recommended that UNIDROIT study the preparation of an inter-
national convention governing the hotelkeeper’s contract and he deepl

that the first three sessions of the Committee hadyseen

regretted the faact

This decision g
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No examination of the possible intep-p
future hotelkeeper's Convention.
that of the liability régimes 1
limitations on liability conten
ceived a Somewhat- lukew

. ‘the
elationship between the SCV f?iS"
A matter of pirticular impOPtansbthc
aid down by the two inétruments,agirto re”
plated by them. The CCV had hit LItalY1
arm reception but its pecent acceptance bynce and""
a tourism-orientated country par excellence, increascd its Pelevz to con”
he therefore urged that a meeting of interested countrics be hel The
sider the axtent to which the tws instruments wope intOP‘Pelated.countrl
conclusions of such a Teeting would be helpful not enly tO'th?so seking
which had already ratified the CCV but also to those which were s;al, he
some guidelines  with regard to possible vatification. His propo== st/

. . . N - » fe) ' tour
1nsisted, was not to revise the CCV but rather to view the whole int
travel agent/toup organizer

which could only lead to

es

. o
/hotelkeeper complex from a 310bal.523n2g
2 greatep understanding of bLoth the C al revi?w;
the draft Convention o the hotelkeeper's contract. Such a Senefast indi”
might create a stinulus to more States to ratify the CCV or at le
cate the need fop certain changes in that Convention.

3 . . . reeing i
The various representatives who took the floor, while ag

: oy : 1 to 7,
that it was not within the competence of the Committee to- proceec ist”

. - i i ex
revision of the cCv, neverthelesg recognised the close relatlonsgkgeper!s
ing between that instrument and the draft Convention on the hote f
contract. The

. U‘O
Y were, thercfore, Prepared to envisape thCAconvenlzgc com”
a small working Party to examine the question, on condition that otarde
the hotelkeeper's' contract should not be r
thereby. o :

In the lipht of the

1
. . small
s observations, it was apreed that a

working party, the precise o

: by
omposition of which shoulc bC'determlnig
the President of the Institute aftcer consultation with the'interiscess
States and Organisations, should mect immediately bLefore the nex t;r-
of the Committee go that it might report it findings to the lqtv

ion

the

With a view to facilitating the task on

of the working PartZ;t
Secretariat_has prepared thisg document, which is based in largﬂ P
Study XII - Doc. 33. ,



II RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE HOTELKEEEER'S CONTRACT AND THE TRAVEL CONTRACT
: £

| . ip between the hotelkeeper's contract and
the ‘travel-contract within the context of UNIDROIT's .efforts towards the

Pnification of the most important aspects of internaticnal tourism is
illustrated by the fact that the present work on the hOtelkeepefJn .
t?act may be traced back through the elaboration of the 1870 IntZrn;?n_
tional Convention on the Travel Contract (CCV) to the Institute's initial
prelminary draft uniform jaw respecting the liability of innkeeperg foia
goods brought to inns by guests which itself led to the conclusion éith' '
the Council of Europe of the 1962 European Convention on the Liability in

of Hotelkegpers concerning‘the‘Propepty of their Guests.

The close relationsh

the opening to signature of that Convention
IDROIT decided to begin work on the drawihs

up of uniform rules concerning travel organizers and travel intermpaiég.)
(that ig to say cconomic operators whose activities fall under the‘trad%is
tional,. if, from a legal standpoint s not entirely correct appellation i
of "tpavel agencies™) which Jed to the signature at Brussels on 23 April

1970 of the CCV.

A few years after
the Governing Council of UN

N [ AR

. work, the Working Committee set up by the
Governing .Counci es in that connexion had noted that'the}L
future tpavel contract would necessarily cover, as a whole, a number of
factors, including transportation, accommodation and other facilities i
herent. in the sojourn and the services relating thereto. o e

ffom the outset of -its
1 to prepare rul

ossible to make a draft Convention govern i

ing not only the travel contract itself, but also the many separate

sepvices covered by it, the regulation of those services was left to'

