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ABSTRACT

The present survey aims to focus on the delimitation of some definitive findings.
The simple choice of terminology is charged with consequences on the conceptual
level: "agreements on the forum", "clauses derogating from jurisdiction" or "agreements
on the extension of jurisdiction" ? While when we talk about agreements on jurisdiction
we have in mind especially the phenomenon in its civil and commercial declension, in
the sense in which these expressions are traditionally used in international instruments

as we see in a comparative manner with our research.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Where in the civil law area jurisdiction is based on rules that bind the judge about
the choice of whether to exercise its power or not, the scenario changes across the
Channel and the Atlantic. Both in England and in the United States, a characteristic
feature is the degree of discretion enjoyed by the judge in deciding whether or not to
know of a dispute. Despite the common descent from a conception of jurisdiction as
an expression of the principle of territorial sovereignty based on the physical presence
of the defendant in the forum, however, there are profound differences between the
two anglophone systems.

In England, discretion plays, in fact, a key role in limiting the exorbitant nature of
the connection criterion based on the mere presence of the defendant and in granting
permission to quote a defendant who is not resident in the forum. States Lawrence
Collins: “(...) in english law discretion plays a vital role in three areas (...): first, the Eng-
lish court is always called upon to exercise its discretion before permitting service
abroad on a foreign defendant of process originating in England (...); secondly, the
court has a discretion to enjoin the continuance of foreign proceedings in cases of vex-
ation; thirdly, the court has a discretion to stay proceedings which have been
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MA of Arts in Law and diplomacy). Full Professor of International and European Criminal and Procedural
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commenced in England, which it will exercise most sparingly and only in cases of clear
oppression of the defendant (...)"”.

In the United States, on the contrary, jurisdiction is strongly influenced by con-
stitutional precepts, taken from the principle of the two process of law and gradually
shaped by the Supreme Court. Significant in this sense is the adoption, from the middle
of the last century, of a criterion of international jurisdiction articulated on the canon
of the minimum contacts of the defendant with the forum®, as a guarantee of constitu-
tional fairness* of the exercise of power by the judge against the agreed party. The
connotation in a constitutional way does not prevent, however, that even in the United
States the doctrine of the forum non conveniens® develops, as a discretionary power
that allows the judge not to exercise jurisdiction on the basis of an assessment of the
appropriateness of the forum. Both in England and in the United States, discretion is
considered an inherent feature of the jurisdictional function, an inherent power®, not
an octroyée faculty by the legislator. Given the different way of conceiving the juris-
diction, it is not surprising that the English and American approach to the issue of der-
ogation from jurisdiction, and the subject of the agreements on the forum in general,
is far from what happens in European Union law. In civil law systems the profile that
assumes fundamental importance is that of the validity of the agreement and in partic-
ular the question of formal validity. We have therefore spent a long time in describing
the forms by which a pact on jurisdiction can be stipulated, noting that a greater flexi-
bility of the formal container corresponds to a lower protection of the effective consent
of the parties. As for the effects of the agreement, if the requirements are met, the ex-
tension or derogation of jurisdiction is almost automatic for the judge.

Common law does not neglect the profile of validity’, but this is not the only mo-
ment of verification and by far not the most important. The judge's attention is focused,
in fact, on the profile of enforceability®, ie on the decision whether or not to give effect
to the stipulation made between the parties. In both jurisdictions considered, the start-
ing point is that the parties can not, by agreement, deprive (oust) the judge of their

L. COLLINS, Choice of forum and the exercise of judicial discretion: The resolution of an anglo-american con-
flict, in International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 22 (2), 1973, pp. 333, which the author stated that: “Fo-
rum selection clauses provide a fourth category (or perhaps an illustration of all three categories)”.

3International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310 (1945). For details see: R.W. BOURNE, J.A. LYNCH
Modern maryland civil procedure, ed. LexisNexis, New York, 2018.

*Mauritius Commercial Bank Limited v. Hestia Holdmgs Limited and Sujana Universal Industries Limited
[2013] EWHC 1328 (Comm), [43] (Popplewell J). OT Africa Line Ltd v. Hijazy (The Kribi) (No 1) [2001] 1
Lloyd’s Rep 76, [4] [2].

3See in argument: D. GLASS, Freight forwarding and multi modal transport contracts, ed. Routledge, London &
New York, 2013. M. DANOV Jurisdiction and judgments in relation to EU competition law claims, Hart Pub-
lishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland 2010, pp. 137ss. J. ILL, M. NI SCHULLEABHAIN, Clarkson & Hill's
conflict of laws, Oxford University Press Oxford 2016, pp. 128ss.

°A. BRIGGS, Agreements on jurisdiction and choice of law in Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2007, pp. 52ss.
E.T. LEAR Congress, the Federal Courts, and forum non conveniens: Friction on the frontier of the inherent
power, in Towa Law Review, 91, 20006, pp. 1147ss. R. PUSHAW, The inherent powers of Federal Courts and
the structural constitution, in Towa Law Review, 86, 2001, pp. 736ss.

"Continental Bank NA v. Acakos Compania Naviera SA [1994] 1 WLR 588, 592F-594G (CA) (Steyn LJ) (deliv-
ering the judgment of the Court of Appeal) Mauritius Commercial Bank Limited v. Hestia Holdings Limited
and Sujana Universal Industries Limited [2013] EWHC 1328 (Comm), [43] (Popplewell J).

8See in argument: K.M. CLEMONT, Governing law on forum-selection agreements, in Hastings Law Journal,
66, 2015, pp. 667, according to the author: "(...) the law of the chosen court should normally govern interpreta-
tion of the forum-selection clause even in the absence of a choice-of-law clause. One could defend this rule by
interpreting the forum-selection clause as an implicit choice-of-law clause for matters relating to the forum-
selection clause itself or as the best way to conform to the parties' expectations. Additionally, one could defend
the rule as a way to avoid the conflicts process's difficulty and uncertainty on the preliminary question of the
appropriate forum or as the only way to achieve a universal reading of the forum-selection clause (...)".
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jurisdiction. That is to say, the direct operation of the pact, as such, over jurisdiction is
excluded. On the other hand, the judge has the discretionary power that is proper to
him to decide whether or not to give his approval to the commitments that the parties
have signed to each other, that is to the choice of the forum made. In this assessment,
moreover, the English judge and the American colleague follow very different paths.

2. INTERNATIONAL JURISDICTION IN ENGLAND

The modern English approach to international jurisdiction is the result of a set of
positive rules and principles developed by jurisprudence. Its underlying character is
effectively explained by James Fawcett: “theoretical analyses are unsupported in eng-
lish private international law. They are alien to the common law tradition and if offered
in argument would be a matter of surprise to an English judge (...) is nothing if not an
empiricist and a pragmatist (...) there is no sacred principle that pervades all decisions
(...) neither justice nor convenience is promoted by rigid adherence to any one princi-
ple (...) the presumptions are rebuttable and weight is given to all the factors (...) private
international law is no more an exact science than is any other part of the law of Eng-
land; it is not scientifically founded on the reasoning of jurists, but it is beaten out of

the anvil of experience (...)".

Certainly there is no lack of refined mechanisms of determination and delimita-
tion of international jurisdiction in English law. The surprising fact, however, is that
the reconstruction of the jurisdiction of the courts of London is closely linked to the
institute of service of process, that is to the notification of the quotation, so that it is
possible to affirm that "ubi service, ibi iurisdictio".

This circumstance is the symptomatic manifestation of a continued adherence,
even if only formal today, to a conception dating back to the jurisdiction in a strongly
territorial sense understood as the physical presence of the defendant on the sovereign
territory that has historically developed in England. In the words of Lord Russel of
Killowen in the Carrick v. Hancock case of 1895: “the jurisdiction of a court was based on
the principle of territorial dominion, and (...) all persons within any territorial domin-
ion owe their allegiance to its sovereign power and obedience to all its laws and to the
lawful jurisdiction of its courts (...)""’. At common law, that is according to traditional

°].J. FAWCETT, J. CARRUTHERS, Cheshire, North & Fawcett. Private International Law, Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 2008, pp. 36-37. J. HARRIS, L. COLLINS, Dicey, Morris & Collins, The conflict of laws,
Sweet & Maxwell, London, 2017, pp. 13ss: “(...) the general principle (is) that in England service of process is
the foundation of the court's jurisdiction to entertain a claim in personam. ... When process cannot legally be
served upon a defendant, the court can exercise no jurisdiction over him[. T]he converse of this statement
holds good, and whenever a defendant can be legally served with process, then the court, on service being ef-
fected, has jurisdiction to entertain a claim against him. Hence in proceedings in personam (...) the rules as to
service define the limits of the court's jurisdiction (...) in continental countries (...) service of process is often
required to give the defendant notice of proceedings, but it does not create jurisdiction; jurisdiction must exist
already before a writ can be served (the most common basis of jurisdiction being the habitual residence of the
defendant) (...)”. M. AKEHURST, Jurisdiction in international law, in British Yearbook of International Law,
46, 1972-1973, pp. 171ss. The service of process is regulated from Rule 6 of Civil Procedure Rules (CPR) and
in particular of the jurisdiction dalla Pratice Direction 6B, par. 3.1. J.J. FAWCETT, J. CARRUTHERS, Private
international law, op. cit., pag. 353 stated that “(...) the most striking feature of the English common law rules
relating to competence in actions in personam is their purely procedural character. Anyone may invoke or be-
come amenable to the jurisdiction, provided only that the defendant has been served with a claim form (...)”.

10 H. BEALE, The jurisdiction of courts over foreigners, in Harvard Law Review, 26, 1913, pp. 284ss: “(...) in
England (...) the law of the king's courts, common to the whole territory of England, became the sole law of the
land. The centralizing policy of the Plantagenets was completely effective in arousing the feeling of territorial
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law, jurisdiction could be exercised only against the defendant who was present, even
transient", on English territory and provided that a proper service was carried out. All
the controversies in which the defendant was not present in the territory escaped the
knowledge of English courts: “(...) at common law, the mere agreement of the parties
that the court was to have jurisdiction to determine disputes arising out of a contract
between them was insufficient by itself to give the court jurisdiction, because the de-
fendant could not be legally served with process if he was out of England. But if one
party to the contract nominated an agent resident in England to accept service of pro-
cess on his behalf, he was deemed to submit to the jurisdiction, and service could be
effected on the agent in accordance with the contract (...)". Joseph Beale explains:
“Since the jurisdiction of the court does not extend into the foreign country, and its
writ is waste paper there, service of process, or what is service in form, on the foreigner
in his own country is ineffective, and does not help the case””. A jurisdiction that was
both exorbitant and too restricted: there were some controversies that were only tenu-
ously connected and others escaped because of the non-presence of the defendant on
English territory. To overcome some of the drawbacks of a sometimes too limited scope
of action, the judges did not fail to elaborate fictions aimed at extending the scope of
their jurisdictional power™. The solution to the problem came with the Common Law

nationality, and in bringing about the recognition of the king as a territorial rather than a feudal sovereign. It
was natural, therefore, that territorial principles should lie at the basis of the jurisdiction of the king's courts.
This natural feeling was emphasized by the historical development of the king's courts. Apart from real actions
(including debt, which was real in origin) the king's jurisdiction was originally confined to trespass, which he
brought within the jurisdiction of his own judges by alleging it to be an act in breach of his peace. Personal
actions in the king's courts were therefore in their origin violations of public order; and even the most extreme
advocates of the theory of personal jurisdiction admit that questions of public order are reserved solely for the
jurisdiction of the territorial sovereign. This original jurisdiction in personal actions was extended by the Stat-
ute of Westminster II to cover all actions in same cases, and the whole modern law of personal actions is de-
rived from this statute. With these political and historical reasons for its adoption we shall not be surprised to
find the principle of territorial jurisdiction accepted in all states where the common law prevails (...)”. In the
same spirit see also: It is not for the CJEU to define the content of the public policy of the Contracting State
but the CJEU has adopted the view that the limits of public policy are a question of interpretation of the Brus-
sels Convention and are therefore a matter which must be determined by it: C-7/98 Krombach v. Bamberski of
28 March 2000, ECLI:EU:C:2000:164, 1-01935, parr. 22-23; C-38/98 Renault v. Maxicar of 11 May 2000,
ECLI:EU:C:2000:225, 1-02973, parr. 27-28; C-394/07 Marco Gambazzi v. Daimler Chrysler Canada Inc of 2
April 2009, ECLI:IEU:C:2009:219, 1-02563, parr. 26-28; C-420/07 Meletis Apostolides v. David Charles
Orams of 28 April 2009, ECLI:EU:C:2009:271, 1-03571, parr. 56-57; C-619/10 Trade Agency Ltd v. Seramico
Investments Ltd of 6 September 2012, ECLI:EU:C:2012:531, published in the electronic Reports of the cases,
par. 49; C-302/13, flyLAL-Lithunanian Airlines of 23 October 2014, ECLI:EU:C:2014:2319, published in the
electronic Reports of the cases, par. 47.

""M. AKEHURST, Jurisdiction in international law, op. cit., pp. 170: writ. Watkins v. North American Land and
Timber Co. (Ltd.), [1904] 20 TLR 534. See also: Colt Industries Inc. v. Sarlie, [1966] 1 All ER 673, 676 (per
Lyell J) “In my judgment (...) in the absence of fraud inducing the defendant to come into the country so that
he (...) is tricked to come within the jurisdiction for the sole purpose of serving him with a writ, jurisdiction
[is] well founded by serving a writ on a foreigner who was here merely casually, and that accords entirely with
the rule stated in Dicey for over forty years (...)”.

"2The principle is effectively affirmed by the english judge on the occasion of the request for recognition of a
sentence issued by the court of the island of Tobago. The court of Tobago had ordered the defendant to appear
in the action, performing the service of process by simply nailing a copy of the summons to the court door, a
procedure allowed and used on the island. The defendant, however, had never been to Tobago, nor had he ap-
peared through a lawyer. In denying validity to the sentence, Lord Ellenborough states: “Can the Island of To-
bago pass a law to bind the rights of the whole world? Would the world submit to such an assumed jurisdic-
tion?”. Buchanan v. Rucker, 9 East 192 (1808). For more details see: E.M. BLANCO, B. PONTIN, Litigating
extraterritorial nuisances under english common law and UIL statute, in Transnational Environmental Law, 6
(2), 2017, pp. 286ss. G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op.
cit.,

3] H. BEALE, The jurisdiction of courts over foreigners, op. cit.

4Par. 90: “(...) the difficulty caused by the form of allegation in the pleadings was finally surmounted by a fic-
tion: namely, by laying a fictitious venue at some place within the kingdom; and this fictitious allegation of
venue was not allowed to be disputed. In the first reported case of action for a foreign tort the wrong was com-
mitted in the island of Minorca; and the venue was laid 'at Minorca, to wit at London aforesaid in the Parish of
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Procedure Act of 1852 and 1860 which at par. 18 and 19 finally allowed to carry out
service outside the jurisdiction'. This regulatory authorization was then merged into
the Supreme Court Order 11 and is now crystallized in the Civil Procedure Rules
(CPR)". Despite the extension by legislative means, there remains a profound differ-
ence depending on whether the defendant is present in English territory or not. When
the defendant is on English territory, that is to say it is service within the jurisdiction,
the jurisdiction is exercised at common law and the plaintiff is in a position, so to speak,
of law because the jurisdiction is exercised as of right. In the case of service out, how-
ever, the exercise of jurisdiction is, in principle, discretionary. The actor who intends
to notify a quote abroad, in fact, must first obtain a permit (leave) from the judge.

The distinction between service within "as of right" and service out subjected to
the discretion of the judge must be completed with the role played by the forum doc-
trine not conveniens in limiting English jurisdiction. The Latin expression describes the
power of the judge to suspend or refuse the exercise of his jurisdiction, otherwise ex-
isting, on the basis of an assessment of the appropriateness of the choice made by the
actor. The doctrine in question is traced back to the experience of the Scottish courts of
nineteenth century, from which it then migrated, albeit in different forms, to England,
the United States and in general in the countries pertaining to the tradition of common
law™.

The first appearance in England, at the beginning of the 20th century, is limited
to the prevention of the abuse of process, i.e. the "vexatious, oppressive or unjust"

St. Mary le Bow in the Ward of Cheap (...) from this time it became possible to sue in England for a foreign
tort or breach of contract (...)”, according to the case: Mostyn v. Fabrigas, Cowp. 161 (1774). See in argument
also: C. VAN DAM, European tort law, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013. N. WALKER, Intimations of
global law, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2015.

15See for analysis: M. DEL MAR, W. TWINING, Legal fictions in theory and practice, ed. Springer, New York,
2015, pp. 288ss.

16See in particular from the english civil procedure system: Part 6 and Practice Direction 6B of the Civil Proce-
dure Rules (England and Wales). Part 24 and Practice Direction 24 of the Civil Procedure Rules (England and
Wales). Section 1(2)(a) of the Foreign Judgments (Reciprocal Enforcement) Act 1933 (Applicable in England
and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland for judgments from countries including Australia, Canada (except
Quebec), India, Pakistan and Israel). Section 37(1) of the Senior Courts Act 1981 (England and Wales). Sec-
tion 50 of the Senior Courts Act 1981 (England and Wales) (The power to grant damages in lieu of an injunc-
tion was originally granted to the Court of Chancery by Section 2 of the Chancery Amendment Act 1858 com-
monly known as Lord Cairns’ Act). Sections 32, 33 and 34 of the Civil Jurisdiction and Judgments Act 1982
(England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland). Contracts (Applicable Law) Act 1990 (England and
Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland). Sections 11(1) and 12(1) of the Private International Law (Miscellane-
ous Provisions) Act 1995 (England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland). Section 2 of the Human Rights
Act 1998 (England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland). Constitutional Reform Act 2005, pp. 59,
148ss, Sch. 11 para. 1(1); ST 2009/1604, art. 2(d) (England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) re-
named the Supreme Court Act 1981 as the Senior Courts Act 1981 (1.10.2009). Section 5(1) of the Arbitration
(Scotland) Act 2010 (Scotland). The Civil Jurisdiction and Judgments (Hague Convention on Choice of Court
Agreements 2005) Regulations 2015, ST 2015/1644 (England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland).

17].J. FAWCETT, J. CARRUTHERS, Private international law, cit., pp. 354 and 372. A. BRIGGS, Agreements
on jurisdiction and choice of law, op. cit., pp. 51ss.

18See for the forum non conveniens in Scotland: Clements v. Macaulay, 4 M. 583 (1866) and Sim v. Robinow,
19 R. 655 (1892). In argument: R.T. ABBOT, The emerging doctrine of forum non conveniens: A comparison
of the Scottish, English and United States application, in Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law, 18, 1985,
pp. 111, 114-125. G. ANDRIEUX, Declining jurisdiction in a future international convention on jurisdiction
and judgments-How can we benefit from past experiences in conciliating the two doctrines of forum non con-
veniens and lis pendens?, in Loyola Law Angeles International & Comparative Law Review, 27, 2005, pp.
324, 336-348.
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actions” against the defendant, on the assumption of the actor's bad faith®. In cases of
abuse, therefore, the judge can refrain from exercising his own jurisdiction, otherwise
existing. The modern and wider version of the doctrine develops instead, starting from
the decision in the Atlantic Star of 1973*. On that occasion, the House of Lords files
the requirement of bad faith and indicates some of the requisites to evaluate the op-
pressive nature of the action™. There are two intermediate steps leading to the leading
case. In MacShannon v. Rockware Glass Ltd.” Lord Diplock elaborates a bi-phase test,
stating that “(...) in order to justify a stay, two conditions must be satisfied, one positive
and the other negative: (a) the defendant must satisfy the court that there is another
forum to whose jurisdiction he is amenable in which justice can be done between the
parties at substantially less inconvenience or expense and (b) the stay must not deprive
the plaintiff of a legitimate personal or juridical advantage which would be available
to him if he invoked the jurisdiction of the English court”*. Also Lord Diplock takes a
further step in the Abidin Daver®: “the balancing of advantage and disadvantage to
plaintiff and defendant of permitting litigation to proceed in England rather than, or
as well as, in a foreign forum is to be based upon objective standards supported by
evidence (...) the essential change in the attitude of the English Courts to pending or
prospective litigation in foreign jurisdictions that has been achieved step-by-step as a
result of the successive decisions of this House (...) is that judicial chauvinism has been
replaced by judicial comity to an extent which I think the time is now ripe to
acknowledge frankly is, in the field of law with which this appeal is concerned, indis-

tinguishable from the Scottish legal doctrine of forum non conveniens (...)"”.

The complete affirmation of the English non conveniens forum is reached just
over a decade later, in the formulation adopted by Lord Goff of Chieveley in the Spili-
ada Maritime case”, still today the reference point in the matter. Spiliada reiterates,

9Expressive used in cases: Logan v. Bank of Scotland, [1906] 1 K.B. 141, 150-151; St. Pierre v. S. Am. Stores,
[1936] 1 K.B. 382, 390. A. BURROWS, A restatement of the english law of unjust enrichment, Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2012.

Logan v. Bank of Scotland, [1906] 1 K.B. 141, 150-151; St. Pierre v. S. Am. Stores, [1936] 1 K.B. 382, 390.
For details see: J. HILL, A. CHONG, International commercial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in Eng-
lish courts, Hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2014. M. HARDING, Conflict of laws, ed.
Routledge, London & New York, 2013. J.J. KUIPERS, The right to a fair trial and the free movement of civil
judgments, in Croatian Yearbook of European Law and Policy, 6 (1), 2010, pp. 24ss.

2IThe Atlantic Star, [1973]2 AIl ER 175, [1974] A.C. 436.

22The Atlantic Star [1974] A.C. 436 at p. 454 (per Reid LJ): “(...) in the end it must be left to the discretion of the
court in each case where a stay is sought, and the question would be whether the defendants have clearly
shown that to allow the case to proceed in England would in a reasonable sense be oppressive looking to all
the circumstances including the personal position of the defendant (...)”.

B[1978] A.C. 795, p. 812.

24[1984] 1 Al E.R. 470, 343 and 344.

25[1984] 1 Al E.R. 470, 343 and 344.

260. KAHN-FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements: Some reflections, in International & Comparative Law Quar-
terly, 26 (4), 1977, pp. 851: “(...) the Scottish and American general doctrine of forum non conveniens does
not exist in England. That is, it does not exist as a general doctrine compelling or enabling the court to refrain
from adjudicating on the merits only because adjudication abroad would be more convenient (...)”. R. SCHUZ,
Controlling forum shopping: The impact of MacShannon v. Rockware Glass Ltd, in International & Compara-
tive Law Quarterly, 35 1986, pp. 374, 383-384. R.G. FENTIMAN, Jurisdiction, discretion and the Brussels
Convention, 26 in Cornell International Law Journal, 26, 1993, pp. 59, 73ss. See also the case: The Abidin
Daver, [1984] A.C. 398. In argument see also: D. GLASS, Freight forwarding and multi modal transport con-
tracts, op. cit., M. DANOV, Jurisdiction and judgments in relation to EU competition law claims, op. cit., J.
ILL, M. NI SCHULLEABHAIN, Clarkson & Hill's conflict of laws, op. cit., E.B. CRAWFORD, J.M. CAR-
RUTHERS, International private law: A Scots perspective, ed. W. Green, Edinburgh 2015. S. DEAKIN, A.
JOHNSTON, Markesinis and Deakin’s tort law, Oxford University Press, Oxford 2013

27Spiliada Maritime Corp. v. Cansulex Ltd., [1987] 1 A.C. 460. J. HILL, A. CHONG, International commercial
disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English courts, op. cit.
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preliminarily, that "conveniens" stands for "appropriate" and not for "convenient". In
light of this characterization, the judge is asked to assess whether there is a suitable
forum which is clearly more appropriate, that is to say if the dispute could be better
decided in another order”. If the outcome of this investigation is negative, the judge
can exercise his jurisdiction without delay. On the other hand, if there is a clearly more
appropriate forum, the English court is called upon to abstain, unless the requirements
of justice in the specific case require it to know the dispute in any case®. The analysis
of the judge is therefore articulated on two levels, one relating to the appropriateness
of the forum and the other to considerations of justice. Returning to the profile of ser-
vice within or out”, the mechanism developed by Lord Goff in Spiliada is able to bring
together in a substantially similar analysis the two hypotheses, which must also be kept
separate on the conceptual level, of the stay of a procedure in which the jurisdiction
has been exercised as of right and of the evaluation about the grant, or the revocation,
of the leave for the service outside the jurisdiction. In both cases, in fact, the judge is
asked to check the choice of the English photo made by the plaintiff as the venue for
the resolution of the dispute, and more in general to determine which is the most ap-
propriate forum for this operation®. To mark the difference between service within and
service out, the burden of proof remains. If jurisdiction is exercised as of right, it is up
to the defendant to prove that England is a forum not conveniens and to convince the
judge to suspend the English action in favor of the foreign forum clearly more appro-
priate. The plaintiff, besides being able to oppose the reconstruction offered by the de-
fendant, has the possibility to show the judge that the justice of the concrete case re-
quires the exercise, in any case, of English jurisdiction. In the case of jurisdiction exer-
cised on the basis of a leave, on the other hand, the burden is on the burden of proving
that England represents the most appropriate forum in order to obtain permission to
cite the defendant who is abroad.

The court does not grant leave unless the plaintiff fulfills its charge under CPR
6.36 and 6.37: (civil procedure rules)® must be present one of the ground identified in
the Practice Direction 6B*, the plaintiff must prove to have a reasonable prospect of

28Spiliada Maritime Corp., [1987] 1 A.C. p. 474-75.

2The factors that make a hole clearly more appropriate are varied, even if they all belong to the area that the
Americans would call 'private factor', ic the relationship between the court and the dispute. There are no con-
siderations relating to the “public factor”, such as the interest of the court in judging the dispute or the over-
crowding of the judge's docket. Relevant factors are the lex causae, the concentration of the dispute, the object
of the contract, the place where the tort took place and the location of witnesses and evidence.

30Spiliada Maritime, p. 478 (per Lord Goff LJ): “If however the court concludes at that stage that there is some
other available forum which prima facie is clearly more appropriate for the trial of the action, it will ordinarily
grant a stay unless there are circumstances by reason of which justice requires that a stay should nevertheless
not be granted. In this inquiry, the court will consider all the circumstances of the case, including circum-
stances which go beyond those taken into account when considering connecting factors with other jurisdic-
tions. One such factor can be the fact, if established objectively by cogent evidence, that the plaintiff will not
obtain justice in the foreign jurisdiction (...)”. J. HILL, A. CHONG, International commercial disputes: Com-
mercial conflict of laws in English courts, op. cit. C. VAN DAM, European tort law, op. cit., N. WALKER,
Intimations of global law, op. cit.

31Spiliada Maritime, p. 480.

32Spiliada Maritime, p. 480: “It seems to me inevitable that the question in both groups of cases must be, at bot-
tom, that expressed by Lord Kinnear in Sim v. Robinow, 19 R. 665, 668, viz. to identify the forum in which
the case can be suitably tried for the interests of all the parties and for the ends of justice (...)”. J . HILL, A.
CHONG, International commercial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English courts, op. cit.

33For more details see. S. SIME, A practical approach to civil procedure, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2017,
pp. 77ss.

34See Practice Direction 6B: “(...) service out of the jurisdiction where permission is required-The claimant may
serve a claim form out of the jurisdiction with the permission of the court under rule 6.36 where-General
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success and the Court must be persuaded that England is the most appropriate forum®
in which to resolve the dispute®. Once permission is granted, the plan moves to the
request, which can be advanced by the defendant, by set aside the service. The Euro-
pean regulations in point of jurisdiction dictated by Regulation 44/2001% are binding
for the English judge. In all cases covered by European law, the plaintiff can perform
the service outside the jurisdiction as of right, without the need to request leave of the
court, and no discretionary assessment by the English court is allowed on the forum
point (not ) conveniens®. In other words, through the European procedural law the

Grounds (1) A claim is made for a remedy against a person domiciled within the jurisdiction. (2) A claim is
made for an injunction ordering the defendant to do or refrain from doing an act within the jurisdiction. (3) A
claim is made against a person (‘the defendant') on whom the claim form has been or will be served (otherwise
than in reliance on this paragraph) and-(a) there is between the claimant and (b) the claimant wishes to serve
the claim form on another person who is a necessary or proper party to that claim (...) claims in relation to con-
tracts (6) A claim is made in respect of a contract where the contract- (a) was made within the jurisdiction; (b)
was made by or through an agent trading or residing within the jurisdiction; (c) is governed by English law; or
(d) contains a term to the effect that the court shall have jurisdiction to determine any claim in respect of the
contract. (7) A claim is made in respect of a breach of contract committed within the jurisdiction. (8) A claim
is made for a declaration that no contract exists where, if the contract was found to exist, it would comply with
the conditions set out in paragraph (6). Claims in tort (9) A claim is made in tort where (a) damage was sus-
tained within the jurisdiction; or (b) the damage sustained resulted from an act committed within the jurisdic-
tion. Enforcement (10) A claim is made to enforce any judgment or arbitral award. Claims about property
within the jurisdiction (11) The whole subject matter of a claim relates to property located within the jurisdic-
tion (...)”. J. HILL, A. CHONG, International commercial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English
courts, op. cit. M. AHMED, The enforcement of settlement and jurisdiction agreements and parallel proceed-
ings in the European Union: The Alexandros T litigation in the English courts, in Journal of Private Interna-
tional Law, 11, 2015, pp. 407ss. M. AHMED, The legal regulation and enforcement of asymmetric jurisdiction
agreements in the European Union, in European Business Law Review, 28 (2), 2017. A. DINELLI, The limits
on the remedy of damages for breach of jurisdiction agreements: The law of contract meets private interna-
tional law, in Melbourne University Law Review, 38, 2015, pp. 1024ss.

3A. BRIGGS, Agreements on jurisdiction and choice of law, op. cit., pp. 53-54:* the requirement is that Eng-
land be the proper place. It is not enough to show that England is a proper place (...) there is a court overseas,
to the jurisdiction of which he is amenable, which is clearly more appropriate than England for the trial of the
claim against him (...)”. See also for more details: G.A. BERMANN, Parallel litigation: Is convergence possi-
ble?, in K. BOELE-WOELKI, T. EINHORN, D. GRISBERGER, S. SYMEONIDES (eds), Convergence and
divergence in private international law-Liber Amicorum Kurt Siehr, Eleven International Publishing, The
Hague, 2010, pp. 580ss. G.A. BERMANN, Parallel litigation: Is convergence possible?, in Yearbook of Pri-
vate International Law, 13, 2011, pp. 22ss.

36J.J. FAWCETT, J. CARRUTHERS, Private international law, op. cit., pp. 372-373.

37Council Regulation (EC) No 44/2001 of 22 December 2000 on jurisdiction and the recognition and enforce-
ment of judgments in civil and commercial matters. See the next cases from the CJEU: C-433/16, Bayerische
Motoren Werke v. Acacia Srl of 1st August 2017, ECL:EU:C:2017:550; C-368/15, Assens Havn v. Navigators
Management (UK) limited of 13 July 2017, ECLI:EU:C:2017:462; joined cases C-168/16 and C-169/16, S.
Nogueira and others v. Crewlink Ireland Ltd of 27 April 2017, ECLI:EU:C:2017:688; C-185/15, M. Kostan-
jevel v. F & S Leasing GmbH of 25 November 2016, ECLI:EU:C:2016:763; C-441/13, He Jduk v. Energie
Agentur NRW GmbH of 13 March 2015, ECLI:EU:C:2015:28; C-45/13, A. Kainz v. Pantherwerke AG of 16
January 2014, ECLI:EU:C:2014:7; C-325/18 PPU, C.E. and N.E. of 19 September 2018,
ECLI:EU:C:2018:739; C-308/17, Kuhn of 4 July 2018, ECLI:EU:C:2018:528; C-88/17, Zurich Insurance and
Metso Minerals of 11 July 2018, ECLI:EU:C:2018:558. All the cited cases was published in the electronic Re-
ports of the cases. For more details see: C. KESSEDJIAN, Commentaire de la refonte du réglement n°
44/2001, in Revue Trimestrielle De Droit Européen, 2011, pp. 128ss. P.A. NIELSEN, The new Brussels I Reg-
ulation, in Common Market Law Review, 50 (4), 2013, pp. 524. A. NUYTS, La refonte du réglement Bruxel-
les I bis, Revue Critique de Droit International Privé, 102, 2013, 24ss. P. STONE, Stone on private interna-
tional law in the European Union, Edward Elgar Publishers, Cheltenham, 2018.

3CJEU, C-281/02, Andrew Owusu v. N. B. Jackson and others of 1st March 2005, ECLI:EU:C:2005:120, I-
01383. Article. 6.33 of the CPR has under the heading Service of the claim form where the permission of the
court is not required -out of the United Kingdom: “The claimant may serve the claim form on a defendant out
of the United Kingdom where each claim made against the defendant to be served and included in the claim
form is a claim which the court has power to determine under the Judgments Regulation and -(a) no proceed-
ings between the parties concerning the same claim are pending in the courts of any other part of the United
Kingdom or any other Member State; and (b) (i) the defendant is domiciled in the United Kingdom or in any
Member State; (ii) the proceedings are within article 22 of the Judgments Regulation; or (iii) the defendant is a
party to an agreement conferring jurisdiction, within article 23 of the Judgments Regulation (...)”. J. HILL, A.
CHONG, International commercial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English courts, op. cit. D.
CHALMERS, A. ARNULL, The oxford handbook of European Union law, Oxford University Press, Oxford,
%O 55. D. CHALMERS, G. DAVIES, G. MONTI, European Union law, Cambridge University Press, Cam-

ridge, 2014.

96 Volume 42.2 — jul./dez. 2022



English judge is exposed to formal rules similar to those that characterize the activity
of civil law colleagues and is bound to exercise his power only to verify the correspond-
ence of the concrete case to the normative paradigm.

3. THE AGREEMENTS ON THE FORUM IN THE ENGLISH COMMON LAW

English law, like what happens in other state systems, regulates in a different way
the aspects of derogation and extension of the jurisdiction® of civil law. The Brussels
Convention of 1968 was implemented internally by the Civil Jurisdiction and Judg-
ments Act (1982)*. Regulation” is, however, binding following the English opt-in deci-
sion "in accordance with article 3 of the Protocol on the position of the United Kingdom
and Ireland annexed to the Treaty on European Union and to the Treaty establishing
the European Community (...)"*. It is also recalled that the 1968 Brussels Convention,
as amended on the occasion of the United Kingdom's accession in 1978, explicitly de-
scribed as exorbitant "in the United Kingdom jurisdiction provisions based (...) on a
notified or communicated to the defendant during his temporary stay in the United
Kingdom (...)"*. The English system based on physical presence and forum non con-
veniens, far from having fallen into disuse due to European influences, is still the fun-
damental canon of jurisdiction in cases where European Union law does not apply.

As for the attributive effect, the story is very simple. In fact, there are no particular
resistance on the part of the British judges who, on the contrary, consider their own
efficient and quality forum*. The contractual agreement in favor of the London courts
is considered as a valid submission to the English jurisdiction®, even if not in case of

3¥A. BRIGGS, Agreements on jurisdiction and choice of law, op. cit., pag. 195, “an English court (...) takes pre-
cisely the same view where the nominated court is English as where it is foreign: it admits no distinction of
principle and will enforce jurisdiction agreements which prorogate and derogate with the same degree of deter-
mination. There is no room for chauvinism, but also, no real awareness that a court in another country might
see the arguments in a different way. Contracts are made to be performed, and the fact that they may be con-
tracts about the jurisdiction of courts is nothing to the point (...)".

“OFor more details see: P. STONE, Stone on private international law in the European Union, op. cit.,

41CJEU, C-536/13 Gazprom OAO of 13 May 2015, ECLI:EU:C:2415:316, published in the electronic reports o
the cases. B. DEMIRKOL, Ordering cessation of court proceedings to protect the integrity of arbitration agree-
ments under the Brussels I regime, in International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 65, 2016, pp. 379, 401.

“Ex multis see: A. HARTKAMP, C. SIBURGH, W. DEVROE, Cases, materials and text on European Union
law and private law, hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2017, pp. 282ss. K. LENAERTS, 1.
MASELIS, K. GUTMAN, European Union procedural law, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2014, pp. 133ss.
M. WIERZBOWSKI, A. GUBRYNOWICZ, International investment law for the 21st century, Oxford Univer-
sity Press, Oxford, 2015. A.H. TURK, Judicial review in European Union law, Edward Elgar Publishers, Chel-
tenham, 2010. L. WOODS, P. WATSON, Steiner & Woods European Union law, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2017, pp. 37ss C. BARNARD, S. PEERS, European Union law, Oxford University Press, Oxford,
2017, pp. 788ss. E. BERRY, M.Y. HOMEWOOD, B. BOGUSZ, Complete European Union law. Texts, cases
and materials, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013. G. CONWAY, European Union law, ed. Routledge,
London & New York, 2015. F. NICOLA, B. DAVIES, European Union law stories, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, 2017.J.USHERWOOD, S. PINDER, The European Union. A very short introduction, Ox-
ford University Press, Oxford, 2018. J.L. DA CRUZ VILACA, European Union law and integration. Twenty
years of judicial application of European Union law, Hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2014.

$Art. 3 of Bruxelles Convention of 1968. B. DEMIRKOL, Ordering cessation of court proceedings to protect
the integrity of arbitration agreements under the Brussels I regime,

#See the opinion of Lord Denning, MR, in The Atlantic Star, [1972] 2 Lloyd's Rep. 446, pag. 451: “No one who
comes to these courts asking for justice should come in vain (...) this right to come here is not confined to Eng-
lishmen. It extends to any friendly foreigner. He can seek the aid of our courts if he desires to do so. You may
call this 'forum shopping' if you please, but if the forum is England it is a good place to shop in, both for qual-
ity of goods and the speed of service (...)".

“The T.S. Havprins, [1983] 2 Lloyd's L.R. 356 (Q.B.); Unterweser Reederei GmbH v. Zapata Off-Shore Co.,
[1968] 2 Lloyd's L.R. 158 (C.A.). see, J. CHITTY, Chitty on contracts: general principles, Sweet & Maxwell,
London, 2012, pp. 1140ss. Z.S. TANG, Jurisdiction and arbitration agreements in international commercial
law, ed. Routledge, 2014, pp. 42ss. A. BRIGGS, Arbitration and the Brussels Regulation again, in Lloyd’s
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an extension the judge is bound to exercise his power. With respect to the system out-
lined in terms of service and leave, the extension agreement implies a lower charge for
the actor in requesting the "leave to serve outside the jurisdiction"*. It is up to the
defendant, if anything, to prove that the English court is clearly not appropriate and
that therefore the chosen forum represents a forum non conveniens. In the case of ser-
vice within, therefore carried out as a right by the plaintiff, the burden on the defend-
ant is even more demanding, having to prove that England is an inappropriate wholly
forum. The route on the subject of derogation from jurisdiction is more articulated,
even if the English approach to foreign jurisdiction clauses matures in a liberal sense
much earlier than in the countries of continental Europe and the United States”. The
starting point is the principle, consolidated in the English common law, according to
which private individuals can not contractually oust the jurisdiction of the English
courts. Two authors note: “At common law, parties could not by contract oust or lessen
the jurisdiction of courts, and stipulations which purported to do so were characterised
as void, illegal, invalid, or unembraceable; they were said to be contrary to the general
policy of the law and against public policy (...)"*.

In the face of the continuation of this warning, the discretionary power of the
judge is gradually asserted to give effect to the contractual stipulation between the par-
ties in favor of a foreign forum and, consequently, to suspend or prevent the establish-
ment of an English action in violation of the agreement. In the face of such power, the
principle of non-ouster ends up losing its fundamental meaning. One of the first deci-
sions favorable to the possibility of the parties to derogate from the English jurisdiction,
often cited in the literature, is dated in 1796*. The case in question, Gienar v. Meyer,
concerns Dutch sailors employed on a Dutch boat who, in Holland, sign a contract
agreeing not to take action against the captain of the ship in a foreign country and
agreeing to settle any dispute in the Dutch courts, in accordance with the laws of the
place. When the ship docks in an English port, however, one of the sailors decides to
act for the payment of unrewarded wages. The British court, while reiterating at the
outset the principle of the non-ouster Convention of English jurisdiction, considers it
necessary to give thought to the contractual stipulation between the parties and ap-
praises it more reasonable in the concrete case to invite the parties to fight in the agreed
forum. It is certainly a first recognition of private autonomy which, however, must be

Maritime and Commercial Law Quarterly, 2015, pp. 284ss. A. DICKINSON, E. LEIN (eds.), The Brussels I
Regulation Recast, Oxford University Press, 2015.

4Unterweser Reederei GmbH v. Zapata Off-Shore Co., [1968] 2 Lloyd's L.R. 158, 163 (C.A.): “(...) the Court
has a discretion, but it is a discretion which, in the ordinary way and in the absence of strong reason to the con-
trary, will be exercised in favour of holding parties to their bargain (...)”. Z.S. TANG, Jurisdiction and arbitra-
tion agreements in international commercial law, op. cit.

Y7A. BISSETT-JOHNSON, The efficacy of choice of jurisdiction clauses in international contracts in english and
australian law, in International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 19, 1970, pp. 542ss. S. COWEN, M. DA
COSTA, The contractual forum: Situation in England and the British Commonwealth, in American Journal of
Comparative Law, 13, 1964, pp. 179ss.

48See, Czarnikow v. Roth Schmidt & Co [1922] 2 KB 478: “(...) it is contrary to public policy to oust the juris-
diction of the courts by private agreement” a The Fehmarn, [1958] 1 WeeklyL.R. 159 (C.A.). See, M.P.
FURMSTON, Cheshire, Fifout and Furmston's law of conctract, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2017, pp.
497ss.

“Gienar v. Meyer, 2 H.B1. 603, 126 Eng. Rep. 728 (C.P. 1796). E. MCKENDRICK, Contract law, Palgrave
Macmillan, London, 2011. H. MUIR WATT, D.P. FERNANDEZ ARROYO (eds.), Private international law
and global governance, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2014, pp. 55ss. A. MILLS, Rethinking jurisdiction in
international law, in British Yearbook of International Law, 84, 2014, pp. 188ss.
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contextualised in the context of a controversy that had nothing to do with the courts
of London and in which the outcome is almost a natural consequence of the case.

A step forward, however, takes place when, in 1854, the Common Law Procedure
Actis approved, which in Section XI confers on the English court the power to suspend
a procedure initiated in violation of an arbitration agreement, which was then con-
firmed by section 4 of the Arbitration Act (1889)*. Twenty years later, this power was
extended by the jurisprudence to the choice clause of the forum, by virtue of the anal-
ogy that exists between an arbitration clause and an agreement on the forum®.

The legal ratio changes around the middle of the twentieth century with the de-
cision in Racecourse Betting Control Board v. Secretary for Air*, when MacKinnon LJ
observes that “(...) it is rather unfortunate that the power of the court to stay was said
to be under section 4 of the Arbitration Act 1889. In truth that power arose under a
wider general principle, namely that the court makes people abide by their contracts,
and, therefore, will restrain a plaintiff from bringing an action which he is doing in
breach of his agreement with the defendant that any dispute between them shall be
otherwise determined (...)"*. The focus of the judge's reasoning thus becomes the ques-
tion of the agreement between the parties. Lord Denning effectively explains this in
the Fehmarn case, in the face of an agreement in favor of the Soviet Union courts: “I
do not regard this provision as equal to an arbitration clause, but I do say that the Eng-
lish courts are in charge of their own proceedings: and one of the rules they apply is
that a stipulation that all disputes should be judged by the tribunals of a particular
country is not absolutely binding. It is a matter to which the courts of this country will
pay much regard and to which they will normally give effect, but it is subject to the
overriding principle that no one by his private stipulation can oust these courts of their
jurisdiction in a matter that properly belongs to them (...) Is this dispute a matter which
properly belongs to the courts of this country? (...) there seems to me to be no doubt
that such a dispute is one that properly belongs for its determination to the courts of
this country. But still the question remains: Ought these courts in their discretion to
stay this action?”*,

Once again the principle of non-ouster is reaffirmed, but it is a matter of a ritual,
a little more than a formal value. The plan around which the analysis conducted by
Lord Denning revolves, however, is the power of the judge to suspend the proceedings

30G.B.BORN, International commercial arbitration, Kluwer Law International, The Hague, 2014, pp. 1253ss. H.
SERIKI, Injunctive relief and international arbitration, ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2014, pp. 134ss.
In Bremer Vulkan Schiffbau und Maschinenfabrik v South India Shipping Corp. Ltd ([1981] AC 909; [1981] 1
Lloyd’s Rep 253), it was clearly accepted that the primary obligations contained within an arbitration agree-
ment can be discharged by frustration or breach. If so, the arbitration agreement comes to an end the arbitrator
will no longer be seised of any power over the resolution of the dispute. Can this also be said of jurisdiction
agreements? Although it may be possible for an English jurisdiction agreement to cease to have effect due to
frustration, can a party to an English jurisdiction agreement ever perform his part of the bargain in so defective
a manner as to entitle the other party to elect to discharge the jurisdiction agreement so as to relieve the Eng-
lish courts of their jurisdiction over the dispute in relation to the main contract? Surely such a breach is a theo-
retical impossibility? This helps to point out the fundamental difference between the jurisdiction of arbitrators
and that of the courts: the former derive their jurisdiction solely from the arbitration agreement between the
parties, whereas the latter derive their jurisdiction from a multiplicity of factors centred on the concept of con-
nection with the forum (one of which is the presence of an English choice of court agreement).

SLaw v. Garrett, 8 Ch. D. 26 (1878).

32Racecourse Betting Control Board v. Secretary for Air [1944] 1 Ch. 114 (C.A.)

33Law v. Garret, 8 Ch. D. 26 (1878). Ivi, p. 182, p. 146.

34The Fehmarn, [1958] 1 Weekly O.R. 159 (C.A.): “(...) the result which seems to follow is that the parties'
choice of jurisdiction is more easily upset than their choice of law (...)”. A. BRIGGS, Civil jurisdiction and
judgments, ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2015.
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to honor the stipulation made between the parties. This power does not need a norma-
tive basis, but is perceived as an inherent characteristic of the jurisdictional function, a
consequence of the fact that the English courts are in charge of their own proceedings™.
If the Fehmarn case now manifests the question in its modern contours, it is necessary
to wait another ten years for the decision to decide Eleftheria®, in 1969, the leading case
that, even today, instructs the English judge in matters of jurisdictional agreements.
Eleftheria is the name of a Greek ship carrying timber destined for England and Hol-
land”. The decision pronounced by Brandon ] is a real instruction manual on foreign
jurisdiction clauses that indicates to the English court the way to follow in the event of
a formal waiver of its jurisdiction: “(...) (1) Where plaintiffs sue in England in breach of
an agreement to refer disputes to a foreign court, and the defendants apply for a stay,
the English court, assuming the claim to be otherwise within its jurisdiction, is not
bound to grant a stay but has a discretion whether to do so or not. (2) The discretion
should be exercised by granting a stay unless strong cause for not doing so is shown.
(3) The burden of proving such strong cause is on the plaintiffs. (4) In exercising its
discretion the court should take into account all the circumstances of the particular case

(.

If we compare the analysis that Brandon ] proposes, and the English courts fol-
low, on the subject of agreements on the forum, we immediately realize that there is a
difference compared to the test that Lord Goff elaborates on non-convenience forum:
always weighs on the actor the burden of proving that there is a strong cause to pro-
ceed in England in violation of the agreement on the foreign forum, even in the case
of service within. This burden is understood to be even more burdensome when the
leave to carry out service outside the jurisdiction is required to take action in England.
Eleftheria goes on to indicate some of the elements that the judge can consider to guide
his decision: “(5) In particular, but without prejudice to (4), the following matters,
where they arise, may properly be regarded: (a) In what country the evidence on the
issues of fact is situated, or more readily available, and the effect of that on the relative
convenience and expense of trial as between the English and foreign courts. (b)
Whether the law of the foreign court applies and, if so, whether it differs from English
law in any material respects. (c) With what country either party is connected, and how
closely. (d) Whether the defendants genuinely desire trial in the foreign country, or are
only seeking procedural advantages. (e) Whether the plaintiffs would be prejudiced by
having to sue in the foreign court because they would: (i) be deprived of security for
their claim; (ii) be unable to enforce any judgment obtained; (iii) be faced with a time-

SSE. PEEL, Exclusive jurisdiction agreements: Purity and pragmatism in the conflict of laws, in Lloyd's Maritime
and Commercial Law Quarterly, 1998, pp. 188-189. “Courts possess jurisdiction by the operation of law. One
of the powers which jurisdiction confers is the power to decide whether or not to exercise their jurisdiction by
hearing a case (...) prevents the courts from holding that foreign jurisdiction agreements are absolutely binding

(..)

3%The Eleftheria, [1970] P. 94, [1969] 2 All E.R. 64. L. COLLINS, Arbitration clauses and forum selecting
clauses in the conflict of laws: Some recent developments in England, in Journal of Maritime Law & Com-
merce, 2, 1970-1871, pp. 372ss. T.C. HARTLEY, International commercial litigation. Text, cases and materi-
als on private international law, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2015.

37¢(...) Jurisdiction: Any dispute arising under this Bill of Lading shall be decided in the country where the car-
{lier has( hi)s principal place of business and the law of such country shall apply except as provided elsewhere

erein (...)”.

38The Eleftheria, [1970] P. 94, [1969] 2 All E.R. 64.

3%Evans Marshall & Co. v. Bertola SA, [1973] 1 W.L.R. 349, 362. See also: E. PEEL, Exclusive jurisdiction
agreements, op. cit., pp. 189ss.
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bar not applicable in England; or (iv) for political, racial, religious or other reasons be
unlikely to get a fair trial”®.

Applied to the complex test, Brandon J. decides in favor of the defendants and
pronounces a stay of the English procedure in favor of the Hellenic courts elected in
the clause on the forum. To suggest this solution two circumstances contribute: the
proof offered by the defendants that the application of the Greek law would lead to
different results compared to the English law; the availability of the same to provide
suitable guarantees to protect the reasons of the actors®. The "Eleftheria principles"
were reaffirmed in a similar form by the Court of Appeal in the El Amria case® by Bran-
don himself, who became Lord Justice of the Court of Appeal, and still represent the
reference point to which the English judge it refers to deciding whether or not to give
effect to a derogation clause in English jurisdiction”. England represents a particular
way of conceiving the discipline of the agreements on jurisdiction that arises, in some
ways, at odds with respect to the european formalism. The starting point is not the
jurisdiction, but the contractual stipulation between the parties that, although not
binding it to a given outcome, calls the judge to a discretionary assessment on a case-
by-case basis. The reference to discretion should not give the impression that the Eng-
lish courts do not seriously consider an agreement on the forum, a conclusion that
would prove to be incorrect. The parties, however, can not, in principle, bind the Eng-
lish court to exercise or not to exercise (oust) its power. In other words, while on the
continent a valid agreement produces the automatic effect of derogation and extension
provided for by law, in England we distinguish between validity and enforceability,
between validity and implementation. The validity is the subject of a less careful scru-
tiny than that operated by the civil law judge, while the second profile is the one on
which the English judge focuses his attention. The enforceability, always subject to the
discretionary scrutiny of the judge, thus constitutes the main investigation plan of the
discipline of the jurisdiction agreements in England®.

4. VALIDITY AND ENFORCEABILITY.

Validity and enforceability represent the two checks that an agreement on the
forum must overcome in order to explain its effects in England. The judgment in point
of validity, to be understood in the sense of substantial/contractual validity, takes place

®0The Eleftheria, [1970] P. 94, [1969] 2 All E.R. 64. E. TORRALBA-MENDIOLA, E. RODRIGUEZ-PINEAU,
Two’s company, three’s a crowd: Jurisdiction, recognition and res judicata in the European Union, in Journal
of Private International Law, 10, 2014, pp. 404ss. G. VAN CALSTER, European private international law,
Hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2013.

SIL. COLLINS, Arbitration clauses and forum selecting clauses, op. cit., pp. 374ss. E. MCKENDRICK, Contract
law, Palgrave Macmillan, London, 2013.

2 Aratra Potato Co. Ltd. v. Egyptian Navigation Co.; The El Amria, [1981] 2 Lloyd's Rep. 119 and pp. 123-24
(C.A.). J. HILL, A. CHONG, International commercial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English
courts, op. cit.

%Donohue v. Armco Inc., [2002] 1 All ER 749, p. 759 (H.L. for Lord Bingham).

4], HARRIS, L. COLLINS, Dicey, Morris e Collins, The conflict of laws, op. cit., 12R—086 in the matter of con-
flict of jurisdiction states that: “(1) Where a contract provides that all disputes between the parties are to be
referred to the jurisdiction of the English courts, the court normally has jurisdiction to hear and determine pro-
ceedings in respect thereof. (2) (...) where a contract provides that all disputes between the parties are to be re-
ferred to the exclusive jurisdiction of a foreign tribunal, the English court will stay proceedings instituted in
England in breach of such agreement (or, as the case may be, refuse to give permission to serve process out of
the jurisdiction) unless the claimant proves that it is just and proper to allow them to continue (...) (4) An Eng-
lish court may restrain a party over whom it has personal jurisdiction from the institution or continuance of
proceedings in a foreign court in breach of contract to refer disputes to an English (or another foreign) court

(.),
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at an earlier stage, also on a logical level, with respect to the judge's discretional assess-
ment of the effectiveness of the content of the agreement. The assessment focuses on
the profile of the law applicable to the forum clause, ie on an eminently issue of conflict
of laws. From the principle of autonomy of the agreement on the forum with respect
to the contract, a profile that we will analyze later on, it follows that it is not possible to
automatically extend the law applicable to the contract to the clause on the forum. The
judge must therefore carry out an analysis dedicated to the agreement on the forum as
such. The proper law of contract that governs the question of the validity of the agree-
ment is determined, in the absence of agreement of the parties, with reference to the
conditions existing at the time the contract is formed. The applicable law, therefore,
can not remain floating and be determined at a later time®. This does not prevent,
however, that the parties expressly agree to postpone their determination at the time
the dispute arises, entrusting the task to the arbitrator or the court seised.

Once the lex causes have been determined, the judge is called upon to assess,
once again in compliance with the principle of autonomy of the clause on the forum
with respect to the contract, the existence of any defects specifically referring to the
clause or contract in its entirety. This is a substantive-contractual investigation, aimed
at verifying the correct formation of the agreement between the parties®. The exami-
nation includes a judgment regarding the correspondence of the agreement to English
imperative rules, so much so that an agreement, valid under the applicable law, but
that "offends against a rule of mandatory english law"" is considered invalid. For ex-
ample, reduced or even excluded is the possibility of entering into agreements on the
court in matters such as subordinate employment® or the consumption ratio®. In the
Morvike case”, believing that the Carriage of Goods by Sea Act (1992) prohibited the
use of liability waiver clauses in the bills of lading, the House of Lords found it invalid
an agreement on the forum that would have the consequence of evading said re-
striction. Since the decision of British South Africa Co. v. Companhia de Mogambigque™, ex-
cludes that the English courts may know of real disputes regarding the ownership of
real estate sites abroad, even in the presence of clauses of choice of jurisdiction in favor
of the courts of London. The mere disparity in bargaining power between the parties,

%A. BRIGGS, Agreements on jurisdiction and choice of law, op. cit., pp. 85ss. The Iran Vodjan [1984] 2 Lloyd's
Rep 380, 385 (per Bingham J) “(...) the proper law is something so fundamental to questions relating to the
formation, validity, interpretation and performance of a contract that it must (...) be built into the fabric of the
contract from the start and cannot float in an indeterminate way until finally determined at the option of one

party (...)".

%W. CUTLER, Comparative conflicts of law: Effectiveness of contractual choice of forum, in Texas Interna-
tional Law Journal, 20, 1985, pp. 126: “(...) as in the United States and France, overreaching, lack of agree-
ment, and fraud are clearly defenses (...)".

7], HARRIS, L. COLLINS, Dicey, Morris e Collins, The conflict of laws, op. cit., pp. 522, 12-097.

*SEmployment Rights Act (1996), s. 203.

Consumer Credit Act (1974), s. 141.

"9The Morviken [1981] 2 Lloyd's L.R. 61, 64-65 (Q.B. 1980).

"1British South Africa Co. v. Companhia de Mogambique [1893] A.C. 602. Contractual claims: C-29/76, LTU v.
Eurocontrol of 14 October 1976, ECLI:EU:C:1976:137, 1-01541, par. 4; C-172/91, Sonntag v. Waidmann of
21 April 1993, ECLI:EEU:C:1993:144, 1-01963, par. 20; C-814/79, Netherlands v. Reinhard Ruffer of 16 De-
cember 1980, ECLLI:EU:C:1980:291, 1-03807 par. 9. The Rome II Regulation applies only in "situations in-
volving a conflict of laws". This qualification to the applicability of Rome II Regulation is unnecessary and
superfluous as the need to refer to the Regulation does not arise in a dispute with connections to only one
State. Secondly, the term "conflict of laws" is potentially misleading as the term covers the entire discipline of
private international law in common law jurisdictions. See also: M.J. WHINCOP, M. KEYES, R.A. POSNER,
Policy and pragmatism in the conflict of laws, ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2018. A. DICKINSON,
The Rome II Regulation. The law applicable to non-contractual obligations. Updating supplement, Oxford
University Press, Oxford, 2010.
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on the other hand, is not generally considered sufficient to threaten the validity of the
jurisdiction clause. From the formal point of view, a less explored aspect of what is
happening on the continent, the written form is required as an element guaranteeing
the existence of an agreement6”. The courts of London, however, do not allow the
contractor in bad faith to evade an agreement otherwise desired and valid simply for
the existence of a formal defect. If the clause is valid, or if the validity is not a matter of
dispute, the English judge makes a discretionary assessment of the enforceability of the
agreement on the basis of the path indicated in Eleftheria and in El Amria cases. The
tirst element that must be taken into consideration is the place where the evidence is
found, in accordance with the principle of procedural economy. This aspect may con-
cern the excessive costs that the parties would be called to support in the foreign forum,
including those charged to the plaintiff” even if the voluntary signing of the forum
agreement by the plaintiff seems to diminish the importance of this criterion™. Always
within the first element should be considered the inconvenience that witnesses may
have to support if forced to move to remote places. The inconvenience connected to
the possible interruption of employment”, or the impossibility for the foreign judge to
oblige the witness to declare also takes on importance”. Finally, he also notes the con-
crete availability of the tests in the systems considered. In this regard, it is Brandon ]
himself who invites his colleagues to be cautious, in order to avoid that the location of
evidence in England represents the way to make sense, by virtue of a regularization of
the exceptional regime, the general principle according to which agreements on the
forum must be enforced”. The fact that certain technical inspections have already been
conducted in England”® may sometimes be relevant, although the House of Lords
notes “experts can travel, or be replaced by other experts”” and therefore the im-
portance of this element appears to be contained.

72¢(...) the formal validity of a jurisdiction agreement is probably subject to the rule locus regit actum in its op-

tional version: if a choice of jurisdiction clause has, by its proper law, to be in writing, it would presumably
nevertheless be valid if concluded orally in a country not requiring the written form (...)”. O. KAHN-
FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements, op. cit., pp. 828ss.

3The Panseptos, [1981] 1 Lloyd's Rep. 152, p. 154; The Eleftheria, [1970] P. 94, p. 104. see the critics of S.
Peel, Exclusive jurisdiction agreements, op. cit., pp. 191-192. T.C. HARTLEY, International commercial liti-
gation. Text, cases and materials on private international law, op. cit.

"4The Kislovodsk, [1980] 1 Lloyd's L.R. 183, 186 (Q.B. 1979): “(...) i seems to me that it does not lie in the
mouth of a party who has agreed to such a clause to say, when the clause is invoked, that the cost of proceed-
ing in Russia is expensive (...)”.

>The Sidi Bishr, [1987] 1 Lloyd's Rep. 42, 43

76 According to the judge in the case: Citi-March Ltd v. Neptune Orient Lines Ltd, [1996] 2 All ER 545, p. 553:
“(...) the English witnesses would be unlikely to attend voluntarily and could not be compelled to attend the
trial and to give evidence and even if they were called by the plaintiffs, they could not be cross-examined un-
less they could be treated as hostile (...) the preponderance of the oral evidence is likely to come from English
witnesses and to be based on discovery of documents in England and a trial in Singapore would therefore in-
volve more movement of witnesses and documents and therefore probably greater administrative costs than a
trial in London (...)”. For more details see. M.A. CLARKE, D. YATES, Contracts of carriage by land and air,
ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2013, par. 3.41. Y. BAATZ, Maritime law, ed. Routledge, London &
New York, 2017. S. BAUGHEN, Shipping law, ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2017.

77¢(...) much of the evidence on the relevant facts is likely to be found in the country of discharge. If all or most
such cases are to be treated as exceptions to the general rule, there is, it seems to me, a danger that such excep-
tion would be so frequent as to undermine the generality of the rule (to stay proceedings commenced in breach
of foreign jurisdiction agreement)”. The Makefjell, [1975] 1 Lloyd's Rep. 528, p. 535.

8The Athenee, (1922) 11 L1.L.Rep. 6; The Fehmarn, [1958] 1 W.L.R. 159; The Adolf Warski, [1976], 1 Lloyd's
Rep. 107. F. SPARKA, Jurisdiction and arbitration clauses in maritime transport, ed. Springer, London, 2010,
pp. 135ss.

Spiliada Maritime Corp. v. Cansulex Ltd. (16 November 1984), per Staughton J, cited also in the decision of
the House of Lords, [1987] A.C. 460. For further details see: C. RYNGAERT, Jurisdiction in international
law, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2015. M. HOOK, The choice of law agreement as a reason for exercis-
ing jurisdiction, in The International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 63 (4), 2014, pp. 966ss.
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The second factor indicated in Eleftheria relates to the applicable law and sug-
gests to the judge the opportunity that the forum and the law applicable to the dispute
coincide. In the event that the parties have, expressly or implicitly, chosen forum and
law in a consistent manner, it is therefore very probable that the English proceeding
initiated in violation of the agreement is not permitted to continue®. The conclusion
may be different if the chosen forum is foreign, but the contract indicates English law
as lex cause®. Another factor that courts can take into consideration is the possible link
between the forum and parties, such as the connection of one or both parties with the
involved systems®, the nationality of parties and witnesses®, or the identification of
countries with which the dispute appears to be more connected®. Lord Diplock, for
example, shows that he prefers the search for the country with which "the dispute (is)
most closely concerned"®. If parties' connection with England is tenuous or non-exist-
ent and the jurisdiction clause indicates the jurisdiction of the foreign judge, it is prob-
able that the judges will honor parties' choice even without a complex balancing of the
"Eleftheria principles", preventing the prosecution of the English action®. The profile
of the link between the dispute, the parties and the forum should not, however, play
any role if it is clear that the parties have agreed to attribute the competence to a neutral
forum, by definition without such contacts”. The next element suggested by Brandon
J, the fourth in the order of exposure in Eleftheria, relates to whether the defendant
seeking the implementation of the "genuinely desires" jurisdiction to settle the dis-
pute in the chosen forum, or just looking for a procedural advantage. Such an assess-
ment, which should not extend until a judgment on the quality of the elected system
was given®”, was, in any case, interpreted restrictively by the English courts. Lord Goff
noted in this regard: “if the parties have chosen to submit their disputes to the exclusive

80Trendtex Trading Corp. v. Credit Suisse, [1981] 3 W.L.R. 766, 773 (H.L.); The Eleftheria, 1970 P. 94, 101-02
(1969). In The Fehmarn, [1958] 1 W.L.R. 159, 162 (C.A. 1957). T.C. HARTLEY, International commercial
litigation. Text, cases and materials on private international law, op. cit.

81S. PEEL, Exclusive jurisdiction agreements, op. cit., pp. 193-194.

82The Atlantic Song, [1983] 2 Lloyd's L.R. 394, 399 (Q.B.).

8Trendtex Trading Corp. v. Credit Suisse, [1981] 3 W.L.R. 766, 773 (H.L.).

84The El Amria, [1981] 2 Lloyd's L.R. 119, 124 (C.A.). For more analysis see: D. JACKSON, Enforcement of
maritime claims, ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2013. A. MANDARAKA-SHEPPARD, Modern mari-
time law. Jurisdiction and risks, ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2013.

85The Fehmarn [1958] 1W.L.R. 159, 162 (C.A. 1957).

86The Sennar (DSV Silo-und Verwaltungsgesellschaft mbH v. Owners of the Sennar and thirteen other ships)
[1985] 2 All ER 104, p. 112: (for Brandon LJ): “(...) the simple fact is that the appellants' claim against the re-
spondents, while having connections with both Holland and the Sudan, has no connection whatever with Eng-
land, save only that, because of the presence of a sister ship of the Sennar in an English port, the appellants
were able to arrest her and found jurisdiction here. In these circumstances this is not a case where a careful and
meticulous weighing of the factors for and against a stay of the action is necessary. Rather it is a case in which
only a perverse exercise by a court of its discretion could have led it to refuse the respondents the stay for
which they asked. The appellants elected to have one good long bite at the cherry before the Dutch courts be-
tween 1975 and 1980. They lost before those courts and there is no possible justification for allowing them to
harass the respondents by taking a further long bite at the same cherry in the action which they have brought in
the Admiralty Court here (...)”. See also: J. VAN DE VELDE, The "cautious lex fori" apporach to foreign
judgments and preclusion, in The International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 61 (2), 2012, pp. 522ss.

87 Attock Cement v. Romanian Bank for Foreign Trade, [1989] W.L.R. 1147, p. 1161; Akai Pty v. People's Insur-
ance Co. Ltd., [197] C.L.C. 1508. For details see: N. ENONCONG, The law applicable to demand guarantees
and counter-guarantees, in Lloyd's Maritime & Commercial Law Quarterly, 2015, pp. 194-215. I. CARR, P.
STONE, International trade law, ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2017.

8n The Star of Luxor, [1981] 1 Lloyd’s L.R. 139, 140-41 (Q.B. 1980) and The Kislovodsk, [1980] 1 Lloyd’s
L.R. 183, 186 (Q.B. 1979), Egypt and Russia were judged by order as: non unfair. In The El Amria, [1981] 2
Lloyd’s L.R. 119, 127 (C.A.), ¢ The Fehmarn, [1958] 1 WeeklyL.R. 159 (C.A.)

8The english courts adopted a difference orientation: in particular see: The Star of Luxor, [1981] 1 Lloyd's L.R.
139, 140-41 (Q.B. 1980) and The Kislovodsk, [1980] 1 Lloyd's L.R. 183, 186 (Q.B. 1979); The El Amria,
[1981]2 Lloyd's L.R. 119, 127 (C.A.), and The Fehmarn, [1958] 1 WeeklyL.R. 159 (C.A.). A. BRIGGS, Civil
jurisdiction and judgments, op. cit.
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jurisdiction of a foreign court it is difficult to see how either can in the circumstances
complain of the procedure of the court””, typical declension of the pacta sunt servanda
principle. It is added that: “(...) it is arguable (...) that the defendants' desire to abide by
any procedural advantages derived from the application of the law of the chosen for-
eign forum seems both reasonable and genuine and certainly no worse than the atti-
tude of a plaintiff who is seeking to gain procedural advantages by utilising the provi-
sions of an English forum rather than the stipulated law””". According to the interpre-
tation given by Sheen ] in Vishva Prabha case, the criterion in question acquires a specific
weight only when the outcome of the dispute is discounted and the defendant only
seeks to gain time™.

Four other hypotheses are brought together by Brandon ] under the category of
prejudice that would come to the actor if he were forced to act in the chosen forum.
The first relates to the possible loss of guarantees (securities) in the event of suspension
of the english share. Such prejudice can easily be neutralized by the English court by
imposing on the defendant the obligation to provide equivalent guarantees in the for-
eign proceeding, under penalty of refusal or revocation of the stay of the English ac-
tion™. The second concerns the prospect of circulation of the decision issued by the
judge elected, but, as also underlined by a careful commentator, the speculative char-
acter of this defense is such that English courts pay little attention to it. The third factor
to bear in mind is whether, by effect of the agreement on jurisdiction, the plaintiff in
the English proceedings would be subject to a limitation period which is not reflected
in English law and is therefore deprived of any remedy. This is a circumstance that is
not unimportant for the English court. In order for such an argument to prevail, the
plaintiff, who, let us remember, acts in violation of an agreement on the court, must
prove that he has not acted unreasonably or negligently, for example by letting the
prescriptive term expire without reason in the chosen forum™. The last factor suggested
by Brandon ] is related to the possibility that for the actor it was not possible to obtain
justice (rectius, a fair trial) in the chosen forum for political, racial, religious reasons or
for other reasons”. A further element, not listed in Eleftheria, which however seems to
be carefully considered by the English courts is the pragmatic preference for the con-
centration of disputes in the case of disputes with multiple parties. So that if only some
of them are bound by the jurisdiction agreement, the judge can decide not to give it

Trendtex Trading Corp. v. Credit Suisse, [1980] 3 All ER 721, p. 735.

°IThe Morviken, [1981] 2 Lloyd's L.R. 61, 64-65 (Q.B. 1980), reformed later by [1983] 1 Lloyd's L.R. I (H.L.
1982): “(...) it seems to me that I should not be influenced by the probable result of the litigation in considering
whether or not to grant a stay of the action (...)".

92The Vishva Prabha, [1979] 2 Lloyd's Reo. 286; The Atlantic Song, [1983] Lloyd's Rep.394; The Pia Vesta,
[1984] 1 Lloyd's Rep. 169.

93S. PEEL, Exclusive jurisdiction agreements, op. cit., pp. 197ss.

%“Baghlaf Al Safer Factory Co. v. Pakistan National Shipping Co., [1997] All ER (D) 107: “(...) where a plaintiff
had acted reasonably in commencing proceedings in England and in allowing time to expire in the agreed for-
eign jurisdiction, a stay of the English proceedings should only be granted on terms that the defendant waived
the time bar in the foreign jurisdiction”. In the same spirit see also the case: The Pioneer Container, [1994] 2
A.C. 324, 348-349.

%Ellinger v. Guiness, Mahon & Co., [1939] 4 All E. R. 16 (Ch.); Oppenheimer v. Louis Rosenthal & Co., [1937]
1 All E.R. 23; Carvalho v. Hull Blyth Ltd., [1979] 1 W.L.R. 1228, [1979] All ER 280. Dor analysis see: S.
BAUGHEN, Human rights and corporate wrongs: Closing the governance gap, Edward Elgar Publishers,
2015, pp. 43ss. D. FAIRGRIEVE, E. LEIN (eds.), Extraterritoriality and collective redress, Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 2012, par. 3.05.
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effect in order to privilege the simultaneus processus™. In conclusion, the British courts,
while not feeling bound by a clause on the forum that, as such, continues to be subject
to the principle of non-ouster, are ready to exercise their discretionary power to bind
the parties to the (valid) agreement who have stipulated”, unless special needs™ dis-
courage enforcement in the concrete case”.

5. INTERNATIONAL JURISDICTION IN THE UNITED STATES

The United States represents an "exceptional" case'” from many points of view,
and thus also in the way of conceiving international jurisdiction'”". The most significant
datum that we can underline is the constitutional limit to the exercise of power by the
judge that has been modulated by the jurisprudence of the Supreme Court starting
from the clause two process contained in the V¢ and XIV® amendment of the Constitu-
tion'”. Another characteristic derives from the federal nature of the country, in fact,
most of the institutes and doctrines applied in cases of international litigation, were
born or are strongly influenced by the developed intra-State jurisdictional experience,

%See the decisions in: Donohue v. Armco Inc., [2001] UKHL 64, par. 34, [2001] 1 All ER 749, p. 764 (per
Bingham of Cornhill LJ): “(...) it seems to me plain that in a situation of this kind the interests of justice are
best served by the submission of the whole dispute to a single tribunal which is best fitted to make a reliable,
comprehensive judgment on all the matters in issue”; Bouygues Offshore SA v Caspian Shipping Co [1998] 2
Lloyd's Rep 461; Mahavir Minerals Ltd v Cho Yang Shipping Co Ltd (The M C Pearl), [1997] 1 Lloyd's Rep
566; Citi-March Ltd v. Neptune Orient Lines Ltd, [1996] 2 All ER 545; The El Amria, [1981] 2 Lloyd's L.R.
119, 124 (C.A.). In Crédit Suisse First Boston (Europe) Ltd v. MLC (Bermuda) Ltd [1999] 1 All ER (Comm)
237, according to judge Rix J.: '(...) I enforce (the exclusive jurisdiction clause) or not, I cannot ensure that all
litigation between [A] and [B, C and D] is carried forward in one jurisdiction, (thus) the continuation of the
proceedings in England is inevitable (...)”. In the same spirit see from the CJEU: CJEU, C-25/76, Galeries
Segoura SPRL v. Societda Rahim Bonakdarian of 14 December 1076, ECLI:EU:C:1976:178, 1-01851, par. 6;
C-24/76, Estasis Salotti di Colzani Aimo and Gianmario Colzani snc v. Riiwa Polstereimaschinen GmbH of 14
December 1976, ECLI:EU:C:1976:177, 1-0831, par. 7; C-23/78, Nikolaus Meeth v. Glacetal of 9 November
1978, ECLI:EU:C.1978:198, 1-02133, par. 5, in which the CJEU, dealing with the case of the extensions c.d.
'Mutual', has the opportunity to state that 'the art. 17 (...) has as a consequence to exclude, in relations between
the parties, other powers of optional competence, as set out in articles 56 of the Convention '. Where it deems
it appropriate, the judge of the extended court has the power to suspend the proceedings pending the determi-
nation of the reference for a preliminary ruling or otherwise connected. For analysis see: P. ROBERSON, Col-
lier's conflict of laws, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2013, pp. 230ss. A. BRIGGS, Civil jurisdic-
tion and judgments, op. cit., Y. BAATZ, Maritime law, ed. Routledge, London & New York, 2017.

?7See, Mackender v. Feldia AG, [1967] 2 QB 590, [1966] 3 All ER 847; Unterweser Reederei GmbH v. Zapata
Off-Shore Co (The Chaparral), [1968] 2 Lloyd's Rep 158; The Eleftheria, [1970] P 94, [1969] 2 All ER 641;
DSV Silo-und Verwaltungsgesellschaft mbH v. Owners of the Sennar and 13 Other Ships (The Sennar (No
2)), [1985] 2 All ER 104, [1985] 1 WLR 490; British Aerospace Plc v. Dee Howard Co, [1993] 1 Lloyd's Rep
368; Continental Bank NA v. Aeakos Compania Naviera SA and Others, [1994] 2 All ER 540, [1994] 1 WLR
588; Aggeliki Charis Compania Maritima SA v. Pagnan SpA (The Angelic Grace), [1995] 1 Lloyd's Rep 87,
Akai Pty Ltd v. People's Insurance Co Ltd, [1998] 1 Lloyd's Rep 90.

%Donohue v. Armco Inc., [2001] UKHL 64, [2001] 1 All ER 749; The El Amria, [1981] 2 Lloyd's L.R. 119
(C.A)).