the international conventions selating to them, if any, or'to national

law. This seemed to be & good solution Ffor transportation services, mo

of which had been made the subject of international rules, but apn;t st

from the Council of Europe Convention, the scope of which is limit;d

accommodation was left:to the national law which considered it only ;'tl‘

the framework of the general law of contract with, as a final Pecoupsl 1in

the decision of a judge, often to be found at the’other end of the WOiid
hich can only partly be eliminated by pure1§

an unsatisfactory situation ¥
ts between travel agents and hotelkeepers,

private arrangemen

Since it appeared imp

The Working Committee of UNIDROIT realized therefore the inad-
visability of jeaving as a matter of principle to national laws, thei S
uncertainty and often their silence, all that part of the tPaVelchntrgl"
which related totaccommodation'and an echo of the concern of the Com- ct
mittee was later heard in 1970 at the above-mentioned Diplomatic Confer-
ence at Brussels. In its Final Act, the Conference made the fOllowg apr-
Recommendation: o e T hg

"Recommendation no. 3 e e e
The Diplomatic Conference on +he Travel Contracf‘(va),ﬁeet_t
in Brussels in 1970, ing



Having noted that during the Convention drafting procedurc.,

the insufficiency if net the total lack of unjfepnm international rules .
governing the.hotclkeeper's liability wag Stressad. '

daving taken inte consideration the fact that the Internatlon?l
Institute for the Unification of Private Law (UNIDROIT) had already elg
borated a ‘dpraft wniform law op hotclkeeperts Jiability, with respect tpig
Personal belongings breught by travellers, draft that was uscd as a bas

. ] . . - . Z ra—
for the European Convention in this field, and that the general 6%ab2he
tion of unifopnm Provisions on the hotelkeeper's contract appears in i
UNIDROIT work preégramme

- _— | ifi= -
) L¥press the wish that the International Institute far thf Un £he
cation of Private Lgw (UNIDROIT), will undertake, as goon as pOSSlblf’
elaboration of uniform pProvisions relative to hctelkeeper's contracts,

o be subsequently

tual
- - . . even

n submitted to the Governmoents for examination and :
approval',

_ It was ig ccnformity.with‘thc Wwish expressed by the Brussel;bly
Diplomatic Conference that the Governing Council and the General,ﬁssu'
of UJIDROIT gave Speelal priority to the question »f the olaboration .
of general unifop rules on the hotelkeeper's contract and that a dect
810N Was taken to get Up a Working Committec to prepare rules on thiS

sub< - - mental
Iubjfct which has jed to the present ztate of work at intcr'sovernmtﬁ*‘
eval, . . S

The clos:z counexion hetweéen the hotclkeeper's contract andtﬁggw‘
travel contract is reacily apparent from the foregoing and although he
CCV is concerned with the contract between the travel coganizer and‘t,
t?aveller o that its pProvisions do not apply directly ecither to rQ*?
tions between the hotelkeeper and the travel organizer(l) or to thoser-
between the hotelkeeper and’ guests occupying accommodation under an'Oh
ganized trave] contract,(Q)'there are neverthcless situations in Whlc,
actions may be breught directly under <he CCV by the puest against tisel
Person furnishing the accommodation contemplated by the organized,Fr&
contract. Inp effect, Article 14 Provides that. "where the travel oré
himself provides transportation, accommodation” op other services cont
with the performance of the journcy Cr 3ojourn, he shall be liable fO¥

any loss op damage caused to the traveller inp accerdance with the rul
governing such services, : . .

al‘lii’ae’jr o

Y14
ectes

(1) These are to a large extent regulated by the Hotel Convcntlon,ﬁagzével
the International Hotel Association ang Universal Federation &% *1-
Agents Associations, S = :

i

(2) Articlé,1j~pérégraph_2

= y : e WERY
Al defines ap organized travel contract as
contract wherchy a

cakee t oS ide EOT
. A ¥ < Persen undertakes ip his own name to prOVlderrta'
an inclusive price, a combination of services comprising transp®” ™

tien, accommogation Separate from the transportation or any other
Service relating thereto."