0. KAHN-FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements, op. cit., pag. 828: “(...) to take a practical example: under the
federal maritime laws of the United States, i.e. under the Carriage of Goods by Sea Act 1970, choice of juris-
diction clauses in bills of lading subject to the Act are invalid. An English court would have to refuse to exer-
cise jurisdiction in a dispute arising from such an American bill of lading containing an invalid agreement for
English jurisdiction (...)”. The above example was superated from the american supreme court in the case:
Vimar Seguros y Reaseguros, S. A. v. M/V Sky Reefer, 515 U.S. 528 (1995) which affirmed the clauses of
forum in this case, too. See in argument: J. HARRIS, L. COLLINS, Dicey, Morris and Collins, The conflict of
laws, cit., pp. 521-422.

100The expression: “American exceptionalism” is used from O.G. CHASE, American 'exceptionalism' and com-
parative procedure, in Americal Journal of Comparative Law, 50, 2002, pp. 277ss, to describe not only the par-
ticular cultural and legal attitude of the American jurist, but also to describe the peculiarities of the trial experi-
ence of the country, characterized by institutions such as pre-trial discovery, jury, punitive damages and class
action.

191G B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, ed. Wolters Kluwer, Al-
phen aan den Rijn, 2011, pp. 3-4. F. JUENGER, Judicial jurisdiction in the United States and in the European
Communities: A comparison, in Michigan Law Review, 82, 1984, pp. 1210ss.

102¢(_) no state (...) shall any state deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law”.
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among the various states of the union. The sphere of American jurisdiction is subdi-
vided into personal and subject matter jurisdiction. In order for an American judge to
exercise jurisdiction over a dispute, it is necessary to verify that both requirements are
met. The notion of subject-matter jurisdiction is similar to that of the division between
different jurisdictions'”, but complicated by the additional difficulties represented by
the coexistence of state courts with general jurisdiction with an order of federal courts
which has a more limited scope'. Within the limits defined in the abstract by art. III of
the American Constitution, the Congress gave effective jurisdiction to the federal
courts in cases of federal question'®, diversity/alienation and other more specific hy-

potheses'”.

Personal jurisdiction'”, on the other hand, pertains to the power of the judge
against the defendant, ie the connection that exists between the party to a dispute, or
its assets, and the forum. Also in the United States, as in England, originally a strictly
territorial conception of 'jurisdiction as physical power"” develops. In this light, the
physical presence of the defendant in the sovereign territory, and therefore the possi-
bility of notifying him of the summons within the jurisdiction, is "a necessary and

103G B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit., “(...) subject
matter jurisdiction deals with a court's power to hear a class of disputes without necessary regard to the sub-
stantive rules that are applied (...)”.

104This is the projection in the judicial seat of the presence of competences enumerated by the federal legislative
power pursuant to art. I of the Constitution. Thus, par. 7 combine the plenary State subject-matter and legisla-
tive jurisdiction with the Federal Federal limited and subject-matter jurisdiction. The relationship between
state courts and federal courts is not immediately understandable. In summary, we can state that jurisdiction is
not shared between the federal and the state, but is usually of a concurrent nature. This means that, in the pres-
ence of the aforementioned requirements, the same action can be introduced both before the federal judge and
before the state judge. In the second case the defendant may request that the case be removed from the state
court to the Federal court, under 28 U.S.C. par. 1441. There are various reasons for requesting removal in fa-
vor of a Federal court. First of all a different set of procedural rules is applied, i.e. the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure. Furthermore, the federal judge should represent a more neutral forum for disputes with a diversity
of citizenship. It is then a question of courts with high levels of expertise and specialization, capable of han-
dling complex legal and political disputes. Finally, the removal is the tool that allows to escape the local juries
(but not always to the jury tout court), often considered much more sympathetic with the reasons of the actor
than with those of the defendant. Other times, removal is an intermediate phase of an international litigation
strategy, aimed at moving the case to another Federal court or obtaining its rejection on the basis of doctrines,
sometimes not used by the State courts, such as the forum non conveniens. Ivi, pp. 9-10. It should be noted a
particular technique of reverse forum shopping implemented by the defendant, which consists in requesting the
removal of a case incardinated in a state jurisdiction in the corresponding federal district court, and then obtain
a change of venue thanks to 28 U.S.C. par. 1404 allowing the party to demonstrate that the federal forum is not
the most appropriate and that there is another more convenient. The articulated arsenal of procedural tools
through which actors can try to prevent the removal and the defendants try to realize it is described in R.J.
WEINTRAUB, International litigation and forum non conveniens, in Texas International Law Journal, 29,
1994, pp. 342-343.

10528 U.S.C. par. 1331: “(...) the district courts shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions arising under
the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States”. 10628 U.S.C. par. 1332 (a): “(...) the district courts
shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions where the matter in controversy exceeds the sum or value of
$75,000, exclusive of interest and costs, and is between-(1) citizens of different States; (2) citizens of a State
and citizens or subjects of a foreign state (...); (3) citizens of different States and in which citizens or subjects
of a foreign state are additional parties (...)".

106From example the cases from: Alien Tort Statute, 28 U.S.C. par. 1350, or from Foreign Sovereign Immunities
Act, 28 U.S.C. par. 1330.

197A. T. VON MEHREN, D.T. TRAUTMAN, Jurisdiction to adjudicate: A suggested analysis, in Harvard Law
Review, 79 (6), 1966, pp. 1136ss. The jurisdiction of the judge was traditionally divided into the three typical
categories of the common law, in personam, in rem and almost in rem, which still maintain a certain value.
The second category includes the hypotheses of jurisdiction exercised on the basis of the presence on the terri-
tory of assets belonging to the defendant or on the precautionary side. The third, in rem, relates not only to ac-
tions that we would define erga omnes as regards property, but also to actions of status. All three categories
are, after all, subject to the constitutional limits of the two trials. For an application of the two process relative
to the jurisdiction almost in rem, see also in argument the next case: Shaffer v. Heitner, 433 U.S. 186 (1977).
R. CASAD, Shaffer v. Heitner: An end to ambivalence in jurisdiction theory?, in University Kansas Law Re-
view, 26, 1977-1978, pp. 61ss.

108 Justice Holmes in case: McDonald v. Mabee: “(...) the foundation of jurisdiction is physical power (...)”. 243
U.S. 90,91 (1917).
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sufficient condition for the exercise of the jurisdiction"'”. The American Supreme Court
sanctions this principle in the epoch dating back to the Pennoyer v. Neff decision of
1877, stating that “due process of law would require appearance or personal service
before thedefendant could be personally bound by any judgment rendered”"".

The obstacle is greater since Pennoyer leads the conclusion directly from the prin-
ciple of the two process, conferring to the limitation expressed by the notion of physical
presence a constitutional character, as such not modifiable by ordinary means and
valid both for the Federal courts for the state ones. The rigidity of the territorial crite-
rion proposes in a short time problems similar to what we have seen in England with
reference to the exercise of jurisdiction over defendants not present in the forum. This
leads to a certain exasperation of the procedural mechanisms and the jurisdictional cri-
teria in order to consider the defendant subject to the physical power of the forum. A
typical example is the tag jurisdiction obtained through the execution of the service of
process on board an airplane during the flight of the defendant on the territory of the
State'' or the elaboration of a series of presumptions of "presence" of the absent de-
fendant on which it would not have been possible otherwise to exercise jurisdiction

The strictly territorial concept thus inaugurated is overcome only thanks to a
change in the jurisprudence of the Supreme Court which starts with the International
Shoe decision'?. On that occasion, which, like Pennoyer, concerns an intra-state and
non-international dispute, the Supreme Court considerably broadens the confines of
the constitutionally permitted exercise of American jurisdiction, stating that “due pro-
cess requires only that, in order to subject a defendant to a judgment in personam, if
he be not present within the territory of the forum, he have certain minimum contacts
with it such that the maintenance of the suit does not offend traditional notions of fair
play and substantial justice (...)""".

The adoption of the concept of minimum contacts thus puts an end to the exclu-
sivity of the territorial criterion of jurisdiction in favor of a broader conception of the
power of courts to know disputes about non-resident that is still in force and charac-
terizes the US jurisdiction both in its internal role and internationally. Once again, the
constitutional nature of the precept expressed by the Supreme Court ensures that the
criterion of the minimum contacts becomes the new constitutional parameter of refer-
ence for any judge, State or Federal, that exercises its jurisdiction in personam in the
United States to the previous criteria, applied with rigid formalism, we now prefer a
solution that if on the one hand offers less guarantees in terms of certainty, on the other
it certainly appears more correct, because based on an analysis of the specific elements
of the case, the interests involved, the consequences of individual choices.

19\McDonald v. Mabee: “the foundation of jurisdiction is physical power”. 243 U.S. 90, 91 (1917).

"0Ppennoyer v. Neff, 95 U.S. 714, 734 (1877), decision inspirated from the work of Joseph Story and his Com-
mentaries on the Conflict of Laws. G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp.
84-85.

"Grace v. MacArthur, 170 F. Supp. 442, (E.D. Ark. 1959): the service it was carried out: “(...) by personally
delivering to him a copy of this writ, together with a copy of the Complaint, on the Braniff Airplane, Flight
No. 337, non-stop flight from Memphis, Tenn. to Dallas, Texas, said copy being delivered to him at 5:16 P.M.
at which time the said airplane was in the Eastern District of Arkansas and directly above Pine Bluff, Arkan-
sas, in said District (...)”. For more details see: D. EPSTEIN, C. BALDWIN, International litigation, ed. Brill,
The Hague, 2010, par. 6.04. D. CRUMP, W.V. DORSANEO III, R.R. PERSCHBACHER, Cases and materi-
als on civil procedure, LexisNexis, New York, 2012.

"2[nternational Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310 (1945).

BInternational Shoe, 326 U.S. op. cit., p. 316.
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However, the extension of constitutional limits by international Shoe does not
automatically entail the enlargement of the jurisdictional scope of the States (and of
the Federation) beyond the territorial boundary. The jurisprudence of the minimum
contacts represents, in fact, the external limit placed on the exercise of American juris-
diction, which, however, requires a normative basis for its exercise. The season follow-
ing the ruling of the Supreme Court, therefore, saw the flourishing of a legislative pro-
duction aimed at extending the jurisdiction over non-resident through the adoption of
the so-called long-arm statute. Some states have chosen to expand the power of their
courts as much as possible, until they reach the remotest limits of the new constitu-
tional notion of two trials, by issuing statutes that allow judges to exercise their juris-
diction "on any basis not inconsistent with the Constitution of this state or of the United
States"'™. Others, like the State of New York, have opted for a different solution, spec-
ifying a detailed catalog of hypotheses in which the judges of the State can exercise
their power over defendants not subject to physical power'”. On the federal level,
however, Congress has not conferred a general power on the courts: they can exercise
their jurisdiction on the basis of a long-arm statute of the State in which the federal
court sits or by virtue of a specific authorization contained in a law federal, as in the

antitrust matter'®.

A well-known example of jurisdiction based on the presence of defendant's assets
is represented by par. 23 of the German Zivilprocessordnung'”, which, however, gives
the judge a power that the Americans would call unlimited general jurisdiction. On the
other hand, the specific jurisdiction represents the link of the one who, although not
resident or present in Linda Silberman, notes that “(...) one key aspect of the constitu-
tional due process jurisdiction jurisprudence as developed in the United States (...) is
the emphasis on the connection between the forum and the defendant. Because it is
the defendant's relationship with the forum that is the “touchstone” of the U.S. consti-
tutional analysis, there is already a built-in concern for the defendant”"®. And again

4For example the long-arm statute of California. CA CIV PRO par. 410.10 (2003).

ISNY. C.P.L.R. par. 302 (2003).

16See the Rule 4(k) FRCP. See also: G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, cit., pp. 82-
83.%(...) If these contacts are 'continuous and systematic' (as in the case of intensive business activities in the
forum state), then the foreign defendant is amenable to general jurisdiction, i.e., suitable even on unrelated
causes of action. But if the defendant's relationship to the forum is more attenuated, he may still be subject to
limited personal jurisdiction with respect to causes of action that arise from certain local contacts, such as the
commission of a tort within the state”. The concepts of limited and unlimited general jurisdiction are further
distinguished. The first is typical of quasi-in-rem jurisdiction cases, such as the presence of defendant assets
within the territorial jurisdiction of the court. The combination of general and limited means that the court may
know of any dispute relating to the defendant, but only within the limits represented by the economic value of
the defendant's assets that form the basis of the jurisdiction of the judge himself. See also the next cases:
World-Wide Volkswagen Corp v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286 (1980); Helicopteros Nacionales de Colombia, S.A.
v. Hall, 466 U.S. 408 (1984); Asahi Metal Industry Co. v. Superior Court, 480 U.S. 102 (1987); Goodyear
Dunlop Tires Operations, S.A. v. Brown. For more analysis see: R W. BOURNE, J.A. LYNCH, Modern mary-
land civil procedure, op. cit.

"BGH [1968] Neue Juristische Wochenschrift (NJW), 1233. BGH [1972] NJW, 1622. BGH [1989] NJW 1431.
BGH [1997] NJW, 2885. Phillip Alexander Securities and Futures Limited v Bamberger [1997] ILPr 73. Re
the Enforcement of an English Anti-Suit Injunction (Case 3 VA 11/95) (Oberlandesgericht, Dusseldorf) [1997]
ILPr 320. M. AHMED, The nature and enforcement of choice of court agreement. A comparative study, Hart
Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2017. C. CUNIBERTI, Conflict of laws: A comparative approach.
Text and cases, Edward Elgar Publishers, 2017, pp. 189ss.

18R, CASAD, Jurisdiction in civil action at the end of the twentieth century: Forum conveniens and forum non
conveniens, in Tulane Journal of International & Comparative Law, 7, 1999, pp. 93ss, “(...) instead of think-
ing about jursdiction over the action, we think primarily about jurisdiction over the defendant (...) is traceable
to the theory of the nature of jurisdiction that we received from the old English common law (...)".
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“(...) in the United States, it is the affiliation between the defendant and the forum that
is critical, and this is true for the interstate as well as the transnational case (...)""".

6. THE NON CONVENIENS FORUM

Even the American judge, like the English one, is deemed to have a discretionary
inherent power in choosing whether to exercise jurisdiction over a dispute when this
does not appear to be in accordance with justice or there is another forum considered
more appropriate'. The doctrine, which is also a forum, is connected to it, for example
because it has concluded a contract or trades some of the assets. In such cases, in prin-
ciple, the constitutional exercise of jurisdiction is allowed only in relation to a cause of
action that has some connection with the criterion of connection considered.
The basic idea is that the judge possesses a discretionary power, inherent in the juris-
dictional function itself, according to which it is possible to unify the opportunity of
the choice of the forum made by the actor. This is a prerogative of the judge and not a
right of the parties™™. The use of term "discretionary" should not lead to the conclusion
that the judge is free in the choice whether or not to decide a controversy, nor to con-
sider that the common law judge in the United States takes the name of forum non
conveniens, is go back to the famous decision of the Supreme Court in the Gilbert case'”
pronounced in the middle of the last century. If even earlier some US courts had given
the opportunity to refuse the exercise of their jurisdictional power on a discretionary
basis'® as Blair states: "(...) for the doctrine in question every court of justice"*. Twenty
years later the Supreme Court seems to pick up Blair's suggestion by pronouncing the
decision in the Gilbert case, still the starting point that indicates the fundamental

9L,.G. SILBERMAN, Goodyear, Nicastro, Observations from a transnational and comparative perspective, in in
New York University Public Law and Legal Theory working paper n. 333, 2012, pp. 602ss.

1205 J. FAWCETT, Declining jurisdiction in private international law, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2005. A.
REUS, Judicial discretion: A comparative view on the doctrine of forum non conveniens in the United States,
the United Kingdom, and Germany, in Loyola Los Angeles International & Comparative Law Journal, 16,
1993-1994, pp. 455ss. G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 522-539. L.G.
SILBERMAN, The impact of jurisdictional rules and recognition practice on international business transac-
tions: The U.S. Regime, 26 in Houston Journal of International Law, 26, 2003-2004, pp. 327, 339ss. M.H. RE-
DISH, Abstention, separation of powers, and the limits of judicial function, in Yale Law Journal, 94, 1984-
1985, pp. 71ss. D.L. SHAPIRO, Jurisdiction and discretion, in New York University Law Review. 60, 1985,
pp. 543ss. B. WORKMAN, Deference to the plaintiff in forum non conveniens cases, in Fordham Law Re-
view, 86 (4),2017, pp. 874ss. R.A. BRAND, Challenges to forum non conveniens, in New York University of
Journal of International Law & Politics, 46, 2013-2014, pp. 1005ss. C.A. WHYTOCK, Some cautionary notes
on the “chevronization” of transnational litigation, in Stanford Journal of Complex Litigation, 2013, pp. 468ss.
B.J. SPRINGER, An inconvenient truth: How forum non conveniens doctrine allows defendants to escape
State Court jurisdiction, in University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 163, 2014-2015, pp. 618ss. O. FRISH-
MAN, Should Courts fear transnational engagement?, in Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law, 49 (1),
2016, pp. 102ss.

12! American Dredging Co. v. Miller, 510 U.S. 443 (1996). For more details see: F. SPARKA, Jurisdiction and
arbitration clauses in maritime transport, op. cit., G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation
in United States Courts, op. cit., D. DE LA RUE, B. ANDERSON, Shipping and the environment, ed.
Routledge, London & New York, 2015, pp. 434ss.

122Gulf Oil Co. v. Gilbert, 330 U.S. 501 (1947). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in
United States Courts, op. cit.

123Gee, inter alia, The Bengeland, 114 U.S. 355, 365-66 (1885), a case in admiralty; and Rogers v. Guaranty
Trust Co. of N.Y., 288 U.S. 123, 130-131 (1933), in which the judge refused to: “interfere with (...) the inter-
nal affairs of a corporation organized under the laws of another state (...)”. L. HOFMANN, K.A. ROWLEY,
Forum non conveniens in Federal Statutory Cases, in Emory Law Journal, 49, 2000, pp. 1138ss. B.J.
SPRINGER, An inconvenient truth: How forum non conveniens doctrine allows defendants to escape State
Court jurisdiction,op. cit., O. FRISHMAN, Should Courts fear transnational engagement?, op. cit.

124p. BLAIR, The doctrine of forum non conveniens in anglo-american law, in Columbia Law Review, 29, 1929,

pp. 4ss.
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coordinates of the analysis that the American judge makes to evaluate whether or not
to exercise its jurisdiction.

The test, in its American version, is divided into a private interest factor, which
concerns the opportunity for litigating parties, a case that is discussed in the forum
chosen by the actor'®, and a public interest factor, which instead takes into considera-
tion the interest of the American judicial system in deciding the particular contro-
versy'”. The balance of the two factors should indicate lightness the choice made by an

actor to bring his own court.

Here we note an important difference with the English version that, on the con-
trary, focuses exclusively on 'private' elements, excluding the relevance of reasons of
public interest in the assessment of the appropriateness of the forum chosen by the
actor. Since Gilbert was concerned with an intra-State controversy, the actual prece-
dent in the field of international litigation that establishes the applicability of the doc-
trine in cases where the most appropriate forum is abroad is another famous decision,
Piper Aircraft Co. v. Reyno'”. The controversy in Piper Aircraft Co case concerns a claim
for damages following an air crash in the skies of Scotland, promoted in California by
the heirs of the victims against the American aircraft manufacturer. Notwithstanding
that Gilbert had signaled the exceptional nature of the non-conveniens forum doctrine,
connoting it as a sort of extrema ratio, Piper greatly expanded its scope in international
matters. Whereas Gilbert asserts that in principle "the plaintiff's choice of forum should
rarely be disturbed"”, Piper instructs the judge to consider the choice of the forum by
a foreign actor as less deserving of deference and not to evaluate the potential change
of the applicable law as an obstacle to the dismissal. Thanks to the expedient in ques-
tion the use of doctrine in the American courts has rapidly surpassed the character of
exceptionality and acquired an importance often fundamental in transnational dis-
putes, becoming constant presence in the defensive memoirs of every defendant in

cases of litigations promoted by foreign actors'”.

The dismissal of the case is often subjected to certain conditions by the judge, for
example to the promise of the defendants not to challenge the jurisdiction of the ad
quem or to not object certain provisions or lapses'. Nevertheless, the removal of the
controversy from the courtrooms is often hailed as a victory for the defendant: the for-
eign forum, wherever the site is, can hardly guarantee to the actors a procedural para-
phernalia: "(...) in cases which touch the affairs of many persons, there is reason for

125Gilbert, 330 U.S. p. 508: ““(...) an interest to be considered, and the one likely to be most pressed, is the private
interest of the litigant. Important considerations are the relative ease of access to sources of proof; availability
of compulsory process for attendance of unwilling, and the cost of obtaining attendance of willing, witnesses;
possibility of view of premises, if view would be appropriate to the action, and all other practical problems that
make trial of a case easy, expeditious, and inexpensive. There may also be questions as to the enforceability of
a judgment if one is obtained. The court will weigh relative advantages and obstacles to fair trial. It is often
said that the plaintiff may not, by choice of an inconvenient forum, "vex", "harass", or "oppress" the defendant
by inflicting upon him expense or trouble not necessary to his own right to pursue his remedy (...)”.

126Gilbert, 330 U.S. p. 508-09: “(...) factors of public interest also have place in applying the doctrine. Adminis-
trative difficulties follow for courts when litigation is piled up in congested centers instead of being handled at
its origin. Jury duty is a burden that ought not to be imposed upon the people of a community which has no
relation to the litigation (...)".

127454 U.S. 235 (1981).

28Gilbert, 330 U.S. a p. 508. see also: W.W. HEISER, California civil procedure, LexisNexis, New York, 2012.

129Sinochem Int'l Co. v. Malay. Int'l Shipping Corp., 549 U.S. 422 (2007). For a comment see: M.D. GREEN-
BERG, The forum non conveniens motion and the death of the moth: A defense perspective in the post-Sino-
chem era, in Alberta Law Review, 72, 2009, pp. 322ss.

130R.J. WEINTRAUB, International litigation and forum non conveniens, op. cit., pp. 330-332.
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holding the trial in their view and reach, rather than in remote parts of the country
where they can learn of it by report only. There is a local interest in having localized
controversies decided at home. There is an appropriateness, too, in having the trial of
a diversity case in a forum that is at home with the state law that must govern the case,
rather than having a court in some other forum untangle problems in conflict of laws,
and in law foreign to itself (...)""".

7. AGREEMENTS ON THE FORUM: "THE OUST JURISDICTION"

In the matter of jurisdictional agreements, the orientation of the American courts
has long been that of the conventional indefeasibility of its jurisdiction. There were no
particular problems, however, as regards the effect of extension: the election of a forum
could be considered as a valid consent to the jurisdiction of the State and, therefore, a
constitutionally allowed exercise of the jurisdiction'”. The problem was represented,
once again, by the effect of an exemption, that is by the attempt to remove the contro-
versy from the knowledge of US courts'”. Some judges ratified that “(...) nothing is
better settled than that agreement of this character are void (...)”"*, while others em-
phasized the “(...) universally accepted rule that agreements in advance of controversy
whose object is to oust the jurisdiction of the courts are contrary to public policy and
will not be enforced (...)”". Among the causes of this restrictive attitude, which was
also addressed to the compromise clauses, the circumstance that in a certain historical
phase the judges perceived their compensation in relation to the number of cases de-
cided, is often highlighted, and therefore the prospect of the auction would have
caused a reduction in the salary of the judge. In Home Insurance Co. v. Morse case™ is
proposed, however, a different reconstruction of this prohibition, more anchored to
assessments of a legal nature: “(...) every citizen is entitled to resort to all the courts of
the country, and to invoke the protection which all the laws or all those courts may

B3ID.W. ROBERTSON, Forum non conveniens in America and England:“A rather fantastic eiction”, in Law
Quarterly Review, 103, 1987. pp. 398ss. Per un eclatante e recente caso di boomerang v. la saga internazionale
nel caso Chevron v. Ecuador nel quale dopo il dismissal della lite negli Stati Uniti, gli attori hanno proseguito
la causa in Ecuador ottenendo un verdetto miliardario. See, inter alia, Chevron Corp. v. Donziger, 768 F.Supp.
2d 581 a pp. 620-621 (S.D.N.Y., Mar. 7, 2011). See also: R.V. PERCIVAL, Liability for environmental harm
and emerging global environmental law, in Maryland Journal of International Law, 23, 2010, pp. 37ss. K. KI-
MERLING, Indigenous people and the oil frontier in Amazonia: The case of Ecuador, Chevrontexaco, and
Aguinda v. Texaco, in International Law & Politics, 38, 2006, pp. 414ss.

132\ .L.M. REESE, The contractual forum: Situation in the United States, in American Journal of Comparative
Law, 13, 1964, pp. 187ss.

133A. LENHOFF, The parties' choice of forum: 'Prorogation agreements', in Rutgers Law Review, 15, 1960-
1961, pp. 430ss. A.K. ABALLI, Comparative developments in the law of choice of forum, in New York Uni-
versity Journal of International Law & Politics, 1, 1968, pp. 184ss: “(...) it is difficult to find early cases in the
United States which considered 'choice of forum clauses' in international contracts (...) the reason is that com-
pared to Great Britain and other European nations, the volume of international trade carried out by the younger
nations of the Western Hemisphere during their early years was small (...)". M. GRUSON, Forum selection
clauses in international and interstate commercial agreements, in University of Illinois Law Review, 133,
1982, pp. 138ss. See also: Benson v. Eastern Bldg. & Loan Ass'n, 174 N.Y. 83, 86 (1903). G.B. BORN, P.B.
RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

13%W L.M. REESE, The contractual forum, op. cit., pp. 189: “(...) judge Learned Hand once told the writer that it
was his guess that this judicial aversion dates from the time when, according to him, judges were paid by the
case and accordingly viewed arbitration and choice of forum provisions as devices that were likely to curtail
their income (...)”.

135Carbon Black Export, Inc. v. The S.S. Monrosa, 254 F.2d 297 (5th Cir. 1958).

13687 U.S. 445 (1874).
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afford him. A man may not barter away his life or his freedom, or his substantial
rights”'?.

Unlike England which, while sharing the principle of non-ouster, we have seen a
favorable orientation towards the clauses on the forum already developed during the
'800, in America it is necessary to wait for 1972 and the decision of the Supreme Court
in the Motor vessel case, Bremen to witness a change in a more liberal sense. This im-
portant ruling represents the point of arrival of a journey of about fifty years which
ties, to a certain extent, the destinies of the clause on jurisdiction to the arbitration
agreement. While the prohibition to derogate from the jurisdiction of the courts re-
mains consolidated during the nineteenth and early twentieth century, in fact, a first
crack in the monolithic jurisprudence of the non-ousters came with the approval in
1925 of the Federal Arbitration Act, adopted with the purpose of overcoming the tradi-
tional hostility of the judges with regard to the compromise clauses'. In the wake of
this innovation, during the 1940s some lower courts began to question the iron rule of
non-enforceability of court agreements, at least where the agreement does not seem
unreasonable'”. The Supreme Court itself approaches the turning point made in Bre-
men case in 1964 with the Szukhent' decision in which it affirms, en passant, the
power of the parties to a contract to agree on the point of competent jurisdiction, even
if with reference to a hypothesis of extension and not by way of derogation. For the
Court: “(...) it is settled (...) that parties to a contract may agree in advance to submit to
the jurisdiction of a given court”™*". Two other important steps on the path to change
in jurisprudence are represented by the approval of the Model Choice of Forum Act of
1968 and the Restatement (Second) Conflict of Laws approved in 1971 represent the
conceptual framework on which the Supreme Court decision will be modeled . In Sec-
tion 3 of Model Act, in fact, there is a general obligation for a court to implement an
agreement on the forum, except for the use of exceptions that are not very different
from what we will see in the pages that follow'*. As for the Restatement, the relevant
proposition is par. 80, according to which “(...) the parties' agreement as to the place of
the action cannot oust a State of judicial jurisdiction, but such an agreement will be

37TW.E. SYKE, Agreements in advance conferring exclusive jurisdiction on foreign courts, in Louisiana Law
Review, 10, 1949-1950, pp. 293ss.

138Federal Arbitration Act (1925) 9 U.S.C. par. 1. G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in
United States Courts, op. cit.

39WM. H. Muller & Co. v. Swedish American Line Ltd., 224 F.2d 806 (2d Cir. 1955), pp. 465-66. W.M.
REESE, The contractual forum, op. cit., pp. 190-191. Carbon Black Export, Inc. v. The S.S. Monrosa, 254
F.2d 297 (5th Cir. 1958). The decision in Carbon Black will play an important role in The Bremen's case dis-
cussed in the next paragraph, since it is the decision on which the first and second rulings are based, hostile to
the exception of American jurisdiction.

14“0National Equipment Rental, Ltd. v. Szukhent, 375 U.S. 311 (1964). For comments see: A. IDES, C.N. MAY,
S. GROSSI, Civil procedure and problems, Wolters Kluwer, New York, 2016.

141w M. REESE, A proposed uniform choice of forum act, in Columbia Journal of Transnational Law, 5, 1966,
pp. 193ss. W.M. REESE, The model choice of forum act, in American Journal of Comparative Law, 17 (2),
1969, pp. 292ss. R. LEFLAR, The Bremen and the model choice of forum act, in Vanderbilt Journal of Trans-
national Law, 6, 1972-1973, pp. 375ss.

142Section 3: “(Action in Another Place by Agreement.) If the parties have agreed in writing that an action shall
on a controversy be brought only in another state and it is brought in a court of this state, the court will dismiss
or stay the action, as appropriate, unless: (1) the court is required by statute to entertain the action; (2) the
plaintiff cannot secure effective relief in the other state, for reasons other than delay in bringing the action; (3)
the other state would be a substantially less convenient place for the trial of the action than this state; (4) the
agreement as to the place of the action was obtained by misrepresentation, duress, the abuse of economic
power, or other unconscionable means; or (5) it would for some other reason be unfair or unreasonable to en-
force the agreement (...)'.
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given effect unless it is unfair or unreasonable (...)""*. We will find these elements in

the decision of Bremen case.

8. THE BREMEN V. ZAPATA CASE

In 1972, was finally decided the Bremen v. Zapata case™. Unterweser, the German
ship owner of M/S Bremen, and the Zapata Offshore Drilling agree for the towing of
an oil drilling rig (the Chaparral) to the Adriatic Sea in Italy. A storm damaged the plant
and forced Bremen, on instructions from Zapata, to find refuge in the port of Tampa
in Florida. There the ship is seized by a U.S. Marshall sued Zapata as a guarantee for
damages and released only with the provision of a substantial guarantee by Unter-
weser ($ 3,200,000). The navigation contract between Unterweser and Zapata provides
for an exclusive jurisdiction clause of English courts' and, therefore, while Zapata be-
gins an action in the state of New York for damages, Unterweser acts in England under
the agreement on the forum'*. The determination of the jurisdictional forum appears
strategically fundamental since the English courts are much more likely to give effect
to the two exemption clauses from the responsibility of the shipowner provided by the
contract which, on the contrary, are usually considered null and void by the American
jurisprudence. Since the New York court is late in deciding the motion to dismiss based
on the jurisdiction clause, Unterweser resolves to propose an action to limit his respon-
sibility before the court of Tampa. It is a typical admiralty action of a competition nature
that allows the owner of a boat to contain claims for compensation and within which
the judge issues ritual injunction to concentrate the proceedings for damages in that
forum. The choice of Unterweser to act in Tampa will not, subsequently, be censured
by the Supreme Court, either by way of consent or by way of submission to jurisdiction,
since the limitation period of only six months provided for the action of limitation of
liability it was expiring and this made the choice to act in Florida a strategically almost
obligatory defensive trial behavior'¥’. The Tampa District Court responds negatively to
Unterweser's request to reject Zapata's requests because of the existence of a clause for
the choice of London court, citing in particular the Carbon Black decision of the Fifth
Circuit and considering not having to give weight to the pre-litem agreement between
the parties'®. The judge then chooses to frame the defense of Unterweser as a normal
instance of forum non conveniens in favor of the English judge. Conducting the anal-
ysis on the basis of Gilbert' the district court concludes that “(...) the balance of

144

3G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 467ss.

144The Bremen v. Zapata Off-Shore Co., 407 U.S. 1 (1972). F.K. JUENGER, Supreme Court validation of fo-
rum-selection clauses, in Wayne Law Review, 19, 1972-1973, pp. 49ss.

1451} any dispute arising must be treated before the London Court of Justice (...)”. The Bremen, 407 U.S., p. 2.

46Unterweser Reederei GmbH v Zapata Off-Shore Co (The Chaparral), [1968] 2 Lloyd's Rep 158.

“TThe Bremen, 407. U.S., pp. 19-20: “It is clear that Unterweser's action in filing its limitation complaint in the
District Court in Tampa was, so far as Zapata was concerned, solely a defensive measure made necessary as a
response to Zapata's breach of the forum clause of the contract. When the six-month statutory period for filing
an action to limit its liability had almost run without the District Court's having ruled on Unterweser's initial
motion to dismiss or stay Zapata's action pursuant to the forum clause, Unterweser had no other prudent alter-
native but to protect itself by filing for limitation of its liability. Its action in so doing was a direct consequence
of Zapata's failure to abide by the forum clause of the to wage contract (...)”. M.N. CRYSTAL, F. GIAN-
NONI-CRYSTAL, Enforceability of forum selection clauses: A "gallant knight" still seeking Eldorado, in
South Carolina Journal of International Law and Business, 8 (2), 2012, pp. 208ss.

148Carbon Black Export, Inc., 254 F.2d 297. For comments see: T.D. HALKET, Arbitration of international in-
tellectual property disputes, Juris Publishing, New York, 2012, pp. 573ss.

9Gulf Oil Corp. v. Gilbert, 330 U.S. 501 (1947).
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conveniences here is not strongly in favor of (Unterweser) and (Zapata's) choice of fo-
rum should not be disturbed (...)"".

The Court of Appeal confirms the approach of the primary care judge, noting,
among other things, che “England had no interest in or contact with the controversy
other than the forum-selection clause (...); Zapata (is) a United States citizen and the
discretion of the district court to remand the case to a foreign forum was consequently
limited-especially since it appeared likely that the English courts would enforce the
exculpatory clauses; (...) enforcement of such clauses would be contrary to public policy
in American courts (...)""".

When the case comes to the scrutiny of the Supreme Court there is a split between
the Federal courts of appeal, as evidenced by the Fifth Circuit decision' on which the
judges in the Bremen case were based and the more liberal orientation of the Second'.
The Supreme Court then grants the certiorari and pronounces, through the mouth of
its Chief Justice Burger, a decision destined to produce its effects even today. The ma-
jority opinion of the Court begins by stating that "too much little weight and effect were
given to the forum clause in resolving this controversy"™. According to Justices, the
commercial expansion of the last twenty years after the end of the world war makes it
necessary to overcome the parochial vision according to which all disputes must be
resolved "under our laws and in our courts"”. Moreover, such an approach would rep-
resent a major obstacle to the development of American commerce in an increasingly

transnational matrix economy".

The Court goes on in its reasoning citing the developments we have mentioned
in the previous paragraph. The decision in Szukhent, the Model Act and the Restate-
ment, as well as the favorable orientation of the same courts of London, are all elements
that allow it to now consider the position widely shared. Neither the lack of connection
between the chosen forum and the dispute, nor the prospect of the operation of the
disclaimer clauses are sufficient reasons for not giving effect to a "choice of (...) forum
(...) made in an arm's-length negotiation by experienced and sophisticated business-
men"”. One reason why English courts constitute the choice of a neutral and highly
experienced forum on the law of navigation, the other because, in the economic and
contractual reasoning carried out by the judges, the exemption clauses could have in-
fluenced the price of the contract paid from Zapata or representing the reason why the
tugboat took the risk of transoceanic transport. The Supreme Court also directly

139The Bremen, 407 U.S., p. 6.

'5IThe Bremen, 407 U.S., p. 7-8

152Carbon Black Export, Inc., 254 F.2d 297.

:zin. H. Muller & Co., 224 F.2d 806. A. BRIGGS, Civil jurisdiction and judgments, op. cit.
407 U.S,, p. 8.

155A. BRIGGS, Civil jurisdiction and judgments, op. cit.

136The complete passage reads: “(...) for at least two decades, we have witnessed an expansion of overseas com-
mercial activities by business enterprises based in the United States. The barrier of distance that, once tended
to confine a business concern to a modest territory no longer does so. Here we see an American company with
special expertise contracting with a foreign company to tow a complex machine thousands of miles across seas
and oceans. The expansion of American business and industry will hardly be encouraged if, notwithstanding
solemn contracts, we insist on a parochial concept that all disputes must be resolved under our laws and in our
courts. Absent a contract forum, the considerations relied on by the Court of Appeals would be persuasive rea-
sons for holding an American forum convenient in the traditional sense, but in an era of expanding world trade
and commerce, the absolute aspects of the doctrine of the Carbon Black case have little place, and would be a
heavy hand indeed on the future development of international commercial dealings (...)".

157407 U.S., pp. 11-12 and16.
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addresses the vexata quaestio of allter: “the argument that such clauses are improper
because they tend to "oust" a court of jurisdiction is hardly more than a vestigial legal
fiction. It appears to rest at core on historical judicial resistance to any attempt to reduce
the power and business of a particular court, and has little place in an era when all
courts are overloaded and when businesses, once essentially local, now operate in
world markets. It reflects something of a provincial attitude regarding the fairness of
other tribunals. No one seriously contends in this case that the forum selection clause
"ousted" the District Court of jurisdiction over Zapata's action (...) give effect to the le-
gitimate expectations of the parties, manifested in their freely negotiated agreement,
by specifically enforcing the forum clause””. And he concludes: “(...) there are compel-
ling reasons why a freely negotiated private international agreement, unaffected by
fraud, undue influence, or overweening bargaining power, such as that involved here,
should be given full effect (...) the correct approach is to enforce the forum clause spe-
cifically unless (the breaching party) could clearly show that enforcement would be
unreasonable and unjust, or that the clause was invalid for such reasons as fraud or
overby Americans. We cannot have trade and commerce in world markets and inter-
national waters exclusively on our terms, governed by our laws, and resolved in our
courts (...)"™. The burden, defined as heavy, weighs on the part that objects to the va-
lidity or enforcement of the clause on the forum'®. The American common law seems,
therefore, to follow the path traced by the English judge in distinguishing two mo-
ments of evaluation of the agreement on the forum. The first concerns the verification
of the contractual-substantial validity of the clause itself, in particular with reference to
the vices of fraud, duress and overreaching. The second is related, instead, to enforce-
ability, that is to the decision whether to give effect to a valid agreement from the sub-
stantive point of view. In this case the judge is called to assess both the reasonableness
of the choice made by the parties and the possible (in) justice of the specific case.

In fact, despite the petition in principle, the Bremen itself and, surprisingly, the
subsequent decisions show not to distinguish clearly between the two profiles, at least
not as in England, concentrating the whole analysis in the question about the enforce-
ability of the agreement, of which contractual validity represents an aspect. Although
the precedent in The Bremen is formally limited to the specific matter of admiralty,
which, moreover, is of a federal nature, the Supreme Court's decision was hailed, and
not wrongly, as a real general change of course on agreements on the forum, capable

of explaining effects far beyond the narrow limits of the right of navigation'"".

ISSNADELMANN, Choice-of-Court clauses in the United States: The road to Zapata, in American Journal of
Comparative Law, 21 (1), 1973, pp. 124ss.

159407 U.S., pp. 11-12 and 17.

160See in particular: J. FITCHEN, Enforcement of civil and commercial judgments under the new Brussels Ia
Regulation (Regulation 1215/2012), in International Company and Commercial Law Review, 26, 2015, pp.
146ss. M.P. FONS, Commercial choice of law in context: Looking beyond Rome, in Modern Law Review, 78,
2015, pp. 242ss.

161See for example: Spradlin v. Lear Siegler Management Serv. Co., 926 F.2d 865 (9th Cir. 1991); Paper Exp.
Ltd. v. Pfankuch Mashinen GmbH, 972 F.2d 753 (7th Cir. 1992); Riley v. Kingsley Underwriting Agencies,
Ltd., 969 F.2d 953 (10th Cir. 1992); Interamerican Trade Corp. v. Companhia Fabricadora de Pecas, 973 F.2d
487 (6th Cir. 1992); Mobile Sales and Supply Corp. v. Republic of Lithuania, 1998 WL 196164 (S.D.N.Y.
1998); New Moon Shipping Co., Ltd. v. Man B&W Diesel AG, 121 F.3d 24 (2d Cir. 1997); Argueta v. Banco
Mexicano S.A., 87 F.3d 320 (9th Cir. 1996): “Although Bremen is an admiralty case, its standard has been
widely applied to forum selection clauses in general”; Evolution Online Systems, Inc. v. Koninklijke Ptt Ne-
derland N.V. et al., 145 F.3d 505 (2d Cir. 1998); K.K.D. Imports, Inc. v. Karl Heinz Dietrich GmbH & Co., 36
F. Supp. 2d 200, 202 (S.D.N.Y. 1999): “(...) the enforceability of forum selection clauses in admiralty,

116 Volume 42.2 — jul./dez. 2022



9. THE DECISION IN CARNIVAL CRUISE CASE

If the Bremen still represents the leading case in the United States, it is important
to refer also to a second case decided by the Supreme Court in the 1990s, the Carnival
Cruise case'®. The dispute concerns an action for damages brought by the Shute
spouses against the Carnival Cruise company, based in Miami'®. While the District
Court rejects the action on the grounds of the absence of personal jurisdiction against
the defendant'®, the Court of Appeal accepts the objections raised by the Shutes and
affirms its jurisdiction. Faced with the knot of the jurisdiction clause, the Court of Ap-
peals starts from the presumption of validity illustrated in Bremen, but goes on to note
that in the Shutes case this should not be enforced because '(...) it was not freely bar-
gained for"* and that "the Shutes are physically and financially incapable of pursuing
this litigation in Florida"* and therefore the clause would have the concrete effect of
depriving them of the possibility of obtaining justice'”. Despite the fact that Carnival
Cruise appeals against this decision before the Supreme Court, at first glance there
seems to be no chance of success. The Court of Appeal, in fact, seems to make a correct
and consistent application of the teachings of Bremen case. The summit court, how-
ever, has a surprise in store. The Supreme Court, in fact, grants the certiorari and the
judge Blackmun writes the opinion of the court for a majority of seven Justices. The
Court begins the argumentative path by making a distinction from the Bremen case.
While the first concerned a "B2B" contract, probably developed ad hoc and concluded
between experienced traders, the controversy in Carnival Cruise concerns a classic case
of a contract of adhesion between a commercial operator and a consumer. In other
words, there was no negotiation between the parties. For the Justices, however, this
circumstance is not a reason to judge the non-enforceable clause. On the contrary, the
distinguishing element from the Bremen case is functional to the Court in order to

diversity and federal question cases is governed by the doctrine of M/S Bremen (...)”. There is no shortage of
voices outside the pack, especially at the state level. Three US states, lowa, Montana and Idaho, still consider
the agreements on the forum for themselves unenforceable. See in argument also: G.B. BORN, P.B.
RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 496. Other courts resolve the issue through an analysis
based on the forum non conveniens, both at the federal level, see: D'Antuono v. CCH Computax Systems, 570
F.Supp. 708 (D.R.I. 1983); Neo Sack, Ltd. v. Vinmar Impex, Ltd., 1993 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 377 (S.D. Tex.
1993); Forsythe v. Saudi Arabian Airlines Corp., 885 F.2d 285 (5th Cir. 1989); Furbee v. Vantage Press, Inc.,
464 F.2d 835 (D.C. Cir. 1972); and in national level: Exum v. Vantage Press, Inc., 563 P.2d 1314 (Wash. Ct.
App. 1977); Eads v. Woodmen of the World Life Ins. Society, 785 P.2d 328 (Okla. Ct. App. 1989); Green-
wood v. Tillamook Country Smoker, Inc., 857 S.W.2d 654 (Tex. App. 1993). For analysis of the above cases
see also: S.C. SYMEONIDES, Choice of law, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2016, pp. 448ss. D.E. CHIL-
DRESS III, M.D. RAMSEY, C.A. WHYTOCK, Transnational law and practice, Wolters Kluwer, New York,
2015. J. ANTOMO, Schadensersatz wegen der Verletzung einer internationalen Gerichtsstandvereinbarung?,
Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen, 2017. G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States
Courts, op. cit.

162Carnival Cruise Lines, Inc. v. Shute, 499 U.S. 585 (1991). L. GOLDMAN, My way and the highway: The

Law and economics of choice of forum clauses in consumer form contracts, in New Western University Law

Review, 86, 1991-1992, pp. 707ss.

3The back of the ticket reported the general conditions, among them “3.(a) The acceptance of this ticket by the

person or persons named hereon as passengers shall be deemed to be an acceptance and agreement by each of

them of all of the terms and conditions of this Passage Contract Ticket (...) 8. It is agreed by and between the

passenger and the Carrier that all disputes and matters whatsoever arising under, in connection with or incident

to this Contract shall be litigated, if at all, in and before a Court located in the State of Florida, U. S. A., to the

exclusion of the Courts of any other state or country”. Carnival, pp. 587-588.

164For the District Court “(Carnival Cruise's) contacts with Washington (are) constitutionally insufficient to sup-

ort the exercise of personal jurisdiction”. Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S. p. 588.

16>Shute v. Carnival Cruise Lines, Inc., 897 F. 2d (9 Cir. 1990), p. 389.

1%6Shute v. Carnival Cruise Lines, Inc., 897 F. 2d (9 Cir. 1990), p. 389.

167The Supreme Court criticizes this reasoning based on the lack of evidence in this regard. Carnival Cruise, 499
U.S., p. 594-95.

16
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establish a partially new rule and conclude for the implementation of the clause in
question. There are various reasons that the majority submits in support of their thesis:

“Including a reasonable forum clause in a form contract of this kind well may be
permissible for several reasons: First, a cruise line has a special interest in limiting the
fora in which it potentially could be subject to suit. Because a cruise ship typically car-
ries passengers from many locales, it is not unlikely that a mishap on a cruise could
subject the cruise line to litigation in several different fora. Additionally, a clause estab-
lishing ex ante the forum for dispute resolution has the salutary effect of dispelling any
confusion about where suits arising from the contract must be brought and defended,
sparing litigants the time and expense of pretrial motions (...) the form of reduced fares
reflecting the savings that the cruise line enjoys by limiting the fora in which it may be
sued”'®. The Supreme Court therefore adopts a contractualist approach'®, in the law
& economics style, in which attention to the position of the defendant seems to prevail
over any concern about the destiny of the consumer. Carnival Cruise illustrates the
"costs" of a different choice, in terms of fragmentation of the disputes in multiple fo-
rums, uncertainty and expenses (intended, in the court's reasoning, to influence the
price of the service for the consumer) even if the reasoning appears as a proof that
really supported by scientific considerations. The Court declares the choice of court
clause valid, considering it sufficient that the parties had a notice'”. After all, the Justice
Blackmun, the Shutes "presumably retained the option of rejecting the contract with
impunity"”".

However, despite the dissent of Stevens and Marshall having played well in
showing the weaknesses of the reasoning adopted by the majority', the possible ob-
jections to the correctness of the decision pronounced by the Supreme Court are sub-
stantially overcome by the constant loyalty with which the American courts have ap-
plied the ratio decidendi in Carnival Cruise for over twenty years'”. It is therefore neces-
sary to limit oneself to measuring the influence that the decision in question exerts on
the principles expressed in Bremen. Well, while allowing a lot on the side of the strong
part of the relationship, not even Carnival Cruise has the effect of condoning any clause

18Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S., pp. 593-94.

19G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 47ss.

7°Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S., p. 590.

7ICarnival Cruise, 499 U.S., p. 595.

172Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S., pp. 597-99: “I begin my dissent by noting that only the most meticulous passenger
is likely to become aware of the forum-selection provision. I have therefore appended to this opinion a facsim-
ile of the relevant text, using the type size that actually appears in the ticket itself. A careful reader will find the
forum selection clause in the 8th of the 25 numbered paragraphs. Of course, many passengers, like the re-
spondents in this case, will not have an opportunity to read paragraph 8 until they have actually purchased their
tickets. By this point, the passengers will already have accepted the condition set forth in paragraph 16(a),
which provides that “the Carrier shall not be liable to make any refund to passengers in respect of (...) tickets
wholly or partly not used by a passenger.” Not knowing whether or not that provision is legally enforceable, I
assume that the average passenger would accept the risk of having to file suit in Florida in the event of an in-
jury, rather than canceling-without a refund-a planned vacation at the last minute. The fact that the cruise line
can reduce its litigation costs, and therefore its liability insurance premiums, by forcing this choice on its pas-
sengers does not, in my opinion, suffice to render the provision reasonable (...) clauses limiting a carrier's lia-
bility or weakening the passenger's right to recover for the negligence of the carrier's employees come in a va-
riety of forms. Complete exemptions from liability for negligence or limitations on the amount of the potential
damage recovery, requirements that notice of claims be filed within an unreasonably short period of time, pro-
visions mandating a choice of law that is favorable to the defendant in negligence cases, and forum-selection
clauses are all similarly designed to put a thumb on the carrier's side of the scale of justice (...)”.

173Reynolds-Naughton v. Norwegian Cruise Line Ltd., 386 F.3d 1 (1st Cir. 2004); TradeComet.com LLC v.
Google, Inc., 435 Fed. Appx. 31 (2d Cir. 2011); Calix-Chacon v. Global Int'l Marine, Inc., 493 F.3d 507 (5th
Cir. 2007); Murphy v. Schneider Nat'l, Inc., 362 F.3d 1133 (9th Cir. 2004). For more details see: J. ANTOMO,
Schadensersatz wegen der Verletzung einer internationalen Gerichtsstandvereinbarung?, op. cit.
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on the jurisdiction that is imposed by a corporation to a consumer. In other words, the
enforceability of the clauses contained in an accession contract is not totally separate
from a judgment regarding the reasonableness or fundamental fairness of the choice
of the hole made. In Carnival Cruise, for example, the choice of the competent judge
has fallen on the place where the company has its main place of business and this does
not seem, in the eyes of the Justices, to have the aim of discouraging the actions pro-
moted by consumers. A different solution in the sense of invalidity of the clause, the
Court concludes, could still be justified if the selected forum is a "remote alien forum",
in the case of "lack of notice" or in the absence of fairness towards the consumer. Finally,
we remember that Carnival Cruise, like Bremen, is a decided case in admiralty whose
extension beyond the borders of the right of navigation is possible, but not obvious.
Equally not taken for granted is the application of the principle expressed in the context
of transnational disputes, where the American actor would be forced to act not in the
Sunshine State, but in a less hospitable "remote forum" located in a foreign State.

10. ENFORCEABILITY IN THE UNITED STATES

The profile of enforceability within the decisions of the American courts and
through three guidelines: validity, reasonableness and public order. These are the three
coordinates highlighted by the Supreme Court in Bremen case and which, therefore,
can be validly used for their systematic character for exhibition purposes’”*. However,
it should be stressed that the assessment made by the US courts tends not to distinguish
clearly between the three hypotheses and to summarize everything in a unitary judg-
ment on reasonableness, characterized, from time to time, by profiles that belong more

to one or to other category'”.

The question of enforceability is based on the substantial validity of the agree-
ment on the forum and its formation'”, attempting, without forcing its contents, a syn-
thesis between the various positions. With regard to the form covered by the pact, a
profile that also receives less attention in the United States than in European Union
law, in principle a specific role is not required for the agreement on jurisdiction which,
therefore, could also be concluded orally"” or in a form permitted by the commercial

174The division used from G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 486ss. D.
BISHOP, D.B. LEE, Enforceability of forum-selection clauses in international commercial contracts, in Cur-
rent: International Trade Law Journal, 4,1995, pp. 20ss.

175D'Antuono v. CCH Computax Systems, 570 F.Supp. 708 (D.R.1. 1983): “Post-Bremen, the federal courts have
synthesized and refined the rule, and have looked to a variety of factors in applying the Bremen yardstick of
reasonableness. These include: 1. The identity of the law which governs the construction of the contract. 2.
The place of execution of the contract(s). 3. The place where the transactions have been or are to be performed.
4. The availability of remedies in the designated forum. 5. The public policy of the initial forum state 6. The
location of the parties, the convenience of prospective witnesses, and the accessibility of evidence. 7. The rela-
tive bargaining power of the parties and the circumstances surrounding their dealings. 8. The presence or ab-
sence of fraud, undue influence or other extenuating (or exacerbating) circumstances. 9. The conduct of the
parties (...)”. See also the next cases: Russo v. Ballard Med. Prods., 352 F. Supp.2d 177 (D.R.1. 2005); Lyon
Fin. Servs., Inc. v. Nowobilska Med. Ctr., Ltd., 2005 WL 3526682 (D. Minn. 2005); Nisselson v. Lernout,
2004 WL 1630492 (D. Mass. 2004); Capelouto v. Societé de Banque Suisse, 1991 WL 60387 (S.D.N.Y.
1991). For analysis see: F. SPARKA, Jurisdiction and arbitration clauses in maritime transport, op. cit., G.B.
BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

176G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 487ss: “(...) although relatively few
decisions have addressed this, a forum selection agreement would be unenforceable if it did not satisfy general
contract law principles for the formation and validity of any contract (...)".

7"Evolution Online Systems, Inc. v. Koninklijke Ptt Nederland N.V. et al., 145 F.3d 505 (2d Cir. 1998); Ferrari
etal. v. Home Ins., 940 F.2d 550 (9th Cir. 1991); Pirolo Brothers, Inc. v. Angelo Maffei & Figli, Sas, 1988
WL 1055257 (S.D.N.Y. 1988). See for details of the above cases: G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, Interna-
tional civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.
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practice between the parties'”. Often, however, it is the applicable substantive disci-
pline which imposes the written form on the contract in its entirety, clause on the ju-
risdiction included.

The Bremen case establishes in point of validity that the derogation agreements
to the jurisdiction must be considered "prima facie valid" if they are "freely negotiated
private international agreement, unaffected by fraud, undue influence, or overween-
ing bargaining power"”. Carnival Cruise partially modifies the paradigm, admitting
also clauses on the forum that are not "freely negotiated" between subjects of equiva-
lent contractual force, but imposed from one party to the other, with the sole condition

180

that the counterparty has had notice™.

Both decisions agree that an agreement invalidated by contractual defects such
as fraud and duress is invalid, or the result of the marked disproportion between the
parties' contractual strength (overreaching or overweening bargaining power, uncon-
scionability)'. Later decisions have therefore pronounced invalidity of exemption
agreements in the event of contractual fraud in a fiduciary relationship'®, dispropor-
tion in the contractual power between the parties, physical pressure and intimidation
of one party on the other', inclusion of the clause by lawyers in agreement with each
other, without consulting the client'®, failure to explain to the other party the meaning
and consequences of the agreement on jurisdiction'®, and finally, in the event of cor-

ruption of the representative of one of the parties'.

Despite the examples shown, many of the defenses based on fraud or duress are
doomed to fail'” due to the difficulty of proving that the agreement itself was the result
of the flawed will of one of the parties, since the censorship could not be limited to
hitting the contract in general due to the principle of severability’®. As for the

178K K.D. Imports, Inc. v. Karl Heinz Dietrich GmbH & Co., 36 F. Supp. 2D 200 (S.D.N.Y. 1999); New Moon
Shipping Co., Ltd. v. Man B&W Diesel AG, 121 F.3d 24 (2d Cir. 1997). Its necessary a minimum meeting of
the minds, MKC Equipment Company Inc. v. MAIL Code, Inc., 843 F. Supp. 679 (D.Kan. 1994); Different the
case of the general conditions, as we can see in the case Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S. 585. G.B. BORN, P.B.
RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

7The Bremen, 407 U.S., p. 12.

180Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S., p. 590, e 594-95.

'81The Bremen, 407 U.S. 1, 12 (1972); Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S., p. 595.

182Farmland Industries, Inc. v. Frazier-Parrott Commodities, Inc., 806 F.2d 848 (8" Cir. 1986). F. SPARKA, Ju-
risdiction and arbitration clauses in maritime transport, op. cit.

183Weidener Communications, Inc. v. H.R.H. Prince Baudar Al Faisal, 859 F.2d 1302 (7th Cir. 1988). G.B.
BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

184 Armco Inc. v. North Atlantic Ins. Co., 68 F. Supp. 2d 330 (S.D.N.Y. 1999). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE,
International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

185preferred Capital, Inc. v. Sarasota Kennel Club, 2005 WL 1799900 (N.D. Ohio 2005). G.B. BORN, P.B.
RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

186Crowson v. Sealaska Corp., 705 P.2d 905 (Alaska 1985). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil
litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

187See, inter alia, Murphy v. Schneider Nat'l, Inc., 362 F.3d 1133 (9th Cir. 2004); Marano Enterprises of Kansas
v. Z-Teca Restaurants, LP, 254 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 2001); Silva v. Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc., 239 F.3d 385
(1st Cir. 2001); Lipcon v. Underwriters at Lloyd's, London, 148 F.3d 1285 (11th Cir. 1998); Afram Carriers,
Inc. v. Moeykens, 145 F.3d 298 (5th Cir. 1998); MacPhail v. Oceaneering Int'l, Inc., 170 F.Supp.2d 718 (S.D.
Tex. 2001); Marra v. Papandreou, 59 F.Supp.2d 65 (D.D.C. 1999). For more details see: G.B. BORN, P.B.
RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit., L.H. ROSENTHAL, D.F. LEVI,
J.K. RABIE]J, Federal civil procedure manual, Juris Publishing, New York, 2014, pp. 983ss.

188Envirolite Enterprises, Inc. v. Glastechnische Industrie Peter Lisec GmbH, 53 B.R. 1007 (S.D.N.Y. 1985).
See, P. BORCHERS, Forum selection agreement in the Federal Courts after carnival cruise: A proposal for
congressional reform, in Washington Law Review, 67, 1992, pp. 89-90. In this context see also the decision:
Scherk v. Alberto-Culver Co., 417 U.S. 506 (1974), which repeat the decision: The Bremen affirmed that:
“This qualification does not mean that any time a dispute arising out of a transaction is based upon an allega-
tion of fraud (...) the clause is unenforceable. Rather, it means that a (...) forum-selection clause in a contract is
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disproportion of bargaining power (overreaching), as shown by the Bremen, it con-
cerned a case of experts in international trade, "an arm's-length negotiation by experi-
enced and sophisticated businessmen"®, and the Court had given the opportunity to
reach different conclusions in case the clause had been imposed on a weak party'. The
decision in Carnival Cruise, on the other hand, seems to have greatly limited the usa-
bility of this defense'". If it is rare for an American judge to refuse to give effect to an
agreement on the forum concluded by expert operators'”, despite Carnival Cruise, the
outcome is still more uncertain in the event that one of the parties can be considered

weaker than the other'®.

Carnival Cruise leaves, in fact, open the possibility that the agreement is consid-
ered invalid, or rather non-enforceable, if spoiled for absence of notice™. An example
of this is the lack of communication of the existence of the jurisdiction clause, particu-
larly when the wording is printed on the back of a form. Even in this case, however,
more than one judge imposed a certain amount of diligence on the consumer, de-
scribed in a colorful way as "no one deterred him from getting his glasses and reading
the contract"®. The part therefore has a duty to read the contract in its entirety, includ-
ing fine prints'”, and even the lack of knowledge of the language in which it is written

not enforceable if the inclusion of that clause in the contract was the product of fraud or coercion (...)". G.B.
BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

%9Bremen, 407 U.S. ap. 12.

199Colonial Leasing Co. of New England v. Pugh Brothers Garage, 735 F.2d 380 (9th Cir. 1984): “(...) the stand-
ard of 'unfair or unreasonable' is designed to invalidate clauses such as those in question here. The evidence
disclosed in each case that there was in fact no bargaining on the clause in question. It was contained in a form
contract in fine print at the bottom of a page (...) this sort of take-it-or-leave-it clause will be disregarded”. See
also: Union Ins. Soc'y of Canton, Ltd. v. S.S. Elkion, 642 F.2d 721 (4th Cir. 1981); Compton v. A.G. Edwards
& Sons, Inc., 728 F.Supp. 629 (D. Or. 1990); Yoder v. Heinold Commodities, Inc., 630 F. Supp. 756 (E.D. Va.
1986). The mere disproportion of bargaining power was already considered not sufficient in itself: Hodes v.
S.N.C. Achille Lauro and Altri-Gestione, 858 F.2d 905 (3d Cir. 1988); as well as the mere fact that the clause
had not been negotiated: Lien Ho Hsing Steel Enter. Co. v. Weithag, 738 F.2d 1455 (9th Cir. 1984); Medoil
Corp. v. Citicorp, 729 F.Supp. 1456 (S.D.N.Y. 1990). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil liti-

ation in United States Courts, op. cit.

9P BORCHERS, Forum selection agreement, op. cit., pp. 90ss.

1921 ien Ho Hsing Steel Enter. Co. v. Weithag, 738 F.2d 1455 (9th Cir. 1984); Paper Exp. Ltd. v. Pfankuch Mas-
chinen GmbH, 972 F.2d 753 (7th Cir. 1992); K.K.D. Imports, Inc. v. Karl Heinz Dietrich GmbH & Co., 36 F.
Supp. 2d 200 (S.D.N.Y. 1999); Bryant Electric Co., Inc. v. City of Fredericksburg, 762 F.2d 1192 (4th Cir.
1985); TAAG Linhas Aereas de Angola v. Transamerica Airlines, Inc., 915 F.2d 1351 (9th Cir. 1990); In Re
Fireman's Fund Ins. Co., Inc., 588 F.2d 93 (5th Cir. 1979); General Electric Co. v. Siempelkamp GmbH, 29
F.3d 1095 (6th Cir. 1994); Dayhoff, Inc. v. H.J. Heinz Co. Et al., 86 F.3d 1287 (3d Cir. 1996). Leasewell, Ltd.
v. Jake Shelton Ford, Inc., 423 F.Supp. 1011 (S.D.W.Va. 1976). T.C. HARTLEY, International commercial
litigation. Text, cases and materials on private international law, op. cit. L.H. ROSENTHAL, D.F. LEVI, J.K.
RABIEJ, Federal civil procedure manual, op. cit., G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation
in United States Courts, op. cit.

193W.W. PARK, Bridging the gap in forum selection: Harmonizing arbitration and court selection, in Transna-
tional Law & Contemporary Problematics, 8, 1988, pp. 36ss: “(...) an irony of all forum selection devices,
whether arbitration clauses or choice-of-court agreements, is that the goals which justify their enforcement in
one context will often call them into question in another. In a commercial contract concluded between sophisti-
cated business managers advised by competent counsel, a forum selection clause can promote fair and efficient
adjudication by permitting litigants from different countries to reduce the risk of adjudicatory bias. In a con-
sumer or employment contract, however, the very same clause might deprive an unsophisticated individual of
basic procedural safeguards, imposing a forum that is less accessible, and perhaps less sensitive to mandatory
community norms such as non-discrimination laws, than would be a court at the individual's domicile. Thus,
the value of freedom to choose a forum (like any liberty) must be measured against the way it operates in prac-
tice (...)”.

194499 U.S., p. 595.

19SHoffman v. National Equip. Rental, 643 F.2d 987 (4th Cir. 1981). K.M. CLERMONT, Governing law on fo-
rum-selection agreements, in Hastings Law Journal, 66, 2015, pp. 647ss.

19Heller Fin., Inc. v. Midwhey Power Co., 883 F.2d 1286 (7th Cir. 1989); Paribas Corp. v. Shelton Ranch Corp.,
742 F.Supp. 86 (S.D.N.Y. 1990); Karlberg European Tanspa, Inc. v. JK-Josef Kratz Vertriebsgesellschaft
mbH, 618 F.Supp. 344 (N.D. Ill. 1985). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United
States Courts, op. cit.
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is always an effective defense'”’. There are, however, sporadic decisions in favor of the

part without notice, as in the case where "a consumer is told by a corporate agent to
ignore boilerplate contract language containing a forum selection clause", but it
should be underlined that it is not effective knowledge is needed (actual notice), only

a reasonably adequate notice'.

On the validity, the criterion in question seems to have assumed, after Carnival
Cruise, the connotations of a contractual type control in the point of formation of the
jurisdiction clause, without other considerations being able to play a particularly inci-
sive role.

11. (FOLLOWS) REASONABLENESS

The criterion of reasonableness has, to a certain extent, ended up absorbing
within itself the evaluation of the enforceability of a clause on the forum. When we
speak of reasonableness in the strict sense we refer, therefore, to the second category
of exceptions to the enforceability of an agreement on the forum, provided by the same
decision in The Bremen when it states that such agreements will not be effective when
it would be "unreasonable or unjust" **.

Born and Rutledge observe that “(...) under almost all analyses, the unreasonable-
ness defense is very difficult to satisfy. The Model Act makes it clear that the burden of
proof is on the party resisting enforcement. Bremen emphasized that a party must
"clearly show" unreasonableness and that it bears of 'heavy burden' in so doing. Carni-
val Cruise repeated this formulation, and relied upon it in upholding the parties' forum
selection clause. Lower courts have frequently invoked this burden of proof (...)"*".

The first element that makes it difficult to prevail in defense in word is, therefore,
the burden that weighs on the part that intends to oppose the enforcement of the
agreement. The Court in Bremen had already called it a heavy burden®?, and subse-
quent jurisprudence confirmed this approach®”. The part must prove that "the chosen
forum is seriously inconvenient for the trial of the action". This could be a 'remote
alien forum' in the case of an essentially local dispute. Even Carnival Cruise leaves the
road open for an assessment if the controversy is "essentially to the one inherently

197Gaskin v. Stumm Handel GmbH, 390 F.Supp. 361 (S.D.N.Y. 1975); Corna v. American Hawaii Cruises, Inc.,
794 F.Supp. 1005 (D. Haw. 1992). In the first case a clause written in German against the American part that
did not know the language is considered valid. In the second a clause written in English against a Dutchman,
see also: Karlberg European Transpa, Inc. v. Jk-Josef Kratz Vertriebsgesellschaft, mbH, 618 F. Supp. 344
(N.D. I11. 1985); Samson Plastic Conduit & Pipe Corp. v. Battenfeld Extrusionstechnik GmbH, 718 F.Supp.
886 (N.D. Ala. 1989). For more details see also: M.J. IMENEZ, Contract law: A case and problem based ap-

roach, Wolters Kluwer, New York, 2016.

198Y oder v. Heinold Commodities, Inc., 630 F. Supp. 756, 760 (E.D. Va. 1986). For the invalidity of the clause
in the event of lack of notice see also: Chaser v. Achille Lauro Lines, 884 F.2d 50 (2d Cir. 1988); Couch v.
First Guaranty Ltd., 578 F.Supp. 331 (N.D. Tex. 1984). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil
litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

9Miller v. Regency Maritime Corporation, 824 F.Supp. 200 (N.D.Fla. 1992).

200Miller v. Regency Maritime Corporation, 824 F.Supp. 200 (N.D.Fla. 1992).

201G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op.cit.,

202407 US., p. 17.

203Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S., p. 594-95; Afram Carriers, Inc. v. Moeykens, 145 F.3d 298 (5th Cir. 1998); New
Moon Shipping Co., Ltd. v. Man B&W Diesel AG, 121 F.3d 24 (2d Cir. 1997); Mitsui & Co. (USA), Inc. v.
Mira M/V, 111 F.3d 33 (5th Cir. 1997); Interamerican Trade Corp. v. Companhia Fabricadora de Pecas, 973
F.2d 487 (6" Cir. 1992); In Re Diaz Contracting, Inc., 817 F.2d 1047 (3d Cir. 1987). G.B. BORN, P.B.
RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

204407 U.S., p. 16.
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more suited to [...] than in the other (...)"*” or to the fact that the election of the forum
represents a bad faith strategy to discourage the other party from starting a legal action.
Serious inconvenience will be there even if "trial in the contractual forum will be so
gravely difficult and inconvenient that he will for all practical purposes be deprived of
his day in court™”. But it is necessary to prove that quarreling in the chosen forum *”
would deprive the part of one's "day in court"”, for example because the judge elected
is corrupt™ or there is the certainty that it would not exercise its jurisdiction. The cir-
cumstance, however, was not to be known or foreseeable at the time of stipulation of
the clause or to be the product of the counterpart's greater contractual strength. If the
assessment elements were available at the time of signing, the judges tend to reject the
defense in question™. As Carnival Cruise suggests, mutatis mutandis, such factors may
have played a role in determining the price of the contract™".

It is not even sufficient to give proof that the foreign forum would apply a right
other than the US right or that it is not able to grant an adequate remedy”", unless this
is contrary to a public has been rejected routinely, with courts approving a wide variety
of domestic and foreign fora"". With this we are far from the minimum burden re-
quired to prevail in a motion to dismiss based on the doctrine of the forum non con-
veniens™* and there are few cases in which the defense in question has been successful.
Among these, the location of evidence in US territory”” or the availability of adequate

205499 U S., p. 594.

205The Bremen, 407 U.S. 18.

207]. T. GILBERT, Choice of forum clauses in international and interstate contracts, in Kentacky Law Journal, 65,
1976-1977, pp. 29ss, “(...) after all, the assumption is that if the chosen forum is slightly inconvenient, the
party must have received consideration in return for making this agreement to its detriment”. Paper Exp. Ltd.
v. Pfankuch Maschinen GmbH, 972 F.2d 753 (7th Cir. 1992); Moses v. Business Card Exp., Inc., 929 F.2d
1131 (6th Cir. 1991); Bense v. Interstate BAttery Sys. Of America, 683 F.2d 718 (2d Cir. 1982); Gaskin v.
Stumm Handel GmbH, 390 F.Supp. 361 (S.D.N.Y. 1975).

208Bremen v. Zapata Off-Shore Co., 407 U.S. 1, 17-18 (1972).

209p. BORCHERS, Forum selection agreement, op. cit., pp. 92ss: “(...) in some instances parties have agreed to a
forum, and then circumstances have changed so severely that the forum would undoubtedly be less fair to the
party than when the contract was formed. Most commonly this has occurred if the parties, prior to the Iranian
revolution in 1979, contracted to have cases heard in the Iranian courts. In this circumstance, lower federal
courts usually have released parties from their obligation to litigate in Iran (...)”. McDonnell Douglas Corp. v.
Islamic Republic of Iran, 758 F.2d 341 (8th Cir. 1985); Rasoulzadeh v. Associated Press, 574. F. Supp. 854
(S.D.N.Y. 1983); Harris Corp. v. National Iranian Radio & Television, 691 F.2d 1344 (11th Cir. 1982) in
which the American courts have deemed the Iranian judge to be unsuitable. There are not many other cases,
outside the Iranian question. See also for analysis of the above cases: X. YANG, state immunity in interna-
tional law, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2012.

21%Interamerican Trade Corp. v. Companhia Fabricadora de Pecas, 973 F.2d 487 (6 Cir. 1992); Kotan v. Pizza
Outlet, Inc., 400 F.Supp.2d 44 (D.C.C. 2005); Prince v. Leasecomm Corp., 2004 WL 727028 (M.D.N.C.
2004).

2Deolalikar v. Murlas Commodities, Inc., 602 F.Supp. 12 (E.D. Pa. 1984). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, In-
ternational civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

212Commerce Consultants Int'l, Inc. v. Vetrerie Riunite, SpA, 867 F.2d 697 (D.C. Cir. 1989); Marra v. Papan-
dreou, 59 F. Supp.2d 65 (D.C.C. 1999); Breindel & Ferstendig v. Willis Faber & Dumas Ltd., 1996 WL
413727 (S.D.N.Y. 1996). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts,
op. cit.

213G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

214H. L. BUXBAUM, Forum selection in international contract litigation: The role of judicial discretion, in
Willamette Journal of International Law & Dispute Resolution, 12, 2004, pp. 193ss. As often happens in a
complex and stratified system like the United States, there are judges who opt for a different approach and
fully apply the doctrine of the forum non conveniens also with reference to the agreements on jurisdiction.

215In Copperweld Steel Company v. Demag-Mannesmann-Boehler, 578 F.2d 953 (3 Cir. 1978), which the judge
considers Germany to be the inconvenient forum for the location of the dispute and of the evidence (witnesses
included) on US territory. The location of the evidence is relevant to the evaluation of the unreasonable clause
also in Morgan Trailer Mfg. Co. v. Hydraroll, Ltd., 759 A.2d 926 (Pa. Super. 2000).
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financial resources to conduct the dispute in the defendant forum assumes some im-

portance™®.

12. (FOLLOWS) PUBLIC POLICY

The third and last set of exceptions to the enforceability indicated by the Supreme
Court in Bremen is related to the assessment of whether the derogation agreement of
the jurisdiction violates a strong public policy of the forum*’. The mere possibility that
a different law is applied is not sufficient reason to reject the validity of the clause on
the forum. According to Michael Gruson: "Bremen explains this exception by suggest-
ing that the stipulation of a "remote forum"*"*, if such forum would apply differing for-
eign law to an essentially American controversy might contravene an important public
policy of the forum®”. The Court had in mind the case where the foreign law that the
contractual forum would apply according to its own rules of conflict of laws contains a
rule that is in violation of an important public policy of the country or state of the ex-
cluded forum in which an action in violation of the forum-selection clause is pending
(...)". The reference to "essentially American" disputes causes the exceptions to oper-
ate with varying intensity depending on the proximity of the case to American interests
and parties. In Bremen, moreover, the English judge indicated in the clause would have
applied English law and therefore considered a clause limiting liability, invalid accord-
ing to American law. In this regard: "(...) Bremen teaches that the fact that the contrac-
tual forum would apply a different law from that of the excluded forum in which the
suit in violation of the clause was brought does not lead to unenforceability of a choice-
of-forum clause-unless, of course, the foreign law violates an important public policy
of the country or state of the excluded forum (...)"*".

The exception in question has no clear boundaries and its scope of operation is
defined on the basis of legal provisions and jurisprudential clarifications. The Supreme
Court has dealt with the juncture of public policy in several successive decisions, nar-
rowing the boundaries and expanding the operating margins of private autonomy to
a point of derogation from jurisdiction in the international context, considered here as
a unitary concept comprising both the agreements on the forum and arbitration. In a
first decision, Scherk v. Alberto-Culver Co.”?, the Supreme Court affirmed that the matter
of securities can be subject to arbitration. By establishing a parallel between compro-
mise and pact on the forum™, the Court extends the arguments made in Bremen to

216Tn Murphy v. Schneider Nat'l, Inc., 362 F.3d 1133 (9th Cir. 2004), emphasis is placed on the fact that the
plaintiff could be deprived of his day in court because he lacks adequate financial resources. So too, in Sud-
duth v. Occidental Peruana, Inc., 70 F.Supp. 2D 691 (E.D. Tex. 1999). See also: Cabreras v. Efharis Shipping
& Trading Co., 1997 WL 698020 (E.D. La. 1997); Effron v. Sun Line Cruises, Inc., 158 F.R.D. 39 (S.D.N.Y.
1994); Vignolo v. Chandris, Inc., 1989 WL 160986 (D. Mass. 1990). G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, Interna-
tional civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.