. This provision does not cause any difficulty as regards the coex-
istence of the CCV and a future international instrument on the hotelkeepér?é
contract in that it m&rely provides that the travel organizer shall be )
trcated as.a hotelkeeper when he himself provides the accommodation and

ch ratify any future international Convention

naturally in those States whi
ct the.rules contained in that instru?fgt would

on the hotelkeeper's contra
nternational'hotelkeeper's contracts.

be applicable at least to i
is however dealt with in Article 15,

The more common type of case
paragraph l”thch;establishes the rule that ‘'where the travel organizer en-
trusts to a third. party the provision of transportation, accommodation or
other services connectad with the performance of the journey or sojourn, he
shall be liable for any logs OF damage caused to the traveller as a res&lt |
of rotal or partial failure to perform such services, in accordance with
ganizer shall be liable in

the rules governing such -services. The travel org
accordance with the same rules for any loss or damage caused to the traveller

during the performance of the services, unless the travel organizer proves
that he has acted as a diligent travel organizer 1n the choice of the person
or persons performing the sorvice." Paragraph 2 further lays down that
"where the rules preferred to in paragraph 1 do not provide for a limita-
tion of liability, compens by the tf%gel organizer shall be

ation payable
set in accordance with Article 13, paragraph 2."
it will be noted that the travel organizer will

again be subject to the rules governing the hotelkecper's liability, in
cases where he 1is himself liable, although he might in certain circumstances
be able to plead the 1imitation of liability.prc.w@ded for under Article
13, paragraph 2 of the CCV even though-the_llablllty of the hotelkeeper
himself would have becn anlimited. This discrepancy, however . in no way
affects the traveller's right To bring an action against the hotelkeeper
in tort since Article og of the CCV provides that ''the provisions of this

e the traveller's

Convention shall not prejudic s rlghts and actions againgt
third parties." It is, howevers pOSulble to imagine cases, admittedly
he absence of contractual relations

perhaps rare in practice, in which t .
nd the traveller OCCUPYIDS accommodation under

between the hotelkeeper &
an organized travel contract woulé prevent t?e.latte? from recovering
from the hotelkeepcel whose liability was u?llmlFed with the consequence
that the traveller would have to be satisfied W%th the limited damages
which could be awarded againSt the travel organizer. Such a possibility
however, would still exist independently of the CCV and would be remedied
only in the context of a revision of t?at Conve?tlon; 35 proposed Ly the
United States of America, OF by extending the field of application of the
e Rt Convention on Fhe hotelkeeper's contract to cover ac~
commodation provided under organized travel contracts. If the latter
solution were to be adopted then thought would have to be given to the re-
these cases there is

formulation of the title of the instrument since in
hip between the hotelkeeper and the traveller

no contractual pelations

In these situations

on at present permitted by Article 25
b

draft Convention is to be maintained

(1) That is to say if th vat

paragraph 1 (b) of the preliminary

(2) This provision 1imits the liability gf_thg travel organizer to S0.000
gold francs (poincaré) for personal injuries, 2.000 for damage to

damage although Contracting Parties are

property and 5.000 for any other
+ limits for contracts concluded through places of

permitted to 5€ . :
business located in their territory.
!



In addition, Attention should be paid to the uxtent that the
preliminary draft Convention should cover the possibility of aCtlon?
being brought by the'hotelkeepcr against a guest occupying aCcommoda-—S
tion undepr an-organized travel contract. ftop ¢xample the puest Causehe
damage to Property-on the premises of the fotel, he causes loss to t
hotelkeeper by breach of the regulations of the hotel; he withd?aws -
from his contract with the travel organizer who in turn breaks his con
tract with the hotelkecper. These situations arc of course not )
covered by the ccv nor-is there apy provision corresponding tc Article
28 concerning the rights ang actions of thipd parties against th? .
travellep, There woulgd however seen to be ne objection of principle
to dealing with the first 1wo examples mentioned above in the context-
of the Preliminary dpafr Convention Although it may well be that QUESP
tions involving no-show by suests who would occupy accommodation “Qf;r
an organized tpravel contract should pe settled as between the orgenlz
and the traveller undep the CCV op 3 revised version thereof, a?d a?Y
damage suffepeq in censequence by the hctelkeeper being dealt with 1D

Accordance with the contract between the tpgve] organizer and the ho
telkeeper.