2"The Bremen, 407 U.S., p. 15.

2I3M. GRUSON, Forum selection clauses in international and interstate commercial agreements, in University of
Illinois Law Review, 1982.

219See in particular: F. GHODOOSI, The concept of public policy in law: Revisiting the role of the public policy
doctrine in the enforcement of private legal arrangements, in Nebraska Law Review, 94, 2015, pp. 692ss. D.A.
FRIEDMAN, bringing order to contracts against public policy, Florida State University Law Review, 39,
2011, pp. 564ss.

220M. GRUSON, Forum selection clauses in international and interstate commercial agreements, op. cit.

22IM. GRUSON, Forum selection clauses in international and interstate commercial agreements, op. cit.

222417 U.S. 506 (1974).

223U.S., p. 519: “an agreement to arbitrate before a specified tribunal is, in effect, a specialized kind of forum-
selection clause (...)'.
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overcome the previous restrictive orientation and declares that the broad category of
"agreements on the forum" represents "almost (an) indispensable precondition to
achievement of the orderliness" and predictability essential to any international busi-
ness transaction"*. In the antitrust field, it is the well-known decision in the Mitsubishi
case™ that grants the parties the power to agree to settle disputes. In a well-known
footnote nineteen the Court responds to the concerns that such an approach could un-
dermine the application of delicate regulations such as the one regarding competition,
stating a limit to the process of liberalization in the field of public policy: "The United
States raises the possibility that the arbitral panel will read this provision not simply to
govern interpretation of the contract terms, but wholly to displace American law even
where it otherwise would apply (...) we merely note that in the event the choice-of-
forum and choice-of-law clauses operated in tandem as a prospective waiver of a par-
ty's right to pursue statutory remedies for antitrust violations, we would have little
hesitation in condemning the agreement as against public policy (...)".

The Court also elaborates the doctrine of the "second look" as further caution with
regard to the freedom granted to parties to derogate from American jurisdiction. Ac-
cording to the majority of the Justices, in fact, the American judges maintain the power
to verify, in the recognition and execution of the foreign pronunciation (or the arbitra-
tion award), if and how effectively the issue was dealt with by the foreign authority. In
the event that the result achieved is not in line with the internal public order rules, it
will be possible to deny entry to the decision in the US legal system™.

The Court then intervened in other matters, narrowing the limits of the concept
of public order and affirming the possibility for the parties to agree on the forum even
in the case of the application of statutes with a public flavor such as RICO (Racketeer
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act)™®, COGSA (Carriage of Goods by Sea
Act)” and Limitation of Vessel Owner's Liability Act™. The Supreme Court therefore

224M. GRUSON, Forum selection clauses in international and interstate commercial agreements, op. cit.

225Mitsubishi Motors Corp. v. Soer Chrysler-Plymouth, Inc., 473 U.S. 614 (1985), in which The Bremen is also
mentioned as an example of the recognition of the importance of jurisdiction choice clauses. For more details
see: G. BLANKE, P.L. LANDOLT, EU and US antitrust arbitration: A hanbook for practitioners, Wolters
Kluwer, New York, 2011, pp. 352ss.

226473 U.S., p. 637fn19.

227The approach is confirmed in: Vimar Seguros y Reaseguros, S. A. v. M/V Sky Reefer, 515 U.S. 528, (1995),
“(...) were there no subsequent opportunity for review and were we persuaded that the choice of forum and
choice of law clauses operated in tandem as a prospective waiver of a party's right to pursue statutory reme-
dies(...)”. For details see: R. THOMAS, The carriage of goods by sea under the Rotterdam rules, Taylor &
Francis, New York, 2017.

228Shearson/American Express, Inc. v. McMahon, 482 U.S. 220 (1987). For analysis see: S.B. GOLDBERG,
F.E.A. SANDER, N.H. ROGERS, Dispute resolution: Negotiation, mediation and other processes, Wolters
Kluwer, New York, 2014. S.F. ALI, Consumer financies dispute resolution in a comparative context. Princi-

les, systems and practice, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2013.

229Vimar Seguros, 515 U.S. 528. Mitsui and Co., Inc. v. MIRA M/V., 111 F.3d 33 (5th Cir. 1997).

23%Carnival Cruise, 499 U.S. 585. R. STEINHARDT, International civil litigation, ed. LexisNexis, New York,
2002, pp. 152ss. P. BORCHERS, Forum selection agreement, op. cit., pp. 65-67. W.J. WOODWARD, Find-
ing the contract in contracts for law, forum and arbitration, in Hastings Business Law Journal, 2, 2006, pp. Iss.
In the same argument see also: AT&T Mobility LLC v. Concepcion, 131 S. Ct. 1740 (U.S. 2011). Amchem
Products Inc v. British Columbia (Workers Compensation Board) (1993) 102 DLR (4th) 96 (Supreme Court of
Canada). Holt Cargo Systems Inc. v. ABC Containerline NV [2001] 3 SCR 907 (Supreme Court of Canada).
Morguard Investments Ltd. v. De Savoye [1990] 3 SCR 1077, (1990) 76 DLR (4th) 256 (Supreme Court of
Canada). Jensen v. Tolofson [1994] 3 SCR 1022 (Supreme Court of Canada). For more details see: S.I.
STRONG, Resolving mass legal disputes through class arbitration: The United States and Canada compared,
in North Carolina Journal of International Law & Commercial Regulation, 37, 2012, pp. 905ss. S.I. STRONG,
Does Class Arbitration 'Change the Nature' of Arbitration? Stolt-Nielsen, AT&T and a Return to First Princi-
ples, in Harvard Negotiation Law Review, 17,2012, pp. 202ss. L.H. ROSENTHAL, D.F. LEVI, J.K. RABIEJ,
Federal civil procedure manual, op. cit.
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seems to suggest that both in the field of arbitration and that of the pacts on jurisdiction
the exception of opposition to the public policy is not normally an insurmountable ob-
stacle to the enforcement of the agreement signed between the parties. The profile of
the opposition to a fundamental interest of the forum, if anything, detects ex post when
requesting recognition of the decision in the US legal system.

13. SEVERABILITY: AUTONOMY OF THE PACT

The principle of autonomy of the pact on jurisdiction, or severability, of direct
derivation from the world of arbitration and whose importance is capital in the func-
tioning of an agreement on jurisdiction, is reflected in the conception that the jurisdic-
tion clause constitutes a pact separate from contract in which it is inserted and only
follows the fate of validity and effectiveness™'. In practice, it answers the question
whether the parties have concluded a single agreement that includes the provision on
the resolution of disputes, or two separate agreements, obviously connected. In the
theory of international commercial arbitration, it is a widely held principle that the ar-
bitration clause constitutes a quid separate from the contract in which it is possibly
included. The origin of such a principle is difficult to connect to theoretical and system-
atic considerations. On the contrary, it arises from practical needs: to prevent a party
from nullifying the important effect of certainty given by the arbitration clause, simply
by challenging the validity of the entire contract.

Furthermore, it allows the arbitral tribunal to pronounce the termination or inva-
lidity of the contract without, for this reason, depriving itself of the jurisdiction con-
ferred by the clause contained therein. Thus, it is stated, the arbitration clause is inde-
pendent of the contract, severable, separate, and a national judge can not, in principle,
prevent the use of arbitration for the mere prospect by one of the parties of defenses
involving the validity or effectiveness of the contract. This does not mean, as is natural,
that the arbitration clause is absolutely free from any direct censorship or defect of the
contract that inevitably extends to all the provisions contained therein, including arbi-
tration agreement™”.

For the same need of certainty, and to avoid too easy delaying maneuvers by the
part dissatisfied with the choice of the forum, the concept of autonomy has also been
affirmed in the field of jurisdiction clauses. In the modified version of the Brussels I
Regulation, the principle has even been positivized and it is the same art. 25 to affirm
that "(...) a jurisdiction clause that is part of a contract is considered independent of the
other contractual clauses" and that "the validity of the jurisdiction clause can not be
contested for the sole reason that the contract is invalid"”. The principle in question

1L, MERRETT, Article 23 of the Brussels I Regulation: A comprehensive code for jurisdiction agreements?, in
International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 58, 2009, pp. 545ss.

232The House of Lord “set the bar to a successful challenge [of an arbitration agreement] extremely high”, since
it is required that the contestation of the arbitration clause is based on facts or defects related to the negotiation
of the specific clause: Fiona Trust & Holding Corp v Privalov [2007] EWCA Civ. 20, [2007] Bus LR 686; sub
nom Premium Nafta Products Ltd v Fili Shipping Co Ltd [2007] UKHL 40. For more analysis and details see:
.H. WEBSTER, M. BUHLER, Handbook of ICC arbitration. Commentary, precedents, materials, Sweet &
Maxwell, 2014. Z. SAGHIR, C. NYMBI, Delocalisation in international commercial arbiration: A theory in
need of practical application, in International Company and Commercial Law Review, 8, 2016, pp. 272ss.

233See from the CJEU: C-269/95, Francesco Benincasa v. Dentalkit Srl of 3 July 1997, ECLI:EU:C:1997:337, I-
03767, parr. 24 and 25, the conclusions of the Advocate General Vilaga in case: C-313/85, Iveco Fiat SpA
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therefore provides that the clause is not part of the contract, it is separated from it and
its affairs are autonomous. The concrete result is that attaching the invalidity of the
contract does not allow you to escape the elected forum.

The Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) states on this point: "it is nec-
essary to distinguish, firstly, between a clause attributing jurisdiction and the substan-
tive provisions of the contract in which this clause is inserted. In fact, a jurisdiction
clause that responds to a procedural purpose is governed by the provisions of the Con-
vention which pursues the establishment of uniform rules of international jurisdiction.
On the other hand, the substantive provisions of the main contract in which the clause
is inserted as well as any dispute regarding the validity of the latter are governed by
the lex causae which is determined by international private law of the State of the fo-
rum"*, To affirm the specific nullity of the extension clause, then, does not change the
result significantly, in the sense that in any case this will continue to abstractly adjust
the choice of the forum until it is assessed as invalid and therefore unproductive of
effects. These principles are also functional to a relatively quick and easy verification of
jurisdiction by the court seised, since it is not necessary to enter into the merits of the
case™. In England too the principle in question is considered to be affirmed. In the
arbitration the question of the autonomy of the clause was first addressed in the deci-
sion of the House of Lords in Heyman v. Darwins Ltd, in which, however, the Lords are
divided. While for some in the case of contracts void ab initio the agreement on the
forum would be unproductive of effects™, for others the decision depends on the in-
terpretation of the will expressed by the parties in the clause, ie if they also intend to
report the invalidity profiles to the decisions of the referees. A subsequent decision by

contro Van Hool NV of 11 November 1986, ECLI:EU:C:1986:370, 1-03349 ¢ ss. For details see. T. BOS-
TERS, Collective redress and private international law in the EU, ed. Springer, Berlin, 2017, pp. 80. V.
LAZIC, S. STLIJ, Brussels Ibis Regulation: Changes and challenges of the renewed procedural scheme,
T.M.C. Asser Press, The Hague, 2016. pp. 64ss.

B4CJEU: C-269/95, Benincasa v. Dentalkit Srl of 3 July 1997, op. cit., parr. 24 and 25.

B3CJEU: C-159/97, Trasporti Castelletti Spedizioni Internazionali SpA v. Hugo Trumpy SpA of 16 March 1999,
ECLI:EU:C.1999:142, I-01597; C-288/92, Custom Made Commercial Ltd v. Stawa Metallbau GmbH of 29
June 1994, ECLILIEU:C:1994:268, 1-02913; C-34/82, Martin Peters Bauunternehmung GmbH v. Zuid Neder-
landse Aannemers Vereniging of 22 March 1983, ECLI:EU:C:1983:87, [-00987. For analysis of the above
cases see: J. HILL, A. CHONG, International commercial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English
courts, op. cit.

236 ord Diplock in Bremer Vulkan Schiffbau und Maschinenfabrik v. South India Shipping Corp., [1981] A.C.
909., 980. See for details: S.S.M. MOHMEDED, Party autonomy doctrine is the cornerstone of arbitral provi-
sional measures, in International Academic Journal of Law and Society, 1 (1), 2016, pp. 30ss. In the same
spirit see also: CJEU, C-159/01, Turner v. Grovit o 29 April 2094, ECLI:EU:C:2004:246, I-3565. According
to the Rome I Regulation, the parties are not entitled to make a choice of a non-state body of law, such as the
lex mercatoria as the Regulation refers to ‘the law of a state’ in the relevant provisions (A choice of non-state
body of law, such as the lex mercatoria is allowed under Section 46(1)(b) of the Arbitration Act 1996. See, Re-
cital 13 of the Rome I Regulation allows the parties to incorporate a non-state body of law or an international
convention by reference into their contract. Moreover, Recital 14 of the Rome I Regulation states that if the
EU adopts rules of substantive contract law (including standard terms and conditions) in a relevant legal in-
strument that instrument may provide that the parties may choose to apply those rules. For more details: R.
MERKIN, The Rome I Regulation and reinsurance, in Journal of Private International Law, 5, 2009). There-
fore, the Rome I Regulation will restrict the choice of the applicable law on the merits in arbitration proceed-
ings to the law of a state. However, in the absence of any choice of law by the parties, Section 46(3) of the
English Arbitration Act 1996 provides that the tribunal shall apply the law determined by the conflict of laws
rules which it considers applicable. It has been argued that this statutory discretion in favour of the arbitrator
enabling the selection of the conflict of laws rules of a jurisdiction to which the Rome I Regulation is irrele-
vant will not render the award capable of being challenged by the english courts. See also in argument: N. AN-
DREWS, Civil procedure, in A. BURROWS (ed.), English private law, Oxford University Press, Oxford,
2013, chapter 22. M.H. BALLESTROS, The regime of party autonomy in the Brussels I Recast: The solutions
adopted for agreements on jurisdiction, in Journal of Private International Law, 10, 2014, pp. 292ss. K.
BOELE-WOELKI, T. EINHORN, D. GIRSBERGER, S. SYMEONIDES (eds.), Convergance and divergance
in private international law: Liber Amicorum Kurt Sichr, Eleven International Publishing, The Hague, 2010,
pp. 564ss.

Revista do Programa de Pds-Graduagdo em Direito da UFC 127



the Court of Appeals, on the other hand, makes a distinction between the "never-exist-
ent" contract and the "valid-but-vulnerable" contract, sanctioning the operability of the
severability in the second group of hypotheses™. The House of Lords returns to the
principle in Fiona Trust™ and clarifies that even if the contract was concluded by fraud
and corruption, such defects do not extend to the arbitration clause and, therefore, the
matter must be defined by the arbitrators. The Arbitration Act itself (1996) provides
that: "Unless otherwise agreed by the parties, an arbitration agreement which forms or
was intended to form part of another agreement (...) shall not be regarded as invalid,
non-existent or ineffective because that other agreement is invalid, or did not come
into existence or has become ineffective, and it shall for that purpose be treated as a
distinct agreement"*”. For English law, however, severability is essentially contractual
in nature®: the parties can include it, even implicitly, as well as exclude it. Despite a
certain lack of jurisprudence, the same principle is also extended to the agreements on
the forum which must therefore be considered as autonomous from the main contract,

unless a different agreement is agreed between the parties™'.

In the United States the Supreme Court has explicitly given hospitality to the the-
ory of arbitration in a series of decisions, and the principle can be considered consoli-
dated*”. The extension to court agreements is traced back to the decision in the Scherk
case”. Although this also concerns an arbitration clause, the Supreme Court cites the
Bremen and states: "(...) an agreement to arbitrate before a specified tribunal is, in effect,
a specialized kind of forum-selection clause that posits not only the situs suit but also

the procedure to be used in resolving the dispute (...)"**.

Z"Harbour Assurance Co. (UK) Ltd. v. Kansa General International Insurance Co. Ltd., [1993] QB 701 (CA).
M. HOOK, The choice of law agreement as a reason for exercising jurisdiction, op. cit.

238Fiona Trust & Holding Corp. v Privalov, [2007] EWCA Civ 20, affirmed sub nom Premium Nafta Products
Ltd v Fili Shipping Co. Ltd, [2007] UKHL 40.

239 Arbitration Act 1996, par. 7. See for more details and analysis: R. GARNETT, Coexisting and conflicting ju-
risdiction and arbitration clauses, in Journal of Private International Law, 9, 2013, pp. 362ss.

240M.L.MOSES, The principles and practice of international commercial arbitration, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, 2012, pp. 19ss. D. JOSEPH QC, Jurisdiction and arbitration agreements and their enforce-
ment, Sweet and Maxwell, London. 2010, pp. 124ss. Under english law in cases of the plea of non est factum,
fraud or duress it may be that both the substantive contract and the jurisdiction agreement are simultaneously
impeached. As with arbitration agreements, where illegality is alleged, the nature of the illegality needs to be
considered and whether it directly impeaches the jurisdiction agreement. In Credit Suisse First Boston (Eu-
rope) Ltd v Seagate Trading Co Ltd (Credit Suisse First Boston (Europe) Ltd v. Seagate Trading Co Ltd
[1999] 1 Lloyd’s Rep 784, 797 (Rix J. without deciding the point); IFR Ltd v Federal Trade SpA [2001] All
ER (D) 48 (Colman J.); and Sonatrach petroleum Corp v. Ferrell International Ltd [2002] 1 All ER (Comm)
627 at [30] (Colman J.); Connex South Eastern Ltd v MJ Building Services Group Plc [2004] EWHC 1518)
the issue of severability arose in the context of an application for an anti-suit injunction made by the claimant
relying upon a jurisdiction agreement contained in a trading confirmation A.J. BELOHLAVEK, The definition
of procedural agreements and importancy to define the contractual nature of the arbitration clause in interna-
tional arbitration, in M. ROTH, M. GIESTLINGER (eds.), Yearbook of international arbitration, ed. Intersen-
tia/DIKE/NWYV, Vienna-Graz, 2012, pp. 22ss.

241FR Ltd. v. Federal Trade Spa, [2001] All ER (D) 48 (Sep). The judge also affirms the principle with regard to
court agreements, since there is no conceptual reason to distinguish the treatment of jurisdiction clauses from
the arbitration clauses. The question of the autonomy of the clause must be resolved in the light of the lex con-
tractus: the applicable substantive law will give the answer if the agreement on jurisdiction can be considered
something separate or not and if the applicable law is English, the clause will generally be considered severa-
ble by the contract.

242Prima Paint Corp. v. Flood & Conklin Manufacturing Co., 388 U.S. 395, 404 (1967): *(...) a federal court may
consider only issues relating to the making and performance of the agreement to arbitrate (...)”. See also: R.
NAZZINI, The law applicable to the arbitration agreement. Towards transaction principles, in International &
Comparative Law Quarterly, 65 (3), 2016, pp. 684ss.

243Scherk v. Alberto-Cluver Co., 417 U.S. 506, 519 (1974). D. EPSTEIN, C. BALDWIN, International litigation,
op. cit., Z.S. TANG, Jurisdiction and arbitration agreements in international commercial law, op. cit.,

244417 US., p. 519.
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Moreover, in the case of an action aimed at declaring the termination of the con-
tract, the agreement on jurisdiction will survive, and therefore will produce its effects,
only if the lex contractus allows to consider the agreement on jurisdiction as a second
contract, autonomous but connected to the first. The consequence in the opposite case,
namely that the agreement on jurisdiction ceases its effects together with the contract
(possibly depriving the jurisdiction of the judge who decides the resolution), appears
almost mocking punishment for the failure to predict the principle of severability by
the applicable law.

In the light of this equivalence, the Court rules out that "any arbitration or forum-
selection clause in an arbitration or forum a contract is not enforceable if the inclusion
of that clause in the contract was the product of fraud or coercion"*”. The subsequent
jurisprudence followed the approach taken by the Court without hesitation**. At a the-
oretical level, we reiterate, the concept of severability is not easily justifiable: why
should a contract clause be considered an agreement distinct from the contract in
which it is inserted, immune to the fate of the main agreement? After all, as it is neces-
sary to respect the principle pacta sunt servanda, it is equally opportune that a subject
who has not concluded a pact or who has dissolved it, is not bound by it. Yet, lacking
a convincing theoretical basis, the autonomy of the jurisdictional agreement fulfills the
important practical function of ensuring certainty for the resolution of disputes, while
at the same time protecting the principles of judicial economy, in a way that does not
seem easily waivable.

The agreement on jurisdiction may therefore be modified, flawed, void, voidable,
subject to condition and even settled by the parties, but each of these defenses must
have as specific, even if not exclusive, the agreement itself and, in any In this case, it is
likely that this will not be enough to distract the parties from the judge who has con-
tractually appointed.

14. THE EFFECTS PLAN

The typical effect of the jurisdictional agreement is twofold: derogation and ex-
tension, two concepts that are born distinct but live in close connection. The procedural
effect can be considered accompanied by specular rights and obligations assumed by
the parties on the contractual-substantial level or, according to the processualist con-
ception, to be the only product of the agreement on jurisdiction. We have already

45417 US., p. 519.

246Marano Enterprises of Kansas v. Z-Teca Restaurants, LP, 254 F.3d 753 (8" Cir. 2001); Afram Carriers, Inc. v.
Moeykens, et al., 145 F.2d 298 (5th Cir. 1998); Stamm v. Barclays Bank of New York, 960 F.Supp. 724
(S.D.N.Y. 1997); Sanchez v. Valadez, 86 F.3d 1287 (3d Cir. 1996); Angelotti v. RW Professional Leasing
Serv. Corp., U.S. App. Lexis 33387 (9th Cir. 1996); MGJ Industries, Inc. v. Greyhound Financial Corp., Inc.,
826 F.SUpp. 430 (M.D. Fla. 1993); Moses v. Business Card Exp., Inc., 929 F.2d 1131 (6th Cir. 1991); AVC
Nederland BV v. Atrium Inv. Partnership, 740 F.2d 148 (2d Cir. 1984). J.B. Hofmann v. Minuteman Press
Int'l, Inc., 747 F.Supp. (W.D. M0.1990), the district court does not extend the principle internally; in Gaskin v.
Stum Handel GmbH, 390 F. Supp. 361 (S.D.N.Y. 1975), the fraud exception of the whole contract also affects
the clause; in Certified Commodities Group, Inc. v. Roccaforte, 441 So.2d 264 (La. Ct. App. 1983), the termi-
nation of the main contract is based on the refusal to give effect to the clause on the forum contained therein.
For analysis and details of the above cases see: F. SPARKA, Jurisdiction and arbitration clauses in maritime
transport, op. cit., G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States Courts, op. cit.,
R.W.BOURNE, J.A. LYNCH, Modern Maryland civil procedure, op. cit.
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opted for a substantial consideration of the agreement®’. The way of acting of the pact

on the power-duty of the judge to decide is also different.

In the arbitration case, in speciem with reference to arbitration, the principle of
autonomy of the arbitration agreement arises almost as constitutive, since the invalid-
ity or nonexistence of the same has direct repercussions on the power-duty of
knowledge and decision of the arbitrators, who derive their authority from compro-
mise and not from another source. Vice versa, in the case of the agreement on jurisdic-
tion, any defect of the agreement does not in any case deprive the judge of his power,
going to restore the ordinary powers that the judge derives from his own office. In this
sense, only if the choice of the forum has designated a judge otherwise not connected
with the dispute would have an effect similar to that in the matter of arbitration, that
is, of lack of competence. In any other case, the judge could well know of the dispute
by virtue of another criterion of jurisdiction in a dispute: a restriction for the continen-
tal judge, discretion for the Anglo-American colleague. The first profile that the judge
must face in the analysis of an agreement on the forum that he has recognized as val-
idly formed is that concerning the interpretation of the clause itself, what the British
and the Americans define, by giving central importance, the construction of the will of
the parties. After having determined the law applicable to the same clause, therefore,
the judge is called to establish, on the basis of the lex contractus and the lex fori, what
are the criteria of interpretation that must be applied. Also in this case the national
approaches may vary, but basically the rules that govern the interpretation of the

clause will be the same that govern its substantive validity™.

247See the statute of the State of New York (New York General Obligations Law, par. 5-1402) which states that:
“(...) notwithstanding any act which limits or affects the right of a person to maintain an action or proceeding (.
.. ) any person may maintain an action or proceeding against a foreign corporation, non-resident, or foreign
state where the action or proceeding arises out of or relates to any contract, agreement or undertaking for
which a choice of New York law has been made in whole or in part pursuant to section 5-1401 and which (a)
is a contract, agreement or undertaking, contingent or otherwise, in consideration of, or relating to any obliga-
tion arising out of a transaction covering in the aggregate, not less than one million dollars, and (b) which con-
tains a provision or provisions whereby such foreign corporation or non-resident agrees to submit to the juris-
diction of the courts of this state”. Similarly, in every concrete hypothesis, a national system is invested by
only one of the two effects, depending on whether the parties have chosen to extend or waive its jurisdiction.
Here the exceptional character of art. 23 of the Brussels I Regulation which, being a supranational norm, regu-
lates jointly and in a uniform manner all the aspects of derogation and extension that an agreement on jurisdic-
tion produces within the european judicial service.

2480, KAHN-FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements, op. cit., pp. 828-829: “(...) on this the principles of English law
would seem to be established. As long ago as 1893, in Hoerter (Trading as C. F. Mumm) v. Hanover Caou-
tchouc, Gutta Percha & Telegraph Works the Court of Appeal, speaking through Lord Esher M.R., held that a
submission clause in a German contract must be construed according to German law. In the same spirit see
also: Commission Regulation n. 593/2008 on the Law Applicable to Contractual Obligations (Rome I), 2008
0.J. (L 177) 6. for comments see: M. AHMED, The nature and enforcement of choice of court agreement. A
comparative study, op. cit. See the next cases from the CJEU in argument: Verein fiir Konsumenteinformation
v. Amazon EV Sarl C-191/15 of 28 July 2016, ECLI:EU:C:2016:612; S. Kareda v. S. Benko C-249/16 of 15
June 2017, ECLI:IEU:C:2017:472; Hoszig Kft v. Alstom Power Thermal services C-222/15 of 7 July 2015,
ECLI:EU:C:2015:525; K Finanz v. Sparkassen Versicherung Ag. Wien Insurance group C-483/14 of 7 April
2016, ECLI:EU:C:2016:205; H. Lutz v. E. Béuerle C-557/13 of 16 April 2015; Muhlleitner v. Ahmed Yusufi
& Wadat Yusufi C-190/11 of 6 September 2012, ECLI:EU:C:2012:542. All the cited cases was published in
the electronic Reports of the cases. For more details and analysis see: X.E. KRAMER, The interaction between
Rome I and mandatory European Union private rules-EPIL and EPL: Communicating vessels?, in P. STONE,
Y. FARAH, Research Handbook on European Union private international law, Edward Elgar Publishing,
Cheltenham, 2015, pp. 250ss. A.L. CALVO CARAVACA, J. CARRASCOSA GONZALEZ, Litigacion inter-
nacional en la Union Europea II, ed. Comares, Granada, 2017, pp. 106ss. R.A. BRAND, T. FISH, An american
perspective on the New Japanese Act on General Rules for Application of Laws, in Japanese Yearbook of In-
ternational Law, 2008, pp. 302ss. J. CARRUTHERS, Party Autonomy in the Legal Regulation of Adult Rela-
tionships: What Place for Party Choice in Private International Law?, in The International & Comparative Law
Quarterly, 61 (4), 2012, pp. 881ss. C.S.A. OKOLI, H.O. ARISHE, The operation of the escape clauses in the
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It must therefore be clarified whether the parties wanted to conclude an exclusive
or non-exclusive agreement. In the case of an exclusive clause, the parties have agreed
to fight in a particular forum and intend to waive any other jurisdiction. On the other
hand, in the case of a non-exclusive clause the exemption effect is missing and the par-
ties have simply added or strengthened the competence of the elected forum™”. Inter-
mediate versions occur when the parties extend the competence of more than one legal
system, or they agree with the competence of a different forum for each of the parties™.

First of all, the CJEU is concerned with admitting a mutual extension agreement,
even beyond the strict letter of the then art. 17 in C-23/78, Meeth case of 9 November
1998, par. 6: "art. 17, 1st sub-paragraph, of the Convention can not be interpreted in
such a way as to exclude the agreement under which each of the parties, domiciled in
different States, of a contract of sale can only be settled before the courts of their coun-

ry"®'. CJEU admits that "art. 17 refers verbatim to the designation, by the contracting
parties, of a single judge, or of judges of a single State", but adds that "this formulation,
informed to the most current practice in business life, can not however interpret itself
in the sense that it is intended to exclude the possibility for the parties to appoint two
or more judges for the purpose of settling any disputes; this interpretation is justified
by the consideration that art. 17 is based on the recognition of the autonomy of the will
of the parties in the matter of attribution of jurisdiction to judges called to know dis-
putes that fall within the scope of the Convention, other than those that are expressly
excluded pursuant to art. 17, second sub-paragraph"*.

Both steps are found in point 5 of the justification. The second question is dealt
with by the CJEU only in terms of compensation, but we will try to get some more
general indications. The Court states that the question of the extent to which a court,
brought by virtue of a reciprocal attribution of competence, of the kind in the contract
between the parties, is competent to rule on the compensation which one of the parties
deduces because of the obligation in question, it must be resolved taking into account
the requirements of respect for the private autonomy that informs art. 17, and at the
same time the needs of the economy of the proceeding, which are at the basis of the

Rome Convention, Rome I Regulation and Rome I Regulation, in Journal of Private International Law, 14 (4),
2012, pp. 516ss. K. KROLL-LUDWIGS, Die Rolle der Parteiautonomie in europdischen Kollisionsrecht, ed.
Mohr Siebeck, Tubmgen 2013, pp. 573ss. L. D'AVOUT, Droits fondamentaux et coordination des ordres j ju-
ridiques en droit privé, in E. DUBOUT S. TOUZE (a cura di), Les droits fondamentaux: charniéres entre or-
dres juridiques et systémes juridiques, ed. Pedone, Paris, 2010, pp. 184ss. G. DANNEMANN, S.
VOGENAUER, The common european sales law in context. Interactions with english and german law, Oxford
University Press, Oxford, 2013, pp. 16ss. M. MCPARLAND, The Rome I Regulation on the law applicable to
contractual obligations, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2015. H. WAIS, Einseitige Gerichtsstandverin-
barungen und die Schranken der Parteiautonomie, in Rabels Zeitschrift fiir ausldndisches und internationales
Privatrecht, 81, 2017. D. LIAKOPOULOS, Interactions between European Court of Human Rights and private
international law of European Union, in Cuadernos de Derecho Transnacional, 10 (1), 2018.

2YLEDERMAN, Viva Zapata!: Toward a rational system of forum-selection clause enforcement in diversity
cases, in New York University Law Review, 66, 1991, pp. 423ss, provides an alternative definition like: “con-
sent to jurisdiction clause”. Some american judges, in the case of non-exclusive clause, fully apply the doctrine
of the forum non conveniens, as if the clause had the sole effect of providing jurisdiction for the elected forum
that could be lacking, without binding the parties or saying judge in any way. See also: G.B. BORN, P.B.
RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 510ss.

250See from the CJEU: C- 23/78, Nikolaus Meeth v. Glacetal of 9 November 1978, op. cit., it is a typical case of
an asymmetric clause with anti-contentious purposes, according to which each party is obhged to refer only to
the judge of the domicile of the counterpart. In this way, the person who promotes a judicial initiative and thus
assumes the role of an actor is forced to do so in a forum that tends to be less favorable and more favorable to
the defendant.

BICJEU, C-23/78, Nikolaus Meeth v. Glacetal of 9 November 1978, op. cit., par. 17

22CJEU, C-23/78, Meeth of 9 November 1998, op. cit.
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overall Convention considered, in which the said article is inserted; in light of this dual
purpose, art. 17 can not be interpreted as meaning that it prevents the court seised by
virtue of a clause conferring jurisdiction belonging to the type described above, from
taking account of the compensation linked to the legal relationship at issue, if it con-
siders this to be compatible with the terms and with the meaning of the jurisdiction
clause. The principles that seem to transpire from this brief reasoning are essentially
two. The first is that there are other needs that must be taken into consideration as well
as private autonomy, and that must be balanced with this. The second is that in general
the preclusion can not be established for the proposition of compensation but it is nec-
essary to look at the concrete extension clause designed by the parties. A confirmation
can be read in the interpretation given by the CJEU in the Danvaern judgment: "art. 6,
point 3, of the Convention refers only to the applications proposed by the defendants
to obtain a separate conviction order™. In the most frequent hypotheses, however, the
parties will have included in the contract a clause in which they indicate, with various
formulations, the competence of a particular forum and it will be necessary to establish
its nature. Europe and the United States are divided on the presumptive rule that must
be applied, if it is not easy to understand the real intention of the parties. Where art. 23
of the Regulation poses a presumption of exclusivity of the agreement on the forum,
the common law, especially American, operates a tenuous presumption against it. As
for the first, it should be noted that if art. 23 of the Regulation, is the same letter of the
provision that considers the "exclusive clause unless otherwise agreed by the parties",
so that it is superfluous to identify the applicable law for the purpose of establishing or
not the exclusivity of the agreement. Already in force of the previous formulation, the
CJEU had valued and protected the freedom of determination of the parties, even be-
yond the letter of art. 17 of the Convention, and it is always up to the judicial credit to
the plaintiff. The exceptions that can be raised and the conditions under which they
can be raised are governed by national law.

In the United States, on the other hand, it is generally required that the parties
use formulas that express or at least clarify their intention to make an exclusive agree-
ment, otherwise the judges will have good game in believing that the parties intended
to agree a mere faculty, not a true and an obligation to act in the elected forum™". In
England the question is more complex, and the central point for English law is whether
the agreement, beyond the use or not of the term "exclusive", obliges the parties to
resolve their disputes in a given forum or represent a mere concession™”. The exclusive
or non-exclusive nature of the clause on the forum is not entrusted to presumptions

253RF High Commercial Court (RF VAS), Sony Ericsson Mobile Communications Rus v. Russian Telephone
Company, decree n. 1831/12 of 19 June 2012. The French case, which called the art. 23 of the Brussels I Reg-
ulation, concerned a bank deposit agreement concluded by a French with a bank in Luxembourg. The agree-
ment on the jurisdiction contained therein allowed the woman to act only in Luxembourg, but left the bank
wide freedom. The Cour de Cassation, judging the agreement as a potestative, concludes that: “(...) elle était
contraire a I'objet et a la finalité de la prorogation de compétence ouverte par l'article 23 du Réglement Brux-
elles I”. Cour de Cassation, decision of 26 September 2012, n. 983, La société Banque privée Edmond de
Rothschild Europe c. Mme X. See also from the CJEU: C-341/93, Danvaern Production A/S v. Schuhfabriken
Otterbeck GmbH & Co., of 13 July 1995, ECLI:EU:C.1995:239, 1-02913, par. 18.

234p. BORCHERS, Forum selection agreement, op. cit., pp. 82: “(...) in less clear cases, courts have a mild pref-
erence for interpreting unclear provisions as exclusive forum agreements. The theory often invoked is that if
the designated forum would have jurisdiction without the clause, giving the clause nonexclusive effect is
meaningless (...)”. In the same spirit see: A. BRIGGS, Agreements on jurisdiction and choice of law, op. cit.,

p. 128-129.
2550. KAHN-FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements, op. cit., pp. 828-829.
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and is therefore a matter of interpretation of the parties' willingness to negotiate™. In
the absence of a clear or express intention of the parties, there is no unequivocal an-
swer: the interpretative canons used by the courts have been varied, from general pre-
sumptions in favor of exclusivity, to a preference for non-exclusivity if the parties have
agreed in the sense that they already have a weakened element in reading the CJEU.
A controversy had also developed about paragraph 3 of the original wording of art. 17
with regard to the extension stipulated "in favor of one of the parties"™, in particular
on the difficulty of establishing when a forum was actually in favor of a party. The
regulatory formulation, which incorporates the indications of the CJEU on this point,
closes these problems eliminating on the one hand the reference to the exclusivity of
the forum designated by the parties, on the other the reference to the prolongation
favorable to only one of the parties. Article 17, sub-paragraph 3, of the 1968 Brussels
Convention-in the consolidated version of 1998 is paragraph 5.

In terms of exclusivity, some international conventions can play a role, which
generally prevail over domestic law and also on the same Regulation, if they provide,
for example, explicitly that the agreement between the parties represents only one of
the available forums, i.e. that the choice made is non-exclusive.

Once determined whether it is an exclusive or non-exclusive agreement, the
judge will also have to define which aspects of the relationship are included in the
formulation adopted by the parties, which, we said, have full freedom in defining the
scope of the extension. In Europe, this issue is also reserved for the national court™,
and the terms of prolongation of jurisdiction must be interpreted restrictively.

Also from the jurisprudence in the matter of arbitration, which favors, instead, an
extensive interpretation of the agreement™, even if the letter of the clause is the subject
of an interpretation defined as "meticulous" to reconstruct the will of the parties. In
England the question is resolved in the light of the law applicable to the construction
of the agreement. If this right is the English one, there is a favor about the concentration
in the elected forum of all the disputes that refer to the extended contract, regardless
of the contractual or extra-contractual nature, also to avoid fragmentation of the affair.
The contractor who tries to avoid the choice of the court will have the burden of prov-
ing to the English judge that it was the parties' intention to allow some actions to escape
the knowledge of the elected judge, and that this is supported by some commercial
justification™'. A further matter is related to the identification of the judge, which the
parties can carry out in a precise and express way. In America one wonders whether
the generic reference to the "judges" of a particular American state includes or excludes
the competent Federal courts in that territory, with conflicting answers depending on
the States. As seen for art. 23, even in the United States there is a widespread opinion

2360, KAHN-FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements, op. cit.,

2570. KAHN-FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements, op. cit., P. STONE, Stone on private international law in the
European Union, op. cit.,

28CJEU, C-22/85, Rudolf Anterist v. Crédit Lyonnais of 24 June 1986, ECLI:EU:C:1986:255, 1-01951.

29Gee art. 31 of the Regulation. P. STONE, Stone on private international law in the European Union, op. cit.,

260p. BORCHERS, Forum selection agreement, op. cit., pp. 84-85. G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International

civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 545-546.

'A. BRIGGS, Agreements on jurisdiction and choice of law, op. cit., pag. 152: “(...) what must the parties, as

rational commercial actors, have intended? rather than “what is the meaning of the words used by the parties in

their agreement on jurisdiction or choice of law? (...)".
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that the parties may have an impact on the territorial jurisdiction, but not on the juris-
diction by subject of the judge (subject-matter).

Moreover, it is clear from the settled case-law of the CJEU that no link between
the court and the dispute is necessary*”, and this profile seems to be consolidated also
in the American®” and English pronunciations®™. With this it is excluded that the des-
ignated judge must be one of those otherwise competent under other jurisdictional
criteria, let alone the judge of the domicile of one of the parties. Lastly, the European
jurisprudence questioned whether the judge's indication should be expressed in an
express, unequivocal and definitive way from the moment of stipulation of the agree-
ment or may vary, be determined by relationem or even be left to the determination of
a third party. The CJEU gave an affirmative answer to the question in the judgment C-
387/983, Coreck Maritime GmbH v. Handelsveem BV and others of 9 November 2000*°. Ac-
cording to our opinion the validity of a clause identifying five territorially competent
courts, all located within a single legal system, stating that it is only necessary that the
clause indicates in favor of which foreign legal system the Italian jurisdiction is waived,
but not also in favor of which specific judge of that order. However, there is invalidity
if the designated judge can not be identified safely*®. In the United States, an authority
found that an agreement on the floating forum was invalid, in which the determination
of the competent forum was not certain, but depended on extrinsic elements.

15. TENSIONS BETWEEN CIVIL LAW/COMMON LAW

The CJEU has adopted with regard to some peculiar common law institutions. In
the name of the mutual trust and the mandatory jurisdictional criteria set forth in Reg-
ulation 44/2001, the CJEU has hit institutions such as the possibility of issuing an anti-
suit injunction® to protect an agreement on the forum (or even an arbitration

262CJEU: C-56/79, Siegfred Zelger v. Sebastiano Salinitri of 17 January 1980, ECLI:EU:C:1980:15, 1-00089,
par. 4; C-106/95, Mainschiffahrts-Genossenschaft eG (MSG) v. Les Graviéres Rhénanes SARL of 20 February
1997, ECLL:EU:C:1997:70, 1-00911, par. 34.

263M. GRUSON, Forum selection clauses, op. cit., pag. 183: “(...) Bremen does not establish a requirement that
there be a “reasonable relation” between the contractual forum and the transaction in question (...)”, unless the
choice of a “remote alien forum” to resolve “essentially local disputes” does not appear to be abusive or unrea-
sonable. See also in argument: G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 509-
10. With this we overcome the same concept of “natural” forum or judge which belongs to the analysis of the
doctrine of the forum non conveniens, i.e. “most suitable forum for a particular case”. H.L. BUXBAUM, Fo-
rum selection in international contract litigation, op. cit., pp. 194-95. UK appears in a certain sense more reluc-
tant to abandon the notion of “most appropriate forum”, especially where this coincides with English jurisdic-
tion.

264] HARRIS, L. COLLINS, Dicey, Morris e Collins, The conflict of laws, op. cit., pp. 516, 12.089.

265CJEU, C-387/98, Coreck Maritime GmbH v. Handelsveem BV and others of 9 November 2000,
ECLI:EU:C:2000:606, 1-09337, par. 15. For analysis see: A. MILLS, Party autonomy in private international
law, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2018.

266preferred Capital, Inc. v. Sarasota Kennel Club, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15238, No. 1:04 CV 2063, 2005 WL
1799900 (N.D. Ohio July 27, 2005); Preferred Capital, Inc. v. Aetna Maint. Inc., 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
40867, No. 1:04CV2511, 2005 WL 1398549 (N.D. Ohio June 14, 2005); SRH, Inc. v. IFC Credit Corp., 275
Ga. App. 18, 619 S.E.2d 744, 746 (Ga. Ct. App. 2005). However, it is a line of cases concerning the same con-
troversy against the Norwegian company. Other courts, in the same affair, have given effect to the agreement,
see for example: IFC Credit Corp. v. Aliano Brothers General Contractors, 437 F.3d 606, 2006 U.S. App.
LEXIS 2439, 2006 WL 230179 (7th Cir. Feb. 1, 2006); Preferred Capital, Inc. v. Al & Lou Builders Supply,
Inc., 2006 Ohio 250, 2006 WL173161 (Ohio Ct. App. 2006); Popular Leasing USA, Inc. v. Borough of High-
land Park, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 35659, No. 4:04CV01812 ERW, 2005 WL 3527300 (E.D. Mo. Dec. 22,
2005). For more details see: G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation in United States
Courts, op. cit.

267See, R. BUTLER, B. WEIJBURG, Do anti-suit injunctions still have a role to play?-An english law perspec-
tive, in University of San Francisco Maritime Law Journal, 24, 2011-2012, pp. 258ss. C.M.V. CLARKSON, J.
HILL, The conflict of laws, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2011.
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agreement), or the possibility for the English court to discretionally evaluate whether
or not to exercise its jurisdiction through the doctrine of the forum non conveniens. If
it is natural that not all English peculiarities could find hospitality within the European
civil procedural law, strongly influenced by its civil law matrix, we note, however, how
some of the roughnesses that are highlighted in relation to the Regulation system could
have benefited tools developed in the common law forge. We refer in particular to the
possibility for the judge to express a discretionary assessment regarding the exercise of
their jurisdiction.

While the American judge and the English judge maintain a discretionary power
over the content of the jurisdiction clause, through the decision on enforceability, this
does not happen in the European and Italian discipline. It is no coincidence that in the
European system where the need was felt to limit the possibility of derogation from
jurisdiction, in the face of an institutional disparity between the parties involved, it was
done with precise positive rules to protect subjects deemed to be weaker. Despite the
existence of these protected categories, however, many users point to the possibility
that even in the European system the court seised is reserved a margin of union of the
content of the agreement on the forum. Such power, which usually assumes the con-
notations of a union of reasonableness of the elected forum, is still excluded from the
CJEU*®, and was not introduced with the reform of the Regulation®”.

A clear stance against the assessment of the opportunity or appropriateness of the
choice made by the parties is represented by the pronouncement of the CJEU in the
Owusu case” with which he deprived the English judge of the forum tool non con-
veniens in all cases in which European legislation must be applied. The problem arises
for the English judge if he can exercise his discretionary power and, therefore, assess
the appropriateness of the choice made by Owusu, also in light of the fact that most of
the evidence and witnesses are in Jamaica. The main problem is represented by the fact
that in the case of the English defendant the jurisdiction subsists according to art. 2 of
the Regulation, as a forum for the defendant's domicile, and it is unclear whether this
binds the judge to exercise his power.
Given the link of the dispute not with another Member State, but with an extra-EU
status, it was not obvious that the CJEU considered the matter attracted to the Regula-
tion. The European judge, on the other hand, states that "the uniform rules on the ju-
risdiction contained as competent or the respect of the constitutional principles of due
process (...)"". For the application of the Regulation, therefore, no conflict is necessary,
even if it is a potential matter of competence between two Member States of Union, it

268CJEU, C-159/97, Trasporti Castelletti Spedizioni Internazionali SpA v. Hugo Trumpy SpA of 16 March 1999,
op. cit., par. 45.

269In Ellinger v. Guiness, Mahon & Co., [1939] 4 All E. R. 16 (Ch.). See also: Oppenheimer v. Louis Rosenthal
& Co., [1937] 1 All E.R. 23; in the same spirit see also the case: Carvalho v. Hull Blyth Ltd., [1979] 1 W.L.R.
1228, [1979] All ER 280. For more details: A. BRIGGS, Civil jurisdiction and judgments, op. cit. S.
BAUGHEN, Shipping law, op. cit., Z.S. TANG, Jurisdiction and arbitration agreements in international com-
mercial law, op. cit., T.C. HARTLEY, International commercial litigation. Text, cases and materials on private
international law, op. cit.,

2I0CJEU, C-281/02, Andrew Owusu v. N. B. Jackson and others of 1st March 2005, op. cit., C. CUNIBERTI,
Forum non conveniens and the Brussels Convention, in International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 54, 2005,
pp. 973ss. T.C. HARTLEY, The European Union and the systematic dismantling of the common law of con-
flict of laws, in International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 54, 2005, pp. 814ss. A. BRIGGS, The impact of
recent judgments of the European Court on English procedural law and practice, in International Lis, 3, 2005,
pp. 137ss.

271C-281/02, Andrew Owusu v. N. B. Jackson and others of 1st March 2005, op. cit.
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is sufficient to highlight the international jurisdiction of the Member State in which the
defendant is domiciled.

The rest of the decision is almost obvious: the discretionary element inherent in
the forum non conveniens is incompatible with the imperativeness of the jurisdiction
criterion provided for by art. 2 of the Regulation, which "is derogable only in cases ex-
pressly provided for by the (Regulation itself)"””. Legal certainty, the need not to un-
dermine the legal protection of persons residing in the Union and the necessary uni-
form application of the Regulation's criteria are all reasons that CJEU cites to exclude a
different solution. The result is that the English courts are bound by the Regulation to
exercise their jurisdiction, without being able to make any assessment of appropriate-
ness of the specific case. In terms of agreements on the forum, Owusu essentially means
that the English judge, in applying the European legislation, by its imperative and
mandatory nature, must shift its analysis plan from enforceability to the validity of the
pact. It will no longer be able to apply the Eleftheria principles and make a discretional
assessment regarding the choice made by the parties: if the agreement complies with
the requirements, especially in terms of form, as provided for by art. 23 of Regulation
44/2001, will be bound to the determination made by the parties, both as regards the
extension effect and the derogation of the English jurisdiction. Ultimately, through the
process of European integration, the ghost is manifested that for centuries has under-
mined the stillness of the English judges, ie the possibility for the parties to oust their
jurisdiction.

While acknowledging the firm decision of the CJEU, and excluding rebus sic stan-
tibus signs of reconsideration by its jurisprudence, we can not fail to express some re-
grets about the lost opportunity to "contaminate" European Union law with some com-
mon law tint. In our opinion the grant, although cautious, of a certain space to the
discretion of the judge, especially in order to indicate another order (especially if euro-
pean) more suitable to know of a dispute, could help to curb the practice of the forum
shopping and increase the degree of integration and mutual trust between the various
european forums™. The second point that we like to remember is represented by the
decision in West Tankers”* which established the uselessness of the so-called anti-suit
injunctions under Regulation””. The primary care judge accepts the request and

22F . FERRARI (ed.), Forum shopping in the international commercial arbitration context, ed. Sellier European
Law Publishers, Miinich, 2013, pp. 69ss.

213G.A. BERMANN, Forum shopping at the "gateway" to international commercial arbitration, in F. FERRARI
(ed.), Forum shopping in the international commercial arbitration context, op. cit.

2T4CJEU, C-185/07, Allianz Spa e Generali Assicurazioni Generali Spa v. West Tankers Inc of 10 February
2009, ECLLI:EU:C:2009:69, 1-00063. For details see: A. BRIGGS, Civil jurisdiction and judgments, op. cit.,

2I5CJEU: C-159/02, Gregory Paul Turner v. Felix Fareed Ismail Grovit, Harada Ltd and Changepoint SA of 27
April 2004, ECLI:IEU:C:2004:228, 1-03565. A. BRIGGS, Agreements on jurisdiction and choice of law, op.
cit., p. 196: “(...) an injunction (...) is an order that the party to whom it is addressed act in accordance with
what his conscience should direct him to do (...) The court does not so much restrain as insist on self -restraint,
while threatening measures of compulsion if that self-restraint is not forthcoming. But all the court does is look
to the alleged wrongdoer and require that he now do what the law and his conscience requires. It lifts its eyes
no higher than that; it claims no wider a power, and assumes no greater a responsibility than that of insisting
that those brought before it should act as the law and conscience demands (...)”. T.C. HARTLEY, Antisuit in-
junctions in support of arbitration: West Tankers still afloat, in International and Comparative Law Quarterly,
63, 2015, pp. 966ss. In the same spirit see also: The International Law Association’s Leuven/London Princi-
ples on Declining and Referring Jurisdiction in Civil and Commercial Litigation take a restrictive approach to
anti-suit injunctions. Subject to the exception in Principle 7.3, Principle 7.1 accepts that there is no place for
such a remedy where both states are parties to an international convention specifying common rules for the
exercise of original jurisdiction. Nor indeed should such a remedy be ordered where the court is satisfied that
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pronounces anti-suit injunction”®, against which the insurance companies offer direct
appeal to the House of Lords. It is at this point that the supreme English instance asks
for the clarifying intervention of the CJEU asking "(...) if it is compatible with Regula-
tion (CE) n. 44/2001 the fact that the judge of a member state issues a prohibition ad-
dressed to a subject to undertake or continue a proceeding in another member state,
on the ground that such proceeding violates an arbitration agreement"””. CJEU prelim-
inarily, excludes that the proceeding from which the request of the House of Lords
originated is included in the regulation. However, this circumstance does not prevent
it from examining the question due to the consequences of the anti-suit injunction
which "undermine the useful effect (of the Regulation, preventing) the achievement of
the objectives of unification of the rules on conflicts of jurisdiction in civil matters. and
commercial and free circulation of decisions in this same matter'”®. According to CJEU,
"(...) this occurs in particular when such a procedure prevents a court of another Mem-
ber State from exercising the powers conferred on it by virtue of the Regulation (...)"”.
The judges then shift the focus from the English to the Italian dispute where the insur-
ance companies have acted under article. 5, n. 3, of the Regulation, as a place "in which
the harmful event occurred"®. The presence of an arbitration clause in the contract
between West Tankers and Erg, which may or may not be applicable to insurers, be-
comes irrelevant at this point. What matters to the CJEU is that the anti-suit injunction
would have the effect "of preventing (...) a judge of a Member State, as a rule competent
to settle a dispute pursuant to art. 5, point 3, of the Regulation (...) to rule (...) on the
applicability of the latter to the dispute before it"*". Such an eventuality is judged con-
trary to the principle according to which each judge "ascertains itself, by virtue of the
provisions applicable to it, its own competence to rule on the controversy submitted to
it" than to the principle of mutual trust which must inform relations between the judges
of the European system. The CJEU can only answer the House of Lords question in the

the other court will apply the Principles (Principle 7.2). In this way, the Committee sought to build the idea
that ordinarily deference should be given to the court seised of the substantive proceedings, at least where that
court has rules permitting it to decline jurisdiction in certain cases. However, importantly Principle 7.3 quali-
fies both of the previous paragraphs by permitting an exception in the case of a manifest breach of an exclusive
jurisdiction clause under the law of both states. However, the International Law Institute’s Resolution on The
Principles for Determining when the Use of the Doctrine of Forum Non Conveniens and Anti-suit Injunctions
is Appropriate adopts a more liberal approach towards anti-suit injunctions (International Law Institute,
Bruges Session 2003, Second Commission, 2nd September 2003 (Rapporteur: Sir Lawrence Collins, Co-rap-
porteur: M. Georges Droz) in Texts, Materials and Recent Developments, in Yearbook of Private International
Law35, 2013, pp. 337ss. M.L. NIBOYET, Le principe de confiance mutuelle et Les injonctions anti-suit, in P.
DE VAREILLES-SOMMIERES (ed.), Forum shopping in the european judicial area, Hart Publishing, Oxford
& Oregon, Portland, 2007, pp. 77, 85ss, highlights that the 2003 Bruges Resolution states that anti-suit injunc-
tions are not, in principle, contrary to international law. However, the nature and scope of the exercise of the
power to grant the injunction determines whether their use is appropriate). C.J.S. KNIGHT, Anti-suit injunc-
tions and non-exclusive jurisdiction clauses, in Cambridge Law Journal, 69, 2010, pp. 26ss. P. NEILSON, The
new Brussels I Regulation, in Common Market Law Review, 50, 2013, pp. 504ss. C. SIM, Choice of law and
anti-suit injunctions: Relocating comity, in International and Comparative Law Quarterly, 62, 2013, pp. 704ss.

276R. FENTIMAN, Anti-suit injunctions-Comity redux, in Cambridge Law Journal, 71, 2012, pp. 274ss. R. FEN-
TIMAN, The scope of transnational injunctions, in New Zealand Journal of Public and International Law, 11,
2013, pp. 324ss.

2TICJEU, C-185/07, Allianz Spa e Generali Assicurazioni Generali Spa v. West Tankers Inc of 10 February
2009, op. cit.

278R. FENTIMAN, The scope of transnational injunctions, op. cit.

2CJEU, C-185/07, Allianz Spa e Generali Assicurazioni Generali Spa v. West Tankers Inc of 10 February
2009, op. cit.

280R . FENTIMAN, The scope of transnational injunctions, op. cit.

BICJEU, C-185/07, Allianz Spa e Generali Assicurazioni Generali Spa v. West Tankers Inc of 10 February
2009, op. cit.
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sense that the anti-suit injunction can not find room within the European procedural
law.

The exclusion of the operativity of anti-suit injunction in the European system is
not limited to the subject of arbitration, but must be understood in a broader sense.
Therefore, the English court is deprived of this power even when its objective is the
protection of an agreement on the forum. If it is difficult for the civil law jurist not to
share this decision, however, the problem remains in the field of finding means to en-
sure the fulfillment of the agreement on jurisdiction and, therefore, protecting its func-
tion in terms of certainty and predictability. In this sense, the prospect of the obligation
for those who have violated the pact on the court to compensate for the damage that
the other party has suffered is interesting, even if the issue has not yet been explored
both at the doctrinal and jurisprudential level*.

16. FROM THE EFFECTIVE CONSENT TO THE PRESUMED CONSENT .... IN INTERNATIONAL
PRIVATE EUROPEAN LAW

The starting point is undoubtedly the existence of an effective consent, to be as-
certained really, manifested in a clear and precise manner™ in written form or in ver-
bal form confirmed in writing. The protection of consent and therefore of the weak
contractor is achieved to a maximum extent, at the expense of speed and informality
of bargaining. Not only that, private autonomy is forced into formal channels, while
being free to determine the content of the extension®. The balance is therefore moved
markedly towards the protection of consent. With the evolution of the law and the
sedimentation of jurisprudence, it happens that the second term of the framework,
freedom from constraints, driven by the reasons for trade, gradually reclaim its space
in the sense of a relaxation from those constraints. At the same time it is able to express
strong pressures on the legislator, and the result is known. But the CJEU itself is the
first institution to realize the need to look at trades with a differentiated view: even
when it also rigidly interpreted the second formal requirement, a verbal agreement
with written confirmation, thus frustrating the expectations of those who read you an
openness to trade®, the CJEU admitted that in the case of current business relation-
ships, an exception could be made to the rigidity of the verification of the effective

282Union Discount Co. v. Zoller, [2001] EWCA Civ 1755. C. CUNIBERTI, Requeio, La sanction des clauses
d'élection de for par I'octroi de dommages et intéréts, ERA Forum, 11, 2010, pp. 7ss. D.S. TAN, Damages for
breach of forum selection clauses, principled remedies, and control of international civil litigation, in Texas
International Law Journal, 40, 2004-2005, pp. 624ss. K. TAKAHASHI, Damages for breach of a choice-of-
court agreement, in Yearbook of Private International Law, 10, 2008, pp. 57ss. S. DUTSON, Breach of an ar-
bitration or exclusive jurisdiction clause: The legal remedies if it continues, in Arbitration International, 16,
2000, pp. 90ss. M. CLARKE, Maritime law evolving, Hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2013, pp.
2542ss. M. AHMED, The nature and enforcement of choice of court agreement. A comparative study, Hart
Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2017.

J. STRAND, Determining the existence of consent for choice-of-Court Agreements under the Brussels I-bis Reg-
ulation, in The European Legal Forum, 14, 2014, pp. 114ss. C.S. SYMEONIDES, Codifying choice of law
around the world: An international comparative analysis, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2014.

23CJEU, C-24/76, Estasis Salotti v. Ruewa, of 14 December 1976, ECLI:EU:C:1976:177, 1-01831, par. 7.
CJEU, C-438/12, Weber v. Weber of 3 April 2014, ECLLI:EU:C:2014:212, published in the electronic Reports
of the cases. D.LIAKOPOULOS, Giustizia materiale nel diritto internazionale privato e comunitario, ed.
Giuffre, 2009.

284D LIAKOPOULOS, Giustizia materiale nel diritto internazionale privato e comunitario, op. cit.

285See the conclusions of the Advocate General Capotorti in case C-24/76, Estasis Salotti v. Ruewa of 14 De-
cember 1976, ECLLILEU:C:1976:153, op. cit. R. PLENDER, M. WILDERSPIN, The european private interna-
tional law of obligations, Sweet and Maxwell, London, 2015.
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consent™.The theme is therefore already outlined in 1976: protection of effective con-
sent and rigid form on the one hand, the practice of commercial trafficking and free-
dom on the other. What happens next is only the story of a principle that is gradually
eroded by the reasons for trade.

The situation at first glance is today profoundly changed with respect to 1968.
The changes made to article 23 have introduced two types of form "per relationem"*”.
In the case of the form admitted by the practices of the parties, it should be noted that
consent is protected by the element of good faith which is the guiding light of this
formal element. The constant repetition over time, having uniformed themselves re-
peatedly under certain conditions, are an adequate guarantee of the parties' consent
and the correspondent's approval closes the game by not legitimizing an opposition of
bad faith to conditions that can now be called "peaceful". It can be stated that in the
requirement pursuant to art. 23, lett. b, there is no real presumption of consent that is
objectively subsisting, albeit mediated by the principle of good faith. The element of
real innovation is represented by the uses of international trade*® which operate a dou-
ble revolution towards the consensual element. The judge is allowed to presume as
existing the consent of the parties (or rather the "disadvantaged" part) if this acts as an
operator of international trade and there exists a use that foresees the conclusion of the
agreement in the form to which the shop conforms. Therefore we have the first passage
from the necessity of verifying an effective consent to the possibility of presuming it**
if the existence of use is demonstrated. Relative presumption, of course, but still an

286 According to the case: C-25/76, Segoura v. Bonakdarian of 14 December 1976, ECLI:EU:C:1976:187, I-
01851. R. PLENDER, M. WILDERSPIN, The european private international law of obligations, op. cit.

287See for more details: A. SCHULZ, Reflection paper to assist in the preparation of a Convention on jurisdiction
and recognition and enforcement of foreign judgments in civil and commercial matters (Preliminary Document
No 19 of August 2002) in Proceedings of the Twentieth Session of the Hague Conference on Private Interna-
tional Law (Tome III, Intersentia, Antwerrp, Oxford, 2010), pp. 12ss. T.C. HARTLEY, M. DOGAYCHI, Ex-
planatory report on the preliminary draft Convention on Choice of Court Agreements’, Preliminary Document
No 25 of March 2004. T.C. HARTLEY, M. DOGAUCHI, Explanatory report on the preliminary draft Con-
vention on exclusive choice of Court Agreements (Preliminary Document No 26 of December 2004) in Pro-
ceedings of the Twentieth Session of the Hague Conference on Private International Law (Permanent Bureau
of the Conference, ed. Intersentia, Antwerp, Oxford, 2010, pp.167, 195-197.

288C-106/95, MSG v. Les Gravieres Rhénanes of 20 February 1997, ECLI:EU:C:1997:70, 1-00911; C-159/97,
Trasporti Castelletti of 16 March 1999, ECLI:EU:C:1999:142, 1-01597; C-387/98, Coreck Maritime of 9 No-
vember 2000, ECLI:EU:C:2000:606, 1-09337. For more details and analysis see: J. HILL, A. CHONG, Inter-
national commercial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English courts, op. cit., G. DANNEMANN, S.
VOGENAVER, The common sales law in context. Interactions with english and german law, Oxford Univer-
sity Press, Oxford, 2013, pp. 295ss. A. BRIGGS, The conflict of laws, Oxford University Press, 2013. P.
ROGERSON, Collier’s conflict of laws, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2013.

29CJEU, C-159/97, Trasporti Castelletti of 16 March 1999, op. cit., par. 20. C-116/02, Erich Gasser GmbH v.
MISAT Srl of 9 November 2003, ECLI:EU:C:2003:657, 1-14693; cf Article 31(2) of the Recast Regulation has
effectively reversed the CJEU ruling in Gasser but the exclusion of non-exclusive jurisdiction agreements from
the scope of Article 31(2) may render such agreements susceptible to the very same torpedo tactics that had
acquired notoriety under Article 27 of the Brussels I Regulation. For more details see: T.C. HARTLEY,
Choice-of-Court Agreements and the new Brussels I Regulation, in Law Quarterly Review, 129, 2013, pp.
310ss. T.C. HATLEY, The Brussels I Regulation and arbitration, in International and Comparative Law Quar-
terly, 63, 2014, pp. 844ss. P. HAY, Notes on the European Union’s Brussels-I “Recast” Regulation, in The
European Legal Forum, 13, 2013, pp. 2ss. M. HORSPOOL, M. HUMPHREYS, European Union law, Oxford
University Press, 2012. C. KESSEDJIAN, Commentaire de la refonte du réglement n°® 44/2001, in Revue Tri-
mestrielle de Droit Européen, 47, 2011, pp. 118ss. U. MAGNUS, P. MANKOWSKI, Brussels I Regulation,
ed. Sellier European Law Publishers, Miinich, 2011, pp. 492ss. L. MOERER, Binding corporate rules: Corpo-
rate self-regulation og global data transfers, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2012, pp. 172ss. P. STONE,
Stone on private international law in the European Union, Edward Elgar Publishers, Cheltenham, 2018. E.
LEIN (ed.), The Brussels I review proposal uncovered, BIICL, London, 2012, pp. 76ss. U. MAGNUS, Choice
of Court Agreements in the review proposal for the Brussels I Regulation, in E. LEIN (ed.), The Brussels I re-
view proposal uncovered, BIICL, London 2012, pp. 85ss. T. RATKOVIC, D.R. ZGRABLIJIC, Choice-of-
Court Agreements under the Brussels I Regulation (Recast), in Journal of Private International Law, 9, 2013,
pp. 246ss. H. SERIKI, Injunctive relief and international arbitration, ed. Routledge, London & New York,
2014.
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inversion of the burden of proof that can lend to the "disadvantaged" part a diabolical
probatio. The fulcrum should therefore be represented by the proof of use* and its
knowledge by the subjects involved. In reality, the scope of the new law goes so far as
to recognize the use that is generally and regularly observed by the majority of profes-
sional operators in the commercial branch that are homogeneous to that in which the
parties operate™'. So there is a double presumption, of consent to the extension and of
the knowledge of the use, which occurs simultaneously. Without wishing to express
value judgments on the modification made, one can limit oneself to observing that
there is not much room left for the verification of an effective consent and therefore for
the protection of the so-called "weak" contractor™.

In reality, two factors operate as a partial counterweight to this strong opening.
The first is given by the use that is created by the regular behavior of the generality of
the operators, and is therefore at once evident and "reasonable" in the sense that arises
from the meeting of the different needs of the opposing operators. The second element
is given by a subjective limitation: only with respect to those who hold the status of
international trade operators, and who act in this capacity, the attenuation of form and
therefore of consent is legitimized. For private subjects the only available forms remain
those listed in lett. a, which presuppose the verification of the effective consent. A fur-
ther guarantee is also provided for the three protected categories, insurance, consum-
ers and workers, in which the extension before the dispute is further limited. I would
therefore conclude by stating that, if the passage from an effective consent to a doubly
presumed one is undeniable, this shift is limited both objectively and subjectively to
international trade, a field that so loudly called for such an "evolution". It is also clear
that we do not have the victory of international trade on individuals, but the distinction
between the two categories and the relevant applicable disciplines.

Another derogation from the principle of effective consent could be found in the
so-called collective case. In particular, the Court has been able to examine the phenom-
enon of corporate statutes. In general there is a problem every time a subject, part of a
"legal fiction", can be bound despite the absence or the opposition of his volition. How-
ever, this is a somewhat peculiar hypothesis. It is undeniable that in the case in ques-
tion the consent of the individual may be missing or even being contrary*. However,
the CJEU has concluded™ that all members are bound by the extension clause included
in the company by-laws through amendment, subjecting their validity to the

290CJEU, C-106/95, MSG v. Les Graviéres Rhénanes of 20 February 1997, op. cit., par. 24.

21This despite the european and national jurisprudence insist on declaring the need to ascertain an effective and
specific consent to protect the "weak" party. In argument see, C-106/95, MSG v. Les Graviéres Rhénanes, op.
cit.,; C-116/02, Gasser of 9 December 2003, ECLI:EU:C:2003:657, 1-14693. For more details see: J. HILL, A.
CHONG, International commercial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English courts

292This is the reason that leads to criticism of the wide validity recognized in the extension clauses of jurisdiction
contained in the bills of lading. Such an approach seems to protect only the satisfaction of the carriers only,
that is to say only one of the categories of subjects at stake. It is no coincidence that the Hamburg Rules pro-
vide for a different balance of interests. See also the case from the CJEU: C-214/89, Powell Duffryn v. Pet-
tereit of 10 March 1992, ECLI:EU:C:1992:431, not published. For more details see: S. GRIFFITH, J. ERICK-
SON, A. WEBBER, Research handbook on representative shareholder litigation, Edward Elgar Publishers,
2018, pp. 449ss. J. BORG-BARTHET, The governing law of companies in European Union law, Hart Publish-
ing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2012, pp. 164ss.

29H. GAUDEMET-TALLON, Compétence et exécution des jugements en Europe, LGDG, Paris, 2010, pp. 537,
“la Cour de justice s’écarte dans I’arrét Powell de ce qui fiit sa préoccupation premiére, a savoir assurer de la
réalité du consente-ment de chaque partie a una clause attributive de juridiction”.

24CJEU, C-214/89, Powell Duffryn v. Pettereit of 10 March 1992, op. cit. observing moreover that the written
form ex art. 23 is generally satisfied because, paragraph 26, "in the legal systems of all the Contracting States,
the statutes of a company are in written form (...)".
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knowability of the by-laws. In reality, this knowability is in re ipsa because the publicity
of the statute is an essential element in all the european legal systems, so it can be con-
sidered automatic. The exception to the consent of the individual could lead to the
conclusion that there is a further passage from the effective consent to the presumed
consent, but this perspective of analysis, centered on the single member, does not seem
correct. The extension is not the result of a contractual agreement between the mem-
bers, it does not derive from the consent of each single member according to a principle
"everyone binds himself"*”. It is the expression of the assembly, the body appointed to
express the social will, a will by definition common to all**. It is no coincidence that the
means available to protect minorities, that is, the appeal of the resolution, is suitable to
protect the individual only in the event that this social will was formed in a "wrong"
way, and not in the case of mere disagreement. The consensual element to be verified
is not that of the individual, who has no power in relation to society. Moreover the
source of modification of the company statute is the will of the assembly, the social will,
not the will of the individual. And the element that produces the binding force towards
the individual is the statute, that is, the company rules that the members have agreed
or in any case to which they have decided to undergo. It seems to us that, without
forcing, we can refer to the principles that govern the social will, which is certainly
different from the private and contractual to conclude that, although the individual
may not make his contribution to the formation of the majority, we are not in presence
of an exception to the principle of effective consent, since it is not to the consent of the
individual to be looked at in this case.

17. THE CONTROL OF REASONABLENESS BY THE JUDGE UNDER REGULATION 44/2001

Article 23 of Regulation 44/2001 in itself does not contain any positive indication
in this regard, but not even an express exclusion of a verification by the judge on the
reasonableness of the chosen forum. By fully assigning the contractors protection func-
tion to the requirement of the determination of the dispute, to the effectiveness of the
agreement and to the satisfaction of the formal requirements, it would seem, however,
not to refer to the content characteristics of the court's election. This approach seems to
be confirmed by the CJEU, which has repeatedly stated that the elected forum does not
need any connection with the dispute, expressing a power of unconditional choice of
the parties, when exercised in compliance with European requirements™. It is

295Expression used also from the: International Law Association, ‘Leuven/London Principles on Declining and
Referring Jurisdiction in Civil and Commercial Litigation” Resolution 1/2000, (2000) 69 ILA Rep. Conf. 13;
Report (2000), 69 ILA Rep. Conf. 137. International Law Institute, The Principles for Determining when the
Use of the Doctrine of Forum Non Conveniens and Anti-suit Injunctions is Appropriate (2003) Bruges Ses-
sion, Second Commission, 2nd September 2003 (Rapporteur: Sir Lawrence Collins, Co-rapporteur: M Georges
Droz) in Texts, Materials and Recent Developments, in Yearbook of Private International Law, 5, 2003, pp.
337, 338. International Law Institute, Autonomy of the Parties in International Contracts Between Private Per-
sons or Entities (1991) (Rapporteur: Eric Jayme). See also: D.LIAKOPOULOS, Party autonomy and the lex
limitativa, in The International Lawyer, 2016.

296CJEU, C-214/89, Powell Duffryn v. Pettereit of 10 March 1992, op. cit., par. 19, "(...) becoming and remain-
ing a shareholder in a company, the sharcholder agrees to be bound by all the provisions contained in the com-
pany's bylaws and the decisions taken by the company's organs in accordance with the provisions of applicable
national law and the bylaws, even if some of the aforementioned provisions or decisions do not find its consent
(.)".

297CJEU, C-159/97, Trasporti Castelletti of 16 March 1999, op. cit., parr. 49 and 50; C-56/79, Siegfred Zelger v.
Sebastiano Salinitri of 17 January 1980, ECLI:EU:C:1980:15, I-00089, par. 4; C-106/95, MSG v. Les Gra-
néves Rheénanes of 20 February 1997, op. cit., par. 34; C-269/95, Benincasa v. Dentalkit Srl of 3 July 1997,
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therefore clear that in the reading of the Court of Luxembourg there is no room for
control of the forum by the court concerning the reasonableness of the forum with re-
spect to the characteristics of the relationship at issue. Some scrutiny was claimed by
some authors at the time of the Powell Duffryn v. Pettereit of 10 March 1992 sentence™®,
underlining that the jurisdiction extension clause provided for in that case was correct
inasmuch as it elected the "forum societatis", ie the natural forum of the company in
most of the European legal systems™, but the setting did not meet the favor of the
CJEU. The reasoning is justified especially in the light of the first two formal require-
ments, already particularly strict, in the sense that in the case of agreement on jurisdic-
tion concluded in writing or orally with written confirmation, the control over the
clause is exhausted by compliance with the envisaged forms™.

The analysis of the other two "shape containers" could lead to different outcomes.
With regard to the form allowed by the practices which the parties have established
among themselves, given the importance of the principles of compliance and good
faith in operating this mechanism of conclusion, it seems appropriate that the judge be
allowed to verify that, in practice, the the content of the agreement concluded in a
"loose" form is not in itself the same as it had previously been agreed upon by the par-
ties, namely that thanks to the lightening of the formal profile, one party did not take
advantage of the other with surprise elements. On the other hand, as regards the form
admitted by the uses of commerce, given that use can take on a material relevance™
as well as formal, it applies, mutatis mutandis, what was said a little above: since the
external element is recalled precisely by the European standard, the judge it may be
called upon to carry out a verification within the scope of the standard. This control
then, rather than "reasonableness" is a verification of the "conformity" of the choice of
the forum to the use of trade, a parameter that is not intended as discretionary but
objective, which acts as a limit for the activity of the judge and guarantee for the con-
cerns of those who do not intend to give room for discretion in the Brussels I** system.

ECLI:EU:C:1997:337, 1-03767, par. 28. U. MAGNUS, P. MANKOWSKI, Brussels I Regulation, op. cit., F.M.
WILKE, The impact of the Brussels I Recast on important “Brussels” case law, in Journal of Private Interna-
tional Law, 11, 2015, pp. 130ss. D. LIAKOPOULOS, C. HEINZE, Choice of Court agreements, coordination
of proceedings and provisional meaures in the reform of the Brussels I Regulation, in Rabels Zeitschrift fiir
ausliandisches und internationales Privatrecht (RabelsZ), n. 75, 2011.

298CJEU, C-214/89, Powell Duffryn of 10 March 1992, op. cit.

2991t is precisely the Advocate General Tesauro in par. 12 to support it, but not followed by the Court. Such a no-
tion of "natural forum" does not really have room in the Rules, nor is there any connection between the cause
and the forum for the purpose of the extension. This statement, which I share, is the result of the weight that
private autonomy has in the context of the Community system and of the extension in particular. From the
fourteenth recital of Regulation 44/2001: "Without prejudice to the criteria of exclusive jurisdiction provided
for in these Regulations, the autonomy of the parties with regard to the choice of the competent court for con-
tracts not included in the category of insurance and consumption contracts must be respected and work in
which this autonomy is limited (...) ".

300We refer once again to the form admitted by the practices that the parties have established between them and
the form envisaged by the use of international trade, corresponding to the letters. b and ¢ of the art. 23.