III . POSSIBLE REVISION OF THE INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION ON THE TRAVEL

CONTRACT (CCV)

If the interpretation of the Secretariat of the relevant provi-
sions of the CCV is correct, then the present drafting of the instrument
would seem to create no difficulties as regards its co-existence with a
future Convention on the hotelkeeper's contract. Apart from these legal
considerations, howcver, any risk of a clash between the two instruments
is much reduced by the poor reception given to t?e CCV since its opening
to signature. It ultimately entered into force in 1976 and the number
of Contracting Parties now totals seven: Arger_ltlna3 Belgium (the nation
which hosted that Conference of adoption), Benin, Camercun, the Republic
of China (Taiwan), Italy and Togo- Th? chances of its becoming widely
accepted would seem to be minimal and 1ndeeq an extremely negative approach
to the Convention was adopted by a large majority of West European States
at a special meeting organized some years ago by the Council <f Europe.

As regards the possibility of a revision of the CCV, it should
in the first place be recalled that Article 42 provides that:

"Any Contracting State mays, f%ve years after the coming into force
of this Convention, as provided in Artlcl? 36, paragraph 1, request that
a Confepence be convened in order to consider proposed amendments to this

Convention.

Any Contracting State wishing to avail iﬁself of this right,
shall notify the Belgian Government which, provided that one third of the
Contracting States be in agreement, shall convene the Conference within

twelve months thereafter'.
to set in motion this procedure, which could

If it is intended
not be fully implemented before 1981 under the terms.of the CCV, then it
would be advisable to contemplatc alregdy the convening of a Committee
of Governmental Experts to consider wh%ch ?rov151ons of th§ CCY are in
need of revision with a view tO up-dating it and to rendering it more

acceptable to States.
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S 5 DER
IV, SPECIFrIC QUESTIONS WHICH THE WORKING PARTY MAY WICH TO CONSID

. » law
. -3 I [ lvate
1. Given the complex character of the rci=tions of a pr

. char~
character which arisc out of tourism, aspecially of an iﬂt?rnatlzziiry” .
acter, are the definitions of "travel crpanizer”., "travel {“te?m-t defind”
and "travellep" contained in Apticie 1 of the CCYV and the lmplfcientioﬂ
tions of "hotelkeeper apd "gucst" in Article 1 of the dpaft Con
act cansidercd to b ad:quinte?

>

on the hotelkeoper's contr

2. Would

res
of application

. - . differing sphere”
any difficultics Seem o arise from the d1 “la:se on 1B
of the tws instruments, “.¢. the recervation ¢

. . 5] .
- o . t’I‘tlcl .
ternationa) hotelkeeper's contracts aspresently contained in A
baragraph 1 (b) 5f the draft Convention? che
con
. . . s 3 bhetwe

3. Is it Possible to fopesce 4Ny ineonsistencies JrlS}ngthe ccy and

liability régime (including vules on limitatizn) contained in

f
3 nop's
. : Cor o hotclkeepe
that Provisicnally adepted in the dpaft Convention on the hotce
contract (see 4boye P. 5 et seq,)?

Y. Is it fopeg . taken byt
those contemplated undep Question 3 above) fprom the decision Lude withi?
Committee of Governmental Lrperts at its thipd session to inc ut ce
the secope of +he future Conventin on the hotelkecpor's contri:telkee
aspects of contracts concluded between travel organizers and hote
to the extent that these may affect the pucst?

5. In view of the number
under consideration, sl

context of the future

han
, . Co her t
ceable that any difficulties will arisc (ot the

t5
trac

. ) ) -he con e
of partieg often atfoctoed by th

‘ther in
Ato. either t
wuld an attempt be made to regulate, e tha

. ) g or in ]
Convention on the Lotclhcoper's contract 1 organll o
: - ve
of another instrument | relations between hotclkeepers and tra ovel
Or intermediarjcs

sent not ©
or between hotelkuepers and gucsts at pres
by it

t

v a adop

6. In the light of the conclusions whicl the Work%ﬂg ﬁf?ﬁyiﬁ zhe

on the foregning questions and any others which muy Lo dlscusuc;cvising _

coursc of its mecting, would Lhore seem G, ). any nrounds.fOP ules 80V
the CCV with a2 view to crenting o comprehensive sot of uniform T

{sm
. . . ; . . . ourls
Lrning relations which Arise 1n the contoxt of intcrnaticnal t

',‘ T
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