NICJEU, C-159/97, Trasporti Castelletti of 16 March 1999, op. cit., par. 49: "(...) the e-lesson of the competent
court can be assessed only in light of considerations that are related to the requirements of art. 17 "even if it
then states that" the art. Article 17 of the Convention disregards any objective link between the contested legal
relationship and the designated judge "and" a further check must be ruled out of the justification of the clause
and of the objective pursued by the party who entered it and can not be granted relevance, with regard to the
validity of said clause, to substantive rules of responsibility in force before the chosen forum (...)”.

322The merit of allowing a control of conformity of the extension clause in cases where the consent is presumed
also lies in an equitable distribution of the burden of proof. Serious about who objected to the existence of the
extension prove the existence of the use (whether it is use between the parties or trade is not relevant). If the
party were able to prove the existence of a given use and therefore of the extension, it would be burden of the
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As long as the integration between the various European legal systems remained
imperfect and the relevant legislative differences, it was perhaps appropriate that a
choice such as that to derogate from more favorable forums was guaranteed beyond
the "protected" categories and therefore a control, even of a discretional nature, was
hypothesised, by the judge™”. Perhaps today such a need is felt with less force because
the European substantive disciplines are ever closer, especially where European regu-
lations and directives dictate uniform norms or objectives, while a modern principle of
mutual trust should lead us to consider any equivalent forum within European Union.

18. (FOLLOWS) EFFECTS AGAINST THIRD PARTIES

As a common contract, the jurisdiction agreement usually produces legal e ffects
only in respect of the parties. The possible operation of the agreement also with regard
to third parties raises, therefore, various complex problems. In general, the contractual
rule applies for which the private regulations are valid only between the parties that
have contributed to their volition for the formation of the legal transaction. So the start-
ing point is the general unavailability to third parties of the extension of jurisdiction.

On the other hand, there may be cases in which the third party has some special
link with the relationship that is the subject of the agreement on jurisdiction, so much
so that an extension of his efficacy to him is justified. For example, the contract could
have been concluded by two parties to the advantage (also) of other subjects. The
agreement contained in the contract for the benefit of the third party can be seen as an
additional right of the beneficiary party, since it is to its advantage, both as a legitimate
burden, since those who purchase only rights can not oppose any burden. Another
frequent case in practice is that of the transfer of the contract or some rights.

The CJEU has endorsed the relationship of third parties with the agreement on
jurisdiction on several occasions. The question of the validity of a clause on the court
against the third beneficiary was the subject of a lawsuit concerning an insurance con-
tract™. In concluding positively that the third beneficiary can avail itself of this clause,
the CJEU has also affirmed a relevant principle, however obvious: the requisites

other, that here we assume also to be the weak part, to prove the difformity of content of the extension with
respect to the hole indicated in the use and therefore to neutralize the election of the forum. In this way it
would be necessary for the resistant party, and not for those who already have to prove the existence of the ex-
tension, the burden of proving this further element and at the same time would partially allay the criticism of
the presumption of consent by conferring to the party resistant to the power to demonstrate that the extension
does not correspond to good faith.

303C. KOHLER, Rigueur et souplesse en droit international privé: Les formes prescrites pour une convention at-
tributive de juridiction “dans le commercie international” par I’art. 17 de la convention de Bruxelles dans sa
nouvelle rédaction, in Diritto del commercio Internazionale, 4, 1990, pp. 626ss., which does not limit such
control to the protection of the "faibles" parts but also extends it to the "professionels. See also. T.
RAUSCHER, Européischrs Zivilprozess-und Kollisionsrecht EuZPR/EulPR, ed. Sellier European Law Pub-
lishers, Miinich, 2011.

304CJEU, C-201/82, Gerling Konzern speziale Kreditversicherung AG and others of 14 July 1983,
ECLI:EU:C:1983:217, I-00615. The EAM (Transport Trucking Authority), an Italian body authorized to issue
the "TIR carnet" for the international transport of goods by road, a member of the International Road Transport
Union, was suppressed and replaced by the Ministry of the Treasury. The Italian customs administration, cred-
itor of some sums due for pecuniary penalties, taxes, rights and accessories, quoted the Treasury before the
Court of Rome for the collection of such credits. The Treasury in turn cited as a guarantee a pool of banks rep-
resented by the German bank Gerling Konzern Speziale Kreditversicherungs-AG on the basis of an insurance
contract stipulated by the IRU on behalf and interest. For more details see: T. BOSTERS, collective redress
and private international law in the European Union, ed. Springer, Berlin, 2017, pp. 107ss.
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envisaged by art. 23 must not be assessed with respect to the third party, but must be
satisfied between the original parties™.

Another case in which a vaguely problematic problem has been posed is the case
of the company statutes, which the CJEU has adopted in the Powell Duffyn v Pettereit
case of 10 March 1992**. The CJEU has established, correctly, that the clause included
in the company statute binds not only the shareholders who voted in favor of the res-
olution to amend the by-laws, but also the absent members, dissenting shareholders
and future shareholders. For the first two categories of members, absent and dissent-
ing, there is no real problem of effectiveness towards third parties, since these share-
holders are not third parties but parts of the company contract” and are subject to the
social discipline relating to the formation of the common will. The future shareholders
are, instead, third parties with respect to the resolution, but are bound by the rules of
the company that make the by-laws the common regulation for all members, present
and future. We believe it is not, in these cases, it is necessary to verify compliance with
the form ex art. 23 regarding the purchase of shares, since it is in the nature of the
companies that all members are bound by the articles of association and therefore is
the buyer's responsibility to read the rules to which he voluntarily decides to submit™®.

305p. ANCEL, La clause attributive de juridiction selon Darticle 17 de la convention de Bruxelles, in Rivista di
Diritto Internazionale Privato e Processuale, 1991, pp. 291ss, which is affirmed that: “(...) la prorogation se
préte, comme un obligation, au mécanisme de la stipulation pour autrui” e anche che “la prorogation de for n’a
pas la caractére strictement personnel (...) a I’instar d’une obligation ordinaire, elle est considéreé comme un
bien, elle est cesible, voire négociable”. The extension of jurisdiction is an element of legal transaction, de-
signed to be evaluated in economic terms and to act as compensation for other contractual elements. As any
element of the contract lends itself to being transferred to others. The motivation for the decision follows the
conclusions of Advocate General Mancini. The first supporting reason brought by the Advocate General con-
cerns the protective ratio of the formal requirements, which is not present in relation to third parties who re-
ceive only advantages and not the charges. It also emphasizes the Advocate General in par. 4, in case: C-
201/82, Gerling Konzern speziale Kreditversicherung AG and others, op. cit., "there is no legal system that
imposes, even less in writing, such an act [of accession] if not to avoid the revocation of the stipulation". Fur-
thermore, the General Sdvocate notes that art. 17, referring in a technical sense to the "parties", also provides
literal arguments, since "parties" are only "stipulant" and "promissory" and not also the one who by definition
is "third" with respect to the relationship. It is then the same special regulation in the insurance field that also
provides for non-contracting parties the insurance, the possibility of exploiting the extended forums without
the need for any adhesion. Finally, an argument suggested by the Commission, good faith requires the insurer
to honor the commitment which, as a party, has been assumed both towards the policyholder and the benefi-
ciary and the insured. For Mancini it is more the "pacta sunt servanda" principle, Ibidem, point 6 of the conclu-
sions. We can therefore state that, in the light of this interpretation, the third party beneficiary of a contract
may avail itself of the extension clause contained in the contract concluded in its favor. In the case decided by
the Court, the insurance nature of the contract meant that the extended forum was only one of those available
to the beneficiary. Where the contract in favor of the third party does not fall into a protected category, we be-
lieve that the third party beneficiary has the burden of proposing his action in the extended forum, if this is of
an exclusive nature. In the insurance field, however, the Court excluded the enforceability of the clause against
the third party.See also the case: C-112/03, Société financicre et industrielle du Peloux v. Axa Belgium and
i)thers of 12 May 2005, ECLI:EU:C:2005:280, I-3727. G. VAN CALSTER, European private international
aw, op. cit.

306CJEU, C-201/82, Gerling Konzern speziale Kreditversicherung AG and others, op. cit., par. 20. This consider-
ation, together with the need for the party to express a clear and precise consensus on the presence of third-
party beneficiaries, represent the protection granted to the subject who is obliged to provide services to the
third party. It also makes clear that no verification in relation to the requirements pursuant to art. 23 must be
experienced in relation to the third party. Notwithstanding the fact that it was a case of an extension of a pro-
tected forum in the field of insurance, there are no particular problems in extending the interpretation of the
CJEU to the ordinary extension pursuant to art. 23. accordin to this opinion not only on the basis of the eadem
ratio between these two types of extensions, of which that in the insurance field is only a species of the genus
ex art. 23. But also because in this case the extension was stipulated for the benefit of the subject contracting
the insurance and therefore also for the benefit of the third beneficiary, a situation that can occur similarly in
many contracts also unrelated to the insurance field.

307C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, ECLI:EU:C:1984:217, I-00577.

308CJEU, C-159/97, Trasporti Castelletti of 16 March 1999, op. cit., C-387/98, Coreck Maritime of 9 November
2000, ECLI:EU:C:2000:606, 1-09337.
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Instead, it is the case of takeover or transfer in the contract that has raised the
biggest problems. The solution decided by the CJEU in the Tilly Russ judgment Nova
of 19 June 1984 and also confirmed later is not very satisfactory in terms of the uni-
formity of European procedural law: it is up to the applicable national law to establish
whether the subject takes over all the rights and obligations of the transferor, in which
case also the extension of competence is binding’".

309CJEU, C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, op. cit., that is, "the extension is binding if the third party
takes over the rights and obligations of the shipper according to the national law applicable". In this regard, the
expression adopted by Avv. Gen. Sir Gordon Slynn, which affirmed that: "If the holder does not stand in the
shoes of the original national law enforcement officer, then a new agreement has to be found between the
holder and the carrier". By national law we mean the lex causae or the law applicable to the relationship on the
basis of the choice made by the parties and the rules resulting from the application of the private international
law and procedural law of the court seised. See also: J. Newton, The uniform interpretation of the Brussels and
Lugano Conventions, Hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2002, pp. 209-225. D. LIAKOPOULOS,
C. HEINZE, Choice of Court agreements, coordination of proceedings and provisional measures in the reform
of the Brussels I Regulation, op. cit.

31911 a not particularly broad argument, the CJEU judgment is cited: C-8/98, Dansommer A/S v. Andreas G6tz of
27 January 2000, ECLI: EU: C: 2000: 45, 1-00393, in which the CJEU had been able to confirm that "the ex-
clusive com- petition rule for property contracts art. 16, sub-paragraph 1, lett. a), of the Convention is applica-
ble to an action for damages for bad maintenance of the premises and for damages caused to an accommoda-
tion leased by a private person to spend a few weeks of vacation, even if it is not brought directly by the owner
of the property, but by a professional tourist operator in which the person had rented the accommodation and
who acts in court as a result of subrogation in the rights of the owner of the property (...). According to our
opinion, therefore, the applicability of the extension also applies to the assignees in dealings with the assigned
debtor, since the obliged and transferred person can not be compared to the assignee, who at the time of the
obligation was third and therefore unrelated to the agreed extension of jurisdiction, in a position different from
the one it had towards the seller, also in relation to the extension of jurisdiction, which therefore also applies to
the third assignee, precisely because it takes over the same position of the his predecessor". If the transferce
had really taken over the rights of the transferor. It is noted that the first step to be considered is to reconstruct
the exact scope of the inter-pretational rule set out in the European ruling. On the one hand it can be argued
that it is up to the law regulating the relationship transferred, and subject to extension, to establish whether and
under what conditions the third party is bound by the clause. On the other hand, the other guideline refers to
the regulation only for the case of the transfer of the substantial legal position, the occurrence of which auto-
matically links the transfer of the effects of the extension clause. The problem is similar to that seen with re-
gard to the uses of the international trade, if these are to provide the specific form for the extension or only a
generic form of conclusion of the trade agreements. According to Penasa, the second approach is the most con-
vincing one, so the European rule on the matter must be interpreted as meaning that the CJEU would have con-
sidered a question of conventional law as opposing the third party to the extension clause, referring to the ap-
plicable national law only on the issue of the transfer, from the shipper to the borrower, of the legal position
deriving from the bill of lading. The solution is justified in the light of several factors, including the fact that
the CJEU spends a certain amount of motivation without limiting itself to referring to the "applicable national
law"; the non-relevance of the issue where relevant to the applicable law, since the CJEU has always refused to
take a position on these matters; the substantial preference for autonomous solutions, such as the one shown
here; the greater certainty and predictability of the rule and the forum thus obtained. While agreeing with the
reading of Penasa, I must record how even the proposed reconstruction ends in reality to remain at the discre-
tion of the various national rights, which is why it is allowed to doubt the real "autonomy" of this solution. The
CJEU hearing is faced with two alternatives. In one case it could verify whether (to the third) the juridical po-
sition object of the agreement has been concretely transferred", but this would mean that the judge "to solve
the quaestio iurisdictionis should know (at least a part of what constitutes) the merit of the cause". Both quota-
tions: Ibidem. Such an eventuality has been repeatedly cited by the Court, which has insisted on the necessary
rapidity of the judge's assessment of his jurisdiction. Alternatively, the case of the so-called "doubly relevant
circumstances" in which the same question is relevant both for the purpose of jurisdiction and of merit can be
considered. In these cases the judge is allowed to verify his or her competence or on the basis of conclusive
and pertinent facts, and therefore with a less intense motivating commitment than that required to decide the
merit; or instead of relying on the mere statements of the actor. But even this solution because, in contraven-
tion of the requirement that the positions of transferor and assignee are equaled in all, such an approach "is apt
to lead to the opposition of the extension clause also in those cases where the position of the borrower is not
equivalent to that of the shipper for which admitting the enforceability of the extension clause even in such a
case will not be equal to that of the shipper for which admitting the enforceability of the extension clause even
in such a case would in no way be justified, at least according to the reasoning of the CJEU. The rule inferable
by Tilly Russ, therefore, places the interpreter before a "dead end".Ibidem. For this reason, the solution that
could not make use of a "single" principle can not be criticized. The Italian ruling, however, shows the side
from the point of view of the reasoning, since it does not argue satisfactorily the argumentative path that leads
it to establish the enforceability of the extension of jurisdiction agreed in the relationship between the trans-
ferred and the transferor also towards the assignee banks.
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In this case decided in Tilly Russ v. Nova of 13 June 1984 the dispute concerned in
particular the enforceability to the third bearer of a bill of lading containing the exten-
sion of jurisdiction, but the solution is extensible beyond the maritime transport to all
cases of transfer and takeover in the contract™. Once it is established that it is necessary
tolook at the applicable national law to regulate the situation of third parties, it remains
to be analyzed in which parts the satisfaction of the European Union requirements for
the extension of jurisdiction should be assessed, whether to the original parts or to the
substituted parties®”. Both the application requirements’” and the requirements re-
lated to the validity of clause®* must be assessed with respect to the parts of the original
relationship at the time the agreement is signed as compliance with these conditions
are the conditions for the valid succession of third parties in the position of the original
parties®™. If the clause was not valid pursuant to art. 23 between the original parts, can
not be valid even between the parties that have succeeded in their position, which do

31t appears to us to be unexceptionable and extremely effective with regard to the reconstruction of the rule
enunciated in Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, due to a reconstruction of what could be the "different rule"
implicit and underlying the decision supported also in light of some European rulings. This second part of the
argument seems to me somewhat less convincing. Also because the principle enunciated by the CJEU would
be that in hypothesis of succession in the controversial relationship, an agreement on the jurisdiction concern-
ing the disputes on this relationship, validly stipulated among the original (alleged) holders, is also opposable
to the third, in order to the judgments that have object of the existence or nonexistence of the relationship in
question to the said third party, as having the original (alleged) owner. It convinces us about the goodness of
the principle enunciated, especially from the point of view of the recognition of greater autonomy of the exten-
sion clause with respect to the contract, untying its enforceability from the actual assignment of the main con-
tract and linking it instead to the formulation of the application by the actor. We prefer to reject also the possi-
ble criticism that in this way expose the extension to the arbitrariness of the plaintiff, because in case of wrong
formulation of the question this part would expose to a double risk: to the loss on merit or to the formation of a
"useless" judgment "because concerning facts and rights other than the actual relationship at issue". Ibid. Such
an uselessness would be, for example, in the case of a negative assessment action based on a false premise.
The debtor-actor would be guaranteed a judgment against the transferee (or alleged), but such a judgment
would be ineffective because it is based on a reconstruction of relationships that does not correspond to reality.
The transferee would have a good game to propose a new action concerning the actual relationship between
the parties. In the event that the plaintiff-debtor acts in a negative assessment in an incompetent forum, formu-
lating the request in order to avoid the extension clause, also underlining that this would guarantee only a
"short or medium term" advantage. However, the prejudice for the defendant-assignee or creditor could be
very significant, such as to compel him to lodge a counterclaim in the incompetent forum to avoid waiting for
the issue of jurisdiction to be settled, thus accepting the forum chosen by the debtor. See also in the same spirit
the case: C-116/02, Gasser of 9 December 2003, ECLI:EU:C:2003:657, I-14693.

312This principle was also confirmed in the subsequent judgments of the CJEU: C-159/97, Transport Castelletti
of 16 March 1999 and C-387/98, Coreck Maritime of 9 November 2000, op. cit. However, since we can say
that he had a good game in showing the flaws of the rule enunciated by the CJEU in Tilly Russ case, the ques-
tion needs to be re-proposed in the interpretation for a further definition, hoping that the CJEU will carry out
an analysis as profound as the one illustrated by Penasa. Given that the parties can change during the course of
the relationship a number of times, at each step the problem of succession will arise in accordance with the ap-
plicable national law. This means that the following is meaningful only if national law provides for a succes-
sion of succession.

3I3CJEU, C-387/98, Coreck Maritime of 9 November 2000, op. cit., par. 20, it is argued that: "(...) the validity of
a clause attributing jurisdiction in the light of art. 17 of the Convention must be assessed in terms of relations
between the initial parts of the initial contract (...) the conditions of application of art. 17 of the Convention
referring to these parties "and" art. 17 (...) shall only apply if, on the one hand, at least one of the parties to the
initial contract is domiciled in a Contracting State and, on the other hand, the parties agree to bring their coun-
ter-proceedings before a court or some judges of a Contracting State (...)”"; but according to our opinion the
requirement of the election of the european judge must, if it were identified by relationem and destined to
change, also exist at the time of the action. For more details see. A. MILLS, Party autonomy in private interna-
tional law, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2018, pp. 171ss.

3I4CJEU, C-159/97, Trasporti Castelletti of 16 March 1999, op. cit., par. 40 and C-387/98, Coreck Maritime of 9
November 2000, op. cit., parr. 16ss.

3150f course, it will not be trivial to evaluate the effective consent and knowledge of the clause or use of interna-
tional trade for parties residing in non-EU countries, who have stripped themselves of the contract and who
therefore have no interest in the case. This is partially remedied by the presumption made by the "knowability"
of the uses of international trade. See paragraph 2.7.4. It is the Avv. Gen. Léger to report it, points 141-3, in his
conclusions to Case C-159/97, Transport Castelletti of 16 March 1999, op. cit., followed later by the Court, in
point 43. On the need to assess the knowability of the original parts.
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not renew their consent™ to the clause but limit themselves to acquire the rights and

obligations of the assignee’”.

The CJEU has addressed the question of the adherence of the agreement over the
jurisdiction contained in a contract of sale to the third sub-purchaser’. The CJEU
launches its own argumentative path, reaffirming the centrality of the element of the
effective consent that must be verified by all the parties to the agreement on jurisdic-
tion. This, together with the principle of normal relativity of the effects of a contract,
induces the CJEU to affirm the ordinary unenforceability of the agreement on jurisdic-
tion over third parties. At this point the judges of Luxembourg must deal with the pre-
vious jurisprudence which admits the effectiveness of the clause also towards third
parties. The principle expressed in Powell Duff ryn v. Pettereit of 10 March 1992, is
easily overcome, since already the pronunciation Jakob Handte & Co. GmbH v.
Traitements Mécano-chimiques des Surfaces SA (Handte v. TMCS) of 17 June 1992, has qual-
ified the rights of the sub-purchasers towards the producer as not belonging to the
subject matter of the contract. It is less easy to overcome the established jurisprudence
in matters of enforceability of the clause to the third party taking a bill of lading. Here
the CJEU operates an interesting distinguishing: the consolidated jurisprudence Tilly
Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, Transport Castelletti of 16 March 1999 and Coreck Mari-
time of 9 November 2000, concerns, and is limited, the phenomenon of bills of lading,
for which already most of the Member States would foresee the succession of the third
borrower in the position of the goods loader. In the case of a series of contracts for the
transfer of ownership, on the other hand, there is no automatic succession of the sub-
purchaser in the position of the assignor: the profile is "differently considered in Mem-
ber States"". This is enough for the CJEU to intervene and dictate an autonomous and
uniform rule: "it is therefore necessary to refer to the general rule (...) according to
which the notion of "jurisdiction clause" must be interpreted as an autonomous concept
and give full application to the principle of the autonomy of the will, on which article
23, par. 1, of Regulation (...)"*.

After having demonstrated remarkable hermeneutical acrobatics, the landing was
easy after all. The CJEU can only conclude that "a clause attributable to jurisdiction
agreed in the contract between the manufacturer of an asset and the purchaser thereof
can not be opposed to the third party that, following a succession of contracts of own-
ership stipulated between parties established in several Member States, has purchased
this asset and intends to initiate an action against the producer". The decision of the

3I6CJEU, C-387/98, Coreck Maritime of 9 November 2000, op. cit., par. 25.

317 Announces the CJEU sibillina, "without their nationality being relevant for the purpose of this examination",
according to par. 42 in houses: C-159/97, Transport Castelletti of 16 March 1999. The same applies in the ab-
sence of a requirement of application of art. 23: if the European legislation did not apply among the original
parts, it is not clear why it should be applied to the succeeding parties with a sort of attraction of the clause
within the European framework.

3‘8%JEU, C-543/10, Refcomp of 7 February 2013, ECLI:EU:C:2013:62, published in the electronic Reports of
the cases.

39CJEU, C-26/91, Jakob Handte & Co. GmbH v. Traitements Mécano-chimiques des Surfaces SA (Handte v.
TMCS) of 17 June 1992, ECLI:EU:C:1992:268, 1-03967, par. 16: "(...) in the case of the action of the buyer of
a product purchased from an intermediary seller brought against the manufacturer in order to obtain compensa-
tion for damage resulting from the non-compliance of the thing, it should be noted that there is no contractual
relationship between the sub-buyer and the manufacturer, since the latter has never assumed any contractual
obligation towards the scuba diver himself (...)”.

320CJEU, C-543/10, Refcomp of 7 February 2013, op. cit. parr. 34-36.

321CJEU, C-26/91, Jakob Handte & Co. GmbH v. Traitements Mécano-chimiques des Surfaces SA (Handte v.
TMCS) of 17 June 1992, op. cit.
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CJEU deals with a topic that is all in all new, and is an interesting study of the issue of
non-accessibility to third parties of jurisdiction agreements. Although achieving a
partly sharable result, however, the argumentative path followed does not seem to be
exempt from censorship. On the one hand, the recalled (and misrepresented) case law
on bills of lading has always been very cautious in not agreeing at European level the
automatic enforceability of a jurisdiction clause against the third party, but limiting it
to cases where the national law provide for a succession in the position of the loader.
On the other hand, the alleged need for an autonomous interpretation based on the
diversity of views in place in Member States on the issue, seems an invasive, as unjus-
tified, invasion of the field, in an area that the Coreck Maritime judgment of 9 Novem-
ber 2000, instead, he had wanted to reserve with sensitivity to national law and to the
prudent appreciation of the judge of merit™.

19. THE PROBLEM OF BILLS OF LADING.

The land of the bills of lading constitutes a territory of evolution, proof and priv-
ileged clash for a series of rules of the Regulation. In our case, the extension clause of
the jurisdiction contained in a bill of lading is of particular interest. Given the auton-
omy of such a clause with respect to the negotiating outline in which it is inserted, it is
not necessary for present purposes to fully define what the policy is or what its exact
nature is™>.

The first sentence concerning bills of lading is pronounced by CJEU in 1984**

when the English amendment is still in the text of the old art. 17 had not entered into
force. The case saw in opposition to the Belgian judge the anonymous company Ge-
ominne Hout, domiciled in Belgium, and the company Parteenreederei ms. Tilly Russ
and Mr. Ernst Russ owners of the "Tilly Russ" ship, domiciled in Germany. The case
concerned the compensation claimed by the Belgian company for damages and "fail-
ures" related to a load of timber purchased by an American company and transported
on the "Tilly Russ" from Toronto to Antwerp. The objection, rejected at first and second
instance, was revived before the Belgian Supreme Court (Hof van Cassatie), which
brought an incidental appeal to CJEU. The main question concerned the possibility of
considering the extension contained in the policy as concluded in writing or confirmed
in writing pursuant to art. 17 of the Convention, also "taking into account the generally
applicable practices"”. Notwithstanding the reference made by the Belgian Court to
the "uses", it was not possible for the CJEU to take this hypothesis into account, since
the 1978 amendment was not yet in force. The CJEU resolved the issue in line with
previous judgments policy®® would satisfy the requirements pursuant to art. 17 only if
it represented an agreement on the extension concluded in writing and with

32CJEU, C-387/98, Coreck Maritime of 9 November 2000, op. cit. parr. 24 and 26. G. VAN CALSTER, Euro-
ean private international law, op. cit.
323The Advocate General Gordon Slynn confirms this in his Opinion in case C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19
June 1984, op. cit.: "it is (...) not for this Court under the Convention to decide the broad question as a bill of
lading (...) constitute a contract of carriage, or (...) it is a mere receipt for goods shipped or document separated
from the contract of carriage. That remains a question of national law. The question of the bill of lading is ca-
able of constituting the provision of an agreement as to jurisdiction (...)".
324C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, op. cit.
325C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, op. cit.
326CJE, C-24/76, Estasis Salotti v. Ruewa of 14 December 1976, op. cit., and in case C-25/76, Segoura v. Bona-
kdarian of 14 December 1976, op. cit. So double subscription.

148 Volume 42.2 — jul./dez. 2022



guarantees of effective adhesion of both parties or the written confirmation of a previ-
ous verbal agreement expressed: both unrealistic hypotheses in the world of seafarers.
The only opening, in the wake of the obiter dictum in Segoura v. Bonakdarian of 14 De-
cember 1976, is admitted in the case of current business relationships if it proves that
these relationships are governed by the general conditions of the author of the confir-
mation and that knowledge of the clause, contained therein and always present in the
pre-printed forms, is therefore not denied according to good faith. In this case, accord-
ing to the European courts, the verbal agreement could also be absent™. The hypoth-
esis is not irrelevant but not even common and no space is still given to the uses of
commerce. Moreover, the need to protect the consent of the parties™ is still felt as the
ratio of the discipline of art. 17 and therefore the certainty and the reality of consent are
preferred to the flexibility of commercial transactions. It is true that the sentence is
"rigid" towards international trade, but it is also true that, within the limits of the law
in force, there were not many other possibilities, especially in light of the interpreta-

tions already given™.

The discipline outlined by the CJEU literally opens the door to those "current uses
in the field" to which the Hof van Cassatie had timidly referred in 1983. Once the court
seised has verified the existence of a use corresponding to the behavior followed by the
parties in the field of maritime transport of goods, "the game is done". In the field of
the extension of jurisdiction it is therefore the practice that becomes a regulator of the
relationships between the commercial operators and guarantor of the consensus or
awareness of the parties. As Ancel observes, the modification of San Sebastiano, even
if it accentuates the rigor of the need of form defined by the use defining it in a branch
of commerce, consecrates the "obligatory" nature of such use: "Le commerce interna-
tional pardone pas facilement les négligences"”'. The parties, when they act as profes-
sionals in the field of maritime transport, must know that there are some practices.

The last CJEU ruling that addresses the problem of the extension contained in a
bill of lading is in 2000, in the case that saw some Dutch companies (Handelsveem BV
and others), holders of policies, owners and insurers of a peanut load coming from
China opposed to the company Coreck Maritime GmbH of Hamburg hiring the Rus-
sian ship used for the occasion. The Dutch companies cited for damages Coreck Mari-
time and the Russian shipowner in Rotterdam before the Rechtbank, a competent court
pursuant to art. 5.1, but Coreck objected, inter alia, to the presence of an extension of
jurisdiction on the back of the policies. The court of first instance dismissed the objec-
tion for lack of clarity of the clause™, and this decision was confirmed at second in-
stance by the Gerechtshof of Hague. Finally, the Hoge Raad called for an interpretative

321CJEU, C-25/76, Segoura v. Bonakdarian of 14 December 1976.

38CJEU, C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, op. cit., par. 18.

329That is to avoid that an extension clause goes unnoticed.

30T put it with the Advocate General Gordon Slynn, referring to the judges of the Court of Justice: "They can
not extend the e ff ect of those words", in the conclusions of the case C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June
1984, op. cit.

31p. ANCEL, La clause attributive de juridiction selon I’article 17 de la convention de Bruxelles, op. cit., C-
71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, op. cit.

332The policy, standard model prepared by the BIMCO (third body), contained a clause that determined the judge
and applicable law based on the country of residence of the carrier (contractual) and a "carrier identity" clause
intended to guarantee the applicability of the conditions of the policy also to another carrier that had "actually"
carried out the transport.
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intervention by the CJEU. The reference for a preliminary ruling allowed the Court to
address some interesting points.

The scenario that emerges from this normative and jurisprudential evolution
therefore starts from an "unsuitable" framework to satisfy the needs of the maritime
trade operators and reaches a substantial acceptance of their positions. With the ruling
Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984™ allowed some elasticity only in the presence of cur-
rent and homogeneous relationships.

The practice of transport was substantially ignored with the consequence that in
fact the extensions contained in the policies should not have had space inside of Union.
But the thrust of trade has breached both the conventional text and the orientation of
the EU judges, which, through use, have opened the door to the "informal" extension
contained in the policy. The thing that perplexes it is not so much to have endorsed an
existing practice. The CJEU did not admit the extension contained in the policy, but
only opened the door to uses in general: it is the responsibility of the national courts to
verify that a certain use exists and is knowable for the parties. The perplexity is con-
centrated on the particular case in point of the policy. Is there a strict need to recognize
the validity of an extension contained therein? The advantage is that for carriers (or for
the charterers of the ship, issuers of the policy) who can unilaterally choose the com-
petent forum®. The damage is all of the shippers and receivers of the goods. In prac-
tice, given the strongly unilateral nature, it was decided to favor one category to the
detriment of the others: more than the reasons for international trade, therefore, the
interests of transporters are protected. This reflects a certain recent orientation, where,
for example, in art. 5 num. 1°® relating to the jurisdiction for contractual obligations, it
was decided to bring "certainty" in the two most common cases: delivery of goods and
provision of services. In both cases, one chooses to privilege a contractor, buyer or user
of the service, to the detriment of the other. Such a privilege is sometimes desirable, as
in the case of consumers, insurance contracts or workers, when there is a rationale con-
cerning the nature of the contract or contractors that justifies such protection. Instead
in the case of art. 5 point 1, and especially in the case of the policy, this reason seems to
lack. In the policy, on the contrary, we choose to take advantage of the "strong" part
that prepares the document (only latently or accidentally contracted) and penalizes the
parties who, in the face of this document, may not even be able to object. Let us make
no illusions: the loader at most "becomes aware" of the clause and is facing a crossroads
that consists in accepting the policy and all the conditions or giving up the transport.
In my opinion, the right objective is to guarantee the flexibility and speed of the traf-
fickers by choosing inappropriate means. The question is naturally different if the par-
ties have established long-term business relationships, since good faith acts at the same
time as an element of protection for the shipper and as a limit to the possibility of chal-
lenging the knowledge of the clause. But in such a case the repetition by the parties in
question to legitimize a certain form, not the repetition by other commercial operators.

These observations are aggravated by the fact that art. 23 does not allow uses re-
lated to the content and does not allow the content of the clause to be checked. The

33CJEU, C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova, op. cit.

334R. FENTIMAN, Unilateral jurisdiction agreements in Europe, in Cambridge Law Journal, 72, 2013, pp. 25ss.
R. FENTIMAN, International commercial litigation, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2015.

335C-71/83, Tilly Russ v. Nova of 19 June 1984, op. cit.
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doors then open to the arbitrariness of one part with respect to the other. These are
specific cases: the extension of jurisdiction contained in the general conditions of con-
tract attached for the first time to a confirmation letter and the extension of jurisdiction
contained for the first time in a bill of lading. Given the peculiarity of the two hypoth-
eses, it would not be agreed to "crystallize" what is now considered a "use by antono-
masia" and to dictate, alongside the general opening to the uses of trade, however, in
a more rigorous manner, specific rules for the two hypotheses? This is already done for
example for the art. 5 point 1 and for the so-called "big risks" in the insurance field, it
could be done for these two cases. What seems to me debatable, ultimately, is to un-
dermine the scaffolding of a general rule to pursue a specific end that is to admit "two"
commercial practices. The provision of two specific rules would have allowed to re-
balance the reasons of the parties involved.

To conclude, the existence of a use that includes the inclusion of a clause for the
extension of jurisdiction overleaf in the general conditions of the bills of lading and the
subsequent acceptance by the shipper without underwriting or equivalent behavior,
and without even any guarantee of consent effective, seems to be now ius receptum.

In reality the hypothesis is not so peaceful. It is true that a clause of this kind often
appears in policies. Other is to ensure that there is a behavior that is regularly and
generally observed by maritime traffickers in the sense of accepting this clause without
signing it. The codified use is, if anything, the habit of carriers to insert such a clause:
is this sufficient to confirm the regular and general acceptance by shippers? It seems to
me that the assessment of use does not take place with the necessary rigor. Even more
so if we look at some conventional tools, we can see that the relevance of these agree-
ments has strongly diminished: the so-clled "Hamburg Rules"*, for example, do not
provide such automaticity. On the contrary, any agreement on the forum contained in
the transport contract constitutes only one of the alternative forums, however, availa-
ble* for the parties and therefore its effectiveness is greatly reduced. Only after the
controversy has developed is it possible to conclude exclusive extension agreements,
since there is no doubt about the effective consent and the attention of the remaining
parties at a time when the conflict is obvious™.

20. THE TACIT ACCEPTANCE OF THE FORUM

The tacit acceptance of the forum, or tacit extension of jurisdiction, constitutes a
very important institution, known by all the systems considered. This is a mechanism
that, by linking to the charge for the party challenging the jurisdiction of the court
seised, allows the judge to simplify or suspend the examination of jurisdiction in all

36UN Convention on the Carriage of Goods by Sea, 30 March 1978. According to art. 21 of the Hamburg rules::
“the principal place of business or, in the absence thereof, the habitual residence of the defendant; or (...) the
place where the contract was made provided that the defendant has there a place of business, branch or agency
through which the contract was made; or (...) the port of loading or the port of discharge; or (...) any additional

lace designated for that purpose in the contract of carriage by sea (...)”.

337Art. 21, par. 5 of Rules: “Notwithstanding the provisions of the preceding para-graphs, an agreement made by
the parties, after a claim under the contract of carriage by sea as arisen, which designates the place where the
claimant may institute an action, is effective (...)”.

38CJEU, C-48/84, Hannelore Spitzley v. Sommer Exploitation SA of 7 March 1985, ECLI:EU:C:1985:1009, I-
003777, par. 15, that: "the art. 18 (...) is based on the principle that, by appearing before the court seised by the
plaintiff without objecting to its lack of jurisdiction, the defendant implicitly expresses his assent to a court
other than that designated by the other provisions of the convention (...)".
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those cases in which the defendant does not object, or late , to its competence. The link
of tacit acceptance (prorogatio fori post litem natam) with the agreement on the hole
(prorogatio fori ante litem natam) is not that possible. Although at the basis of ac-
ceptance there is a fiction of the defendant's consent to the forum chosen by the actor,
the institution's ratio is more directly connected to the need of certainty in terms of
jurisdiction and procedural economy. The presumption of consent to the jurisdiction
that is operated in the presence of a remissive behavior of the defendant is absolute
and unrelated to any claim to verify an effective consent™.

The importance of this category only as a sensuous consensual side with regard
to the agreements on the forum is that, as Kahn-Freund argues,"(...) the express con-
tractual jurisdiction clause (...) is, as it were, submerged in the subsequent tacit submis-
sion (...)"*. In other words, the institution of tacit acceptance, endowed with its own
profound autonomy, renders the examination of the jurisdiction clause by the elected
judge superfluous in the event that the defendant does not object to its inexistence in
time. Even more incisively, it exceeds the clause itself if the court is waived and the
jurisdiction of this is not contested. In the English and United States jurisdictions, the
tacit extension is based on the institute of consent or submission to jurisdiction, peace-
fully established by the jurisprudence®'.

The European regulation devotes the tacit acceptance to art. 24 which considers
the establishment of the defendant as a genuine jurisdictional title, endowed with a
particularly relevant force: "the court of a Member State before which the defendant
appeared is competent™®”. Also in this case there are only two limitations to the

3390. KAHN-FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements: Some reflections, in International & Comparative Law Quar-
terly, 26 (4), 1977, pp. 826ss. F. SPARKA, Jurisdiction and arbitration clauses in maritime transport, op. cit.,
Z.S. TANG, Jurisdiction and arbitration agreements in international commercial law, op. cit.,

3400, KAHN-FREUND, Jurisdiction agreements: Some reflections, op. cit.

34IM. GRUSON, Forum selection clauses in international and interstate commercial agreements, in University of
Illinois Law Review, 1982, pp. 195, “contractual submission and con-sent to personal jurisdiction is effective
to confer personal jurisdiction when service is made in the manner agreed upon. The Supreme Court stated:
"(...) it is settled (...) that parties to a contract may agree in advance to submit to the jurisdiction of a given
court, to permit notice to be served by the opposing party, or even to waive notice altogether (...)”. Citing the
decision: National Equipment Rental, Ltd. v. Szukhent, 375 U.S. 311 (1964). For more details see: A. IDES,
C.N. MAY, S. GROSSI, Civil procedure and problems, Wolters Kluwer, New York, 2016. G.B. BORN, P.B.
RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 467ss.

32 According to our opinion, the breadth of the criterion of jurisdiction examined here leads to the question
whether it is necessary for one of the parties to be domiciled in a Member State. On the one hand, the extent of
the tacit extension of jurisdiction that is capable of derogating from all other jurisdictional, community and in-
ternal titles (except for article 22), on the other, the ordinary subtraction of disputes must be highlighted that
do not present a subjective connection with the EU law, to the advantage of the conflict rules of the court
seised. It can be concluded that art. 24 is also applicable in the sense of establishing the jurisdiction of a Union
judiciary appealed by two persons not domiciled in the Union, merely because the defendant does not raise the
objection of incompetence in good time? Analyzing the norm individually, one could be inclined to state that it
has an operating scope that transcends the regulatory limits and therefore lends itself to an affirmative answer.
Above all for the incipit of the rule that states "in addition to the cases in which his (ie, the judge) jurisdiction
results from other provisions of this Regulation": effectively the hypothesis described could be part of that
large set that is outlined by expression "as well as in cases". But the standard is not isolated with respect to the
context and in Regulation we find a rule, art. 4, which, if the defendant has his domicile outside the Union,
establishes the application of the conflict rules of the court seised, subject to articles 22 and 23. Art. 24 is not
included as an exception. Now, it is true that in the prevision of the Convention, art. 4 mentioned only art. 16
(today is article 22) and the doctrine had correctly included also art. 17 (now article 23) on the basis of the
"Eudem ratio" and of the common "exclusivity". But it is also true that art. 24 does not share the same ratio of
art. 23, nor is it possible that art. 4 incorporates all the provisions of the Regulation one by one. Article 23 in-
tends to give space to the private autonomy of the parties, to enhance their choice: the aim is also to give uni-
form application to the extension of competence in the Union sphere. Article 24 is instead a mixed element of
amnesty, automaticity, simplification in which the will of the parties is merely an element. Neither art. 24
shares the exclusivity of art. 22 for which reasons of regulatory complexity or proximity to the object of the
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operation of this criterion of jurisdiction: the existence of an exclusive forum pursuant
to art. 223° or the fact that the defendant appeared in a timely manner by objecting
the defect of jurisdiction. Not even the protected holes of insured, consumer and
worker exclude the operation of art. 24, on the basis of the consideration that these
subjects, considered "weak" in the pre-litigation phase, do not need special protection
when the conflict is now current and evident. Not even for the Regulation the presence
of a previous agreement expressed on the forum pursuant to art. 23 constitutes an ob-
stacle to the tacit acceptance operation®. Following the interpretative activity carried
out by the CJEU, not even the second limit that excludes the operation of art. 24 if "the
appearance (of the defendant) occurs to object to incompetence" poses major interpre-
tative doubts. It is now undisputed that the defendant can explain defenses also on the
merits and is not forced to limit his or her complaints to the jurisdictional profile*”.

A question that is always up to date is that relative to the procedural moment in
which the attributable effect of competence occurs, that is to say the final deadline for
the proposition of the defective exception of jurisdiction. In this case the question is
eminently procedural and could not be resolved by the CJEU** through the abstract
identification of a certain moment, referring to the concrete determination of the

dispute operate. So I do not see a solid ground on which to extend the scope of art. 4 first paragraph also to the
tacit extension. In the absence of such an extension, will be the rules of conflict of the forum to operate: it is
not doubted that in many States these rules will operate in the sense of allowing the tacit extension to condi-
tions similar or even easier. Of course, the fact that an acquis is present could lead the interpreter to take the
road to the application of the uniform EU principle. This would be motivated more by the opportunity than by
reason. Instead, a modification to the Regulation would be necessary to proceed in this direction. After all, we
do not see the urgency. Instead you would not need to investigate the domicile: the arguments put forward are
not without importance but I think they excessively isolate the law, without grasping the systematic context.

33The presence of an exclusive forum pursuant to art. 22 does not generate particular applicative or interpreta-
tive problems, also given the particular operation of community litigation in the sense of always favoring the
competent judge pursuant to art. 22. Article 25 Regulation 44/2001 "The judge of a Member State, invested in
the main proceedings of a dispute for which Article 22 establishes the exclusive jurisdiction of a Judge of an-
other Member State, declares his own incompetence (...)".

34CJEU, C-150/80, Elefanten Schuh GmbH v. Jacqmain of 24 June 1981, ECLLEU:C:1981:148, 1-01671, parr.
8ss.

35The present formulation partially, but significantly, differs from the homologation contained in the Brussels
Convention: "This rule is not applicable if the comparison takes place only to contest the incompetence". Arti-
cle 18 of the Brussels Convention in the consolidated text of 1998. The presence of the adverb "only" in some
language versions (Dutch, German and Italian according to the Opinion of Advocate General Sir Gordon
Slynn in Case C-150/80, Elefanten Schuh GmbH v. Jacqmain of 24 June 1981, op.cit.,). Reproduced later also
in the English one, had led some to believe that in order to avoid the tacit extension the defendant should limit
himself to pleading only the defect of jurisdiction, without being able to no defense on the merits, however
subordinated. The defendant would have been faced with the unreasonable crossroads between the possibility
of pleading the defect of jurisdiction without defending himself on the merits, exposing himself to all the for-
feiture of the case if he succumbed to the point, or defending himself on the merits thus losing the possibility
of challenging the title of attribution of the dispute to the judge. In contrast, the French version (article 18 of
the Convention in the consolidated text of 1998, French version: "Cette régle n'est pas applicable si la compu-
tion pour pour objet de contester la compétence") did not contain the incriminating adverb and led to the much
more reasonable result of allowing the defendant to defend himself both at the point of jurisdiction and, possi-
bly in a subordinate manner, on the merits.

346The new formulation of art. 24 in the regulation, accepting the indications of the CJEU and standardizing the
texts to the French version, it overcomes the issue by eliminating the offending adverb. The Court had already
overcome the impasse in the sense of allowing the joint proposition of the defense also on the merits. See in
argument from the CJEU the next cases: CJEU, C-150/80, Elefanten Schuh GmbH v. Jacqmain of 24 June
1981, op. cit., cit., C-27/81, Etabilissements Rohr Société anonyme v. Dina Ossberger of 22 October 1981,
ECLI:EU:C:1981:243, I-0243l; C-25/81, CH.W. v. G.J.H. of 31 March 1982, ECLI:EU:C:1982:116, I—01189;
C-201/82, Gerling Konzern speziale Kreditversicherung AG and others, op. cit.; C-99/96, Hans-Hermann
Mietz v. Intership Yachting Sneek BV pf 27 April 1999, ECLI:EU:C:1999:202, 1-02277. It should be noted
that the first four sentences are practically contemporary, as if suddenly the knot had come to a comb. In the
CJEU judgment, C-48/84, Spitzley v. Sommer Exploitation SA of 7 March 1985, ECLIL: EU:C:1985:105, I-
00787, the CJEU reiterates the orientation also towards the plaintiff with respect to the counterclaim.
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procedural law of the forum, given the diversity and technicality of the various Euro-

pean procedural disciplines™’.

21. AGREEMENT ON THE COURT AND LITIGATION UNDER REGULATION 44/2001

To determine which court is competent to assess the validity of a jurisdiction
clause, there are mixed criteria of lis alibi pendens™®, Kompetenz-Kompetenz or auton-
omy of jurisdictions®”. The approaches can be variously abstract. The indication made
by the parties in the jurisdiction clause could be emphasized and therefore, as is gen-
erally recognized in the matter of arbitration™, it is up to the court indicated therein to
determine whether or not it is competent by virtue of this agreement. Alternatively,
the importance of the temporal prevention criterion can be emphasized, and that the
court first seised is competent to know the validity of the clause, regardless of whether
it prolongs or waives its jurisdiction. Finally, and it is the approach that seems to be
favored by national laws, the autonomy of each judge can determine the validity and
effectiveness of the jurisdiction clause independently of the sought effect. In all these
cases, then, the fact that the same dispute is pending before another court, and in par-
ticular that stated in the agreement, may or may not be relevant.

England and the United States do not ignore the issue of the international lis alibi
pendens, but they give you a different answer from the one commonly accepted in the
civil law systems that refers to the temporal prevention criterion in a more or less rigid
way. In the modern common law the slope of a foreign proceeding usually detects for
the purpose of the evaluation in point of forum non conveniens, without acquiring
decisive importance if the foreign cause has been incardinated before the domestic
judgment™'. Some American courts distinguish the hypotheses of forum non conven-
iens, which, moreover, operates regardless of the simultaneous slope of a foreign pro-
cedure, and lis alibi pendens, arranging in the first case the rejection of the action and
in the second case the mere suspension. This distinction is more evident on the domes-
tic level than on the international side, where a ruling by the Supreme Court is lack-
ing™. In general, the American courts seem less concerned by the phenomenon of par-
allel proceedings than we will see in Europe. In addition, if the foreign proceeding,

3TCJEU, C-150/80, Elefanten Schuh GmbH v. Jacqmain of 24 June 1981, op. cit., parr. 15 and 16: "The contes-
tation of jurisdiction can have the effect attributed to it by art. 18 only if the plaintiff and the judge are enabled
to understand, right from the defendant's first defensive act, that this act is intended to deny jurisdiction. The
Court of Cassation asks, in this regard, if the incompetence should be raised "in limine litis". For the interpre-
tation of the convention, the latter concept is of difficult application, given the considerable differences be-
tween the laws of the Contracting States with regard to the court's appeal, the appearance of the defendant and
the manner in which the parties to the case must formulate their conclusions. It results, however, from the aim
pursued by the art. 18 that the objection of incompetence, if it does not precede any defense on the merits, can
not however be subsequent to the act considered, by the national procedural law, as the first defense addressed
to the court seised (...)".

343C. MCLACHLAN, Lis pendens in international litigation, vol. 5, Les livres de poche de I’ Académie de droit
international de La Haye, 2009.

39The judge has pronounced itself and then poses a subsequent problem of the means to re-propose the matter to
the appellate court, in order to prevent the establishment of a judgment on jurisdiction. This question is obvi-
ous outside the content of Article. 24 of the reg. n. 44/2001, so much so that it has never constituted the subject
of interpretative controversies.

30G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 467ss.

331G.B. BORN, P.B. RUTLEDGE, International civil litigation, op. cit., pp. 467ss. A. PARRISH, Duplicative
foreign litigation, in George Washington Law Review, 78, 2010, pp. 238ss.

352¢the Supreme Court has not considered the question in the international context, and few lower court decisions
consider the subject in any depth. The content of U.S. law relating to the lis pendens doctrine is therefore often
uncertain and difficult to ascertain”. Such a propensity, probably, suggests that the English or American judge
does not believe much in the autonomy with which every order could or should judge a clause on the forum.
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initiated or even threatened, appears to be in violation of the agreement on the hole
stipulated between the parties, the English or American judge does not hesitate to issue
an anti-suit injunction to impose its termination™”.

The system in which the question of the relationship between jurisdictional and
lis pendens agreements has been explored and discussed more extensively is, without
a doubt, the European one. Litigendency® is a very important institution in the econ-
omy of Regulation 44/2001, as it allows to avoid the formation of conflicting judgments
within the Union, one of the main obstacles to the free circulation of sentences™. For
this reason the European rule has a rigid mechanism, based on the strict principle of
temporal prevention which guarantees that only the court first seised proceeds to ex-
amine its competence and, therefore, to a decision on the merits. Each court appealed
subsequently must suspend the case and await the determination of the first judge.
The profile that interests us here is the delicate relationship between litigation and
agreement on jurisdiction, in particular if the presence of a clause on the forum allows
to derogate from the rigid principle just stated. The CJEU made one of its most criti-
cized pronouncements on the point™, in which it was considered practically irrelevant
the existence of an agreement on the forum for the purpose of operating the lis pen-
dens rule, and therefore prevailed the criterion of temporal prevention without correc-
tive measures. This approach has recently been overturned by Regulation 1215/2012
which has instead accepted a Kompetenz-Kompetenz criterion. The story that gave rise
to the decision of CJEU in Gasser saw the Italian company MISAT S.r.l. and the Aus-
trian company Erich Gasser GmbH, including long-standing commercial relations. The
relevant legislation was ratione temporis still the Brussels Convention, but the ratio de-
cidendi is also peacefully valid for the Regulation. The relationship between the two
companies deteriorates, so much so that both decide to turn to the judicial authority.
The Oberlandesgericht asks: "(...) if the judge subsequently seised pursuant to art. 21,
first paragraph, of the Brussels Convention, can verify the jurisdiction of the court be-
forehand, if the second judge has exclusive jurisdiction by virtue of an extension of
competence pursuant to art. 17 of the same Convention, or if the judge designated by
the parties must, in spite of the clause attributing jurisdiction, proceed ex art. 21 of the
aforementioned Convention"”.

333See Art. 27 of the Regulation 44/2001.

3%CJEU, C-351/89, Overseas Union Insurance Limited and others v. New Hampshire Insurance Company of 27
June 1991, ECLI:EU:C:1991:279, 1-03317, the lis pendens work indiscriminately from the applicability of the
Regulations or from the domicile of the parties, while following the interpretation provided in CJEU in case:
C-144/86, Gubish Maschinenfabrik KG v. Giulio Palumbo, ECLI:EU:C:1987:528, 1-04861. For further details
see. L. HAUBERG WILHELMSEN, International commercial arbitration and the Brussels I Regulation, Ed-
ward Elgar Publishers, 2018. J.J. FAWCETT, P. TORREMANS, Intellectual property and private international
law, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2011. G. VAN CALSTER, European private international law, op. cit.

333See, the 15 recital: "The harmonious functioning of justice presupposes that the possibility of a parallel proce-
dure is reduced to a minimum and that two incompatible decisions are not issued in two Member States. It is
necessary to establish a clear and efficible mechanism for resolving cases of lis pendens and connection and,
given the existing national differences in the matter, it is appropriate to define the moment in which a case is
considered "pending". For the purposes of this regulation, this moment should be defined independently".

36CJEU, C-116/02, Gasser of 9 December 2003, op. cit. See also: J. HILL, A. CHONG, International commer-
cial disputes: Commercial conflict of laws in English courts,

3STCJEU, C-116/02, Gasser of 9 December 2003, op. cit., par. 20. Various the arguments presented to the CJEU.
On the one hand, Gasser and the United Kingdom Government support the prevalence of art. 17 on art. 21,
therefore the substantial inapplicability of the lis pendens towards the judge indicated in the extension clause
of the jurisdiction. In favor of this thesis, the prevalence of art. 17 with respect to all the other norms of the
Convention and the duty for the judges not indicated in the clause declaring the office incompetent.
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The CJEU solves the question on the basis of the ratio decidendi already defined
in the Overseas™ sentence: "(...) in this case, a jurisdiction of the judge subsequently
appealed is claimed on the basis of art. 17 of the Convention. However, this circum-
stance is not such as to call into question the application of the procedural rule con-
tained in art. 21 (...), which is clearly and solely based on the chronological order in
which the judges were appealed. Moreover, the court seised per second is, in no case,
more qualified than the court first seised to rule on the competence of the latter"™. The
words used are practically the same as the previous sentence, specifying, this time, that
also art. 17 is included. In the continuation of the motivation, the CJEU shows to accept
the arguments proposed by the Commission regarding the relationship between art.
16 and art. 17, considering the fact that it is determined "once and for all" what the
judge is called to assess the validity of a jurisdictional extension clause, ie the court
seised first. The Court dismisses the concerns expressed by the United Kingdom Gov-
ernment, stating that "the difficulties (...) resulting from the dilatory behavior of the
parties (...) are not such as to call into question the interpretation of one of the provi-
sions of the Brussels, as it results from its formulation and its purpose™®. Finally, he
concludes, answering the question posed by the Oberlandesgericht, that "art. 21 of the
Brussels Convention (must) be interpreted as meaning that the judge subsequently
seised and whose jurisdiction has been relied on by virtue of a clause conferring

Furthermore, the United Kingdom Government contends that the requirements of commercial transactions re-
quire certainty and therefore the extension clause which may be agreed upon must be fully respected. In order
to avoid the risk of incomprehensible judgments, it is also suggested that the other judges should suspend the
case pending that the judge indicated in the jurisdictional extension adjudicates in his own jurisdiction. On the
opposite side are the MISAT company, the Italian government and the EU Commission. Their reasoning is
based on the distinction between art. 17 and art. 16, concluding that only the latter constitutes an exception to
the operation of the lis pendens. In fact, only the so-called "absolute exclusivity" competence is provided as an
express limit to the liturgy and requires the judge to strip himself of the dispute, and only the violation of art.
16 involves the prohibition of recognizing the sentence issued. As reported in the conclusions of the General
Advocate Léger in C-116/02, Gasser, "it would be absurd to oblige the court exclusively competent by virtue
of art. 16 to suspend the proceedings, since the decision that is pronounced by the court previously seised, by
an incompetent hypothesis, could produce its effects only in the State in which it was pronounced". Vice versa,
the determination of the competent court pursuant to art. 17 can be overcome at any time, by means of a new
agreement or even for the operation of the tacit extension mechanism. Furthermore, it is argued that both
judges are equally qualified to assess the jurisdiction extension clause, there being no reason to prefer the
judge chosen by the parties, arguing from Decision C-351/89, Overseas Union Insurance Limited and others v.
New Hampshire Insurance Company of 27 June 1991, op. cit., in which paragraph 23 of the CJEU states that:
"(...) it should also be noted that the court seised per second is, in no case, more qualified than the court first
seised to rule on the latter's jurisdiction. In fact, that jurisdiction is directly determined by the rules of the Con-
vention, which apply to both courts and which can be interpreted and applied with equal authority by each of
them, or is, according to article 4 of the Convention, by the law of the State of the court first seized, which
therefore will undoubtedly be more qualified to rule on its jurisdiction. "From the whole of the sentence it is
not clear whether the powers under Article 17 can be included in the so-called" exclusive "ones, for which the
Court had suggested a different solution in the sense of removing them from the operation of article 21, see
paragraph 26: "except in the case where the court seised per second has an elusive covered by the agreement
and, in particular, by art. 16 of the same, art.21 of the Convention must be interpreted as meaning that, where
the jurisdiction of the court first seised is contested, the court seised per second can only suspend the proceed-
ings if it does not declare itself to be incompetent and can not itself determine the jurisdiction of the court
seised first". The Advocate General Léger takes a position in favor of the prevalence of the extension of juris-
diction over litigation, sharing the arguments proposed by the British government. Léger also considers the
profile of the useful effect of art. 17, dreading the danger of deferral activities, especially those related to ac-
tions of negative assessment, which allow the debtor to act as an actor in an incompetent forum in order, at
least, to delay the satisfaction of the creditor. The interpretative proposal put forward by the Advocate General
is however different from that of the United Kingdom, since the effect of derogation from the operation of the
lis pendens would only be in those cases in which the extension is absolutely clear. Of value, this solution
would allow to repress the obvious cases of abuse without, however, undermining the system of lis pendens.

38CJEU, C-351/89, Overseas Union Insurance Limited and others v. New Hampshire Insurance Company of 27
June 1991, op. cit.

39CJEU, C-116/02, Gasser of 9 December 2003, op. cit. parr. 46-48.

3%0CJEU, C-351/89, Overseas Union Insurance Limited and others v. New Hampshire Insurance Company of 27
June 1991, op. cit.
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jurisdiction must however suspend the proceedings until the court previously seised
has declared to be incompetent™*".

The CJEU even before the ruling was issued in the Gasser case’”. The decision, in

its choice of rigidity and the penalization made in relation to the choice clauses of the
forum, has been much criticized, not without reason. The practice has signaled the risk
that entails the principle enunciated, that is the abusive practice of those who act in a
forum only in violation of an agreement, with the sole purpose of putting the counter
party in distress™”. The strict first-in-time rule also penalizes any aspects of mediation
or alternative and out-of-court dispute resolution, favoring the criterion of the forum
running™.

The principle expressed in Gasser has been superseded in the new Regulation
1215/2012°*, which provides for a new specific rule that regulates lis pendens if the

36ICJEU, C-116/02, Gasser of 9 December 2003, op. cit.

362In speciem the complexity of the phenomenon is highlighted, excluding however that the extension of jurisdic-
tion could, de iure seasoned, play a role of exception in the matter of lis pendens. Let us not forget the excep-
tion of the lis pendens by the choice of the forum clause. So we can welcome the solution adopted by the
CJEU, signing several points, obviously criticizing the position suggested by the United Kingdom and based
on the "absolute sacredness" of the will of the parties, having a good game to argue that the CJEU deals with
the question of the exclusive basis of the positive right. He too dismisses the fear of an abusive behavior by the
debtor as a mere "petition of principle". For more details and analysis see: P. BRIZA, Choice of Court agree-
ments: Could the Hague choice of Court agreements Convention and the reform of the Brussels I Regulation
be the way out of the Gasser-Owusu disillusion?, in Journal of Private International Law, 5 (3), 2009, pp.
539ss. T.C. HARTLEY, The European Union and the systematic dismantling of the common law of conflict of
laws, in International & Comparative Law Quarterly, 54, 2008, pp. 813ss. F. FERRARI (ed.), Rome I Regula-
tion, Sellier European Law Publishers, Miinich 2015. B. YUKSEL, The relevance of the Rome I Regulation to
international commercial arbitration in the European Union, in Journal of Private International Law, 7, 2011,
pp. 150ss. J.J. JUIPERS, Party autonomy in the Brussels I Regulation and Rome I Regulation and the Euro-
pean Court of Justice, in German Law Journal, 10 (11), 2009, pp. 1514ss, which affirmed that: “(...) few legal
decisions are truly inevitable (...) ordained once the Court adopted a "formal" rather than ’instrumental’ ap-
proach to the Brussels Convention-one which prized (...) logic above consequences, theory above practice”. It
is therefore the basic choice that determines the outcome: theory versus practice, purely logical analysis
against the evaluation of consequences. Once one of the two prevailing elements is considered, the sentence is
written almost by itself. This is therefore the main criticism that is being brought to the European institution:
the main concern is to avoid the conflict between judges that constitutes the nemesis of the system of uniform
law from the CJEU's point of view. It is emphasized that such a conflict is only on one of the two aspects of
the issue, and the less relevant one since "to seek at all costs to avoid parallel litigation is to tilt at a phantom
target". The duration and maintenance costs of two parallel processes are effective deterrents. Furthermore it is
the experience of practice which suggests that this is a marginal eventuality. According to the lawyer (Juipers),
"many would see a pressure for one party might invoke a court's jurisdiction for tactical reasons. For the pur-
pose of avoiding the parallel litigation, but controlling unfair forum shopping. The danger is all greater be-
cause in practice, to win the battle of the forums is to win outright. Normally a defendant sued in an inconven-
ient forum is likely to settle (...)". According to our opinion the idea of "likely to settle" is perhaps less current
for the experience of our system. Fentiman echoes the positions expressed in the course of the case by the Brit-
ish government, because it shares its culture and concerns. Once again, however, the CJEU is deaf to the re-
quests coming from such a precious experience: "(...) the crux of the decision is that the Court refused to toler-
ate any risk of parallel proceedings and irreconciliable judgments" and "Gasser shows the European regime to
be insensitive to procedural justice for defendants (...)". See also in argument: M. AHMED, The nature and the
enforcement of the choice of court agreement. A comparative study, Hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Port-
land, 2017.

363This applies to the greatest extent when more than one competing forum is available, so that those who hold
the qualification as an actor have the privilege to choose the forum. However, it can also be used in an abusive
way to paralyze the chosen forum in the clause.

364See recital n. 22.

365See art. 31 of Regulation 1215/2012. Regulation (EU) No 1215/2012 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 12 December 2012 on jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement of judgments in civil and
commercial matters, entry in force from 10 January 2015. See in argument for more details and analysis: P.A.
NIELSEN, The New Brussels I Regulation, in Common Market Law Review, 50 (4), 2013, pp. 503ss. P.
HAY, Notes on the European Union’s Brussels-I "Recast" Regulation, in The European Legal Forum, 2013,
pp. 2ss. M. POHL, Die Neufassung der EuGVVO-im Spannungsfeld zwischen Vertrauen und Kontrolle, in
Praxis des Internationalen Privat-und Verfahrensrechts, 33, 2013, pp. 109ss. A. NUYTS, La refonte du régle-
ment Bruxelles I, in Revue Critique de Droit International Privé, 102, 2013, pp. 3ss. .P. BERAUDO, Regards
sur le nouveau Réglement Bruxelles I sur la compétence judiciaire, la reconnaissance et I’exécution des
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existence of an agreement on jurisdiction is raised. The new rule provides, in principle,
a Kompetenz-Kompetenz mechanism which centralizes the assessment of the validity
of the clause by the elected judge®®. Thus, the situation is reversed by guaranteeing
maximum protection for the parties' autonomy, but by exposing oneself to the risk of
abuse in the opposite direction®”. We therefore consider it appropriate that the court
tirst seised must assess, if not the validity of the clause itself, that it is at least prima
facie existing™®. The institute thus recreated recalls in a certain way the operation of the
lecturer on the subject of art. 22, but any extension to the agreements on the forum of
the prohibition to recognize a sentence issued in violation of a criterion of absolute
exclusive jurisdiction under art. 22°”.

décisions en matiére civile et commerciale, in Journal du Droit International, 140 (4), 2013, pp. 742ss. A.
STAUDINGER, Schiedsspruch und Urteil mit vereinbarten Wortlaut, in Festschrift fiir Friedrich Graf von
Westfalen, Dr. Otto Schmidt Verlag, Kéln, 2010, pp. 662ss. V. RIJAVEC, W. JELINEK, W. BREHM, Die
Erleichterung der Zwangsvollstreckung in Europa, ed. Nomos, Baden-Baden, 2012, pp. 214ss. See in argu-
ment the next cases from the CJEU: C-368/16, Assnes Havn v. Navigatos Management (UK) limited of 13
July 2017, ECLI:IEU:C:2017:546; C-341/16, Hanssen Beleggingen v. Tanja Prast-Knippin of 5 October 2017,
ECLI:EU:C:2017:738; C-230/15, Brite Strike Techonologies v. Strike Strike Tecnologies SA of 13 July 2016,
ECLL:EU:C:2016:560; C-350/14, Lazar v. Allianz Spa of 10 December 2015, ECLI:EU:C:2015:802; For more
details see: G. PAYAN Droit européen de I’exécution en matiére civile et commerc1ale ed. Bruylant Brux-
elles, 2012. B. KOHLER Dual-use contracts as consumer contracts and no attribution of consumer status of a
third party to the proceedlngs under Brussels-I Regulation, in Praxis des Internationalen Privat-und Ver-
fahrensrecht, 37, 2017. F. GASCON-INCHAUSTI, La reconnaissance et I’exécution des décisions dans le
réglement Bruxelles [ bis, in E. GUINCHARD (eds) Le nouveau réglement Bruxelles I bis. Réglement n°
1215/2012 du 12 décembre 2012 concernant la compétence judiciaire, la reconnaissance et I’exécution des dé-
cisions en matiére civile et commerciale, ed. Larcier, Bruxelles, 2014, pp. 210ss. D. LIAKOPOULOS, Interac-
tions between European Court of Human Rights and private international law of European Union, in
Cuadernos de Derecho Transnacional, 10 (1), 2018, pp. 260ss.

366Paragraphs 2 and 3 shall not apply to ‘the matters referred to in sections 3.4 or 5 in cases where the action is
proposed by the policyholder, the insured, a beneficiary of the insurance contract, the injured party, by the con-
sumer or by the worker and the agreement is invalid pursuant to the provisions contained in the aforemen-
tioned sections.

367This is partly the proposal made by the British Government in Gasser. The 4th paragraph of the new art. 31
provides that the standard does not apply to protected holes. A party convicted in court, that is, could plead the
existence of an (improbable) clause on the forum to paralyze the proceedings and make it necessary to argue
about the existence of the said clause in the chosen forum.

368 According to our opinion the national court should assess whether the agreement is valid and efficient on the
basis of the European rules and to divest the dispute in favor of the judge elected only after the positive out-
come of this verification. Furthermore, the operation of this particular type of liaison should be subordinated to
the decision of the first judge to suspend the case. In this way there would be no gray areas because if the
clause appears prima facie existing and it is easy to determine the indicated court, it will be that judge who
knows the validity of the clause and possibly also of the dispute. The mechanisms indicated here "also avoid
any suggestion that one of the court, is better able to determine the effect of article 23 than another court, the
court first seized. If the question is not clear, the judge for first seized will be able to deepen the analysis of the
same and also withhold the case, since the litigation will impose on the court seised; second to suspend the
case, avoiding risks of parallel proceedings. This mechanism would allow the abusive practices to be struck in
the two forms in which they arise: if the debtor will act in negative assessment in a derogated court in disre-
gard of a clause on the forum, the creditor-defendant will have a good game to appeal to the elected judge and
ask the court seised first to enforce such an agreement. After having assessed the defendant's fumus boni iuris,
the prejudiced judge will suspend the proceedings pending the assessment by the second. On the other hand, if
the creditor has acted in the correct forum, and the debtor attempts to escape you through the allegation of the
existence of a court extended, the judge will have a good game in considering such an abusive behavior, not
following him. This proposal seeks to bring together the strengths of others, tempering their flaws.

369Extending such a prohibition also in relation to the extension agreements would have the effect of multiplying
the uncertainty, damaging the institution of the extension and the parties making use of it. The CJEU has is-
sued an important decision that is halfway between the lis pendens and the question of the circulation of deci-
sions. CJEU, C-456/11, Gothaer Allgemeine Versicherung AGcontro Samskip GmbH of 15 November 2012,
ECLI:EU:C:2012:719, published in the electronic Reports of the cases. The dispute concerns a lawsuit for
damages caused by the Samskip carrier to a brewery plant transported to Mexico on behalf of the German
company Krones, brought by Krones itself and by four insurance companies. The particularity is that the par-
ties are acting in Germany before the Landgericht Bremen only after the decision of the Hof van beroep of
Antwerp declares the defect of the Belgian jurisdiction on the basis of a clause on the jurisdiction contained in
the bill of lading, which elects Iceland which competent forum. The clause in favor of the Icelandic judge falls
within the Lugano system and not in the context of Regulation 44/2001, but the issue of the effectiveness of
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The decision in question establishes therefore an important and innovative prin-
ciple, valid for the field of agreements on the forum but probably destined to transcend
the boundaries, according to which even the ritual decisions, provided they are defin-
itive, are destined to circulate and explain their own preclusive e ff ect in the territory
of the Union. Thus, a decision issued by a European judge who considers an agreement
on the forum to be valid or even invalid will be binding on each Member State. Given
the ratio decidendi it should not make any difference that the indicated judge belongs
to the Brussels I system or, as in the case in question, to the Lugano system®". Probably
the principle is also extensible in the case of agreement that elects the competence of a
judge not belonging to either of the two regional systems.

22. COORDINATION TESTS: THE 2005 HAGUE CONVENTION

The ambitious goal of promoting a global judicial area for international trade has
continued to seduce the imagination of theorists and practitioners, so that since the
early 1990s, a large number of countries have once again met in the context of Hague
Conference on Private International Law”". The attempt was to draw up a universal
convention on jurisdiction’” and the recognition of judicial decisions in civil matters

the Belgian judgment in Germany is a matter for Brussels I. Following the defenses carried out by the carrier,
the Landgericht considers it appropriate to request the interpretation of the CJEU whether the Belgian decision
is binding on the German court and to what extent. In particular, the judge asked whether (1) in the notion of
"decision" the decisions which are exhausted in ascertaining the absence of the procedural conditions of ad-
missibility (so-called merely procedural sentences), such as (2) a final judgment of the degree, are also in-
cluded of judgment, by which the court seised declines its international jurisdiction on the basis of a clause
conferring jurisdiction and specifically if (3) each Member State is obliged to recognize the decisions issued
by the court of another Member State concerning the effectiveness a clause conferring jurisdictional rights
stipulated inter partes, when, according to the national law of the judge of the country of origin, the verifica-
tion of the effectiveness of this clause has the authority of res judicata, even if the decision in this regard con-
stitutes part of a merely procedural sentence that rejected the appeal (paragraph 21). The European court, tak-
ing up the ranks of its previous case-law as a point of recognition, before the circulation regime "also applies
to a decision by which the court of a Member State declines its jurisdiction on the basis of a clause conferring
jurisdiction, regardless of the classification of that decision under the law of another Member State" (paragraph
32). It therefore concludes that "the judge before whom the recognition of a decision by which the court of an-
other Member State has declined its competence on the basis of a jurisdiction clause is bound is bound by the
ascertainment of the validity of this clause, contained in the justification of a decision, which has become final,
declaring the inadmissibility of the action " (paragraph 43).

30T, C. HARTLEY, Choice of Court Agreements under the european and international instruments: The Revised
Brussels I Regulatlon the Lugano Convention and the Hague Convention, Oxford University Press, Oxford
2013, pp. 4-6, 129-130. R. GARNETT, Substance and procedure in private international law, Oxford Univer-
sity Press Oxford. 2012, pp. 105ss.

37IConvention du 15 avril 1958 sur la compétence du for contractuel en cas de vente a caractére international
d’objets mobiliers corporels.

32T, VON MEHREN, Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Judgments: A new approach for the Hague Con-
ference?, in Law & Contemporary Problems, 1994, 57 (3), pp. 272ss. L.E. TEITZ, The Hague choice of Court
Convention: Validating party autonomy and providing an alternative to arbitration, in American Journal of
Comparative Law, 53 (3), 2005, pp. 542ss, which defined it as: “Arthur’s baby”. T. VON MEHREN, Drafting
a Convention on international jurisdiction and the effects of foreign judgments acceptable world-wide: Can the
Hague Conference project succeed?, in American Journal of Comparative Law, 49 (2), 2001, pp. 192ss. F.K.
JUENGER, A Hague judgments Convention‘? in Brooklyn Journal of Internatonal Law, 24, 1998- 1099, pp.
112ss. A.L. LOWENFELD, Thoughts about a multinational judgments Convention: A reaction to the Von
Mehren Report, in Law & Contemporary Problems, 57 (3), 1994, pp. 290ss. S.B. BURBANK, Jurisdictional
equilibrium, the proposed Hague Convention and progress in national law, in American Journal of Compara-
tive Law, 49, 2001, pp. 206ss. In addition to the objective of promoting a global judicial area, there were fur-
ther elements at the basis of the negotiations. One of these is the fact that the United States is not part of any
treaty relating to the jurisdiction and the recognition of judgments. The only experience worthy of note in this
sense is represented by the negotiations between the USA and the United Kingdom in the 1970s, which were
wrecked due to the British perplexities-in particular the insurance sector-about the damages awarded by the
American juries,, see: F. JUENGER, A Hague judgments Convention?, op. cit., pp. 111-13. The problem of
"punitive damage" or "award" has not been underestimated by the editors of the 2005 Convention. The Ameri-
can doctrine repeatedly reaffirms that the project's initiative has been taken by the USA because of the
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on the model of the 1968 Brussels Convention. This work, although not yet crowned
by the success of a "great result'"””, left to the operators of the sector a valuable tool to
regulate questions of jurisdiction related to their contractual relations by negotiation:
this is the Hague Convention on the choice clauses of the forum”* which, pending the
collection of the instruments of ratification necessary for the its entry into force, it can
count on the precious signatures of the United States and of the European Union™ as
well as on the interest to adhere to it shown by China which does not seem to be of a
formal nature. The text of the Convention, despite its inevitable nature of compro-
mise, is a decidedly appreciable effort to coordinate different legal systems which, in
the field of selection of the forum and the regime to be granted to the relevant clauses,
exhibit, before even different solutions, methods and approaches marked by deeply
divergent policies. Establishing uniform and equivalent rules in the insidious sector of

perceived use of the restrictive orientation. foreign law against the recognition of decisions by US judges.
These authors do not fail to underline how the victorious part in an American trial has serious problems in ob-
taining recognition and execution of its decision in other countries, contrasting the openness that the judges
would show towards decisions made in jurisdictions. foreign. This is not the place for a critical analysis of the
attitude of the various jurisdictions regarding the recognition of foreign citizens. It is however desirable that
judgments and evaluations in this matter are supported by empirical studies and not only by doctrinal impres-
sions. In the sense of marked imbalance. See in argument: L.E. TEITZ, The Hague choice of Court Conven-
tion, op. cit., pp. 544ss. T.C. HARTLEY, The Hague choice of Court Convention, in European Law Review,
31 (3), 2006, pp. 414ss. W.J. WOODWARD, Saving the Hague choice of Court Convention, in University of
Pennsylvanra Journal of International Law, 20 2007-2008, pp. 658ss. Contra F. JUENGER, A Hague judg-
ments Convention?, op. cit., pp. 114ss. A. L LOWENFELD Thoughts about a multinational judgments Con-
vention, op. cit., pp. 303ss. AF. PEREZ, The international recognition of judgments: The debate between pri-
vate and public Taw solutions, in Berkeley Journal of International Law, 44, 2011, pp. 58ss.

33The original project of a tenuously exhaustive system has encountered some obstacles deriving in the first
place from the strong lack of homogeneity of the legal systems. In this case, it was decided to concentrate on
the choice of court clauses only, an instrument of great importance for international trade, on which the agree-
ment did not seem impossible. The outcome of these renewed treaties is the convention that we propose to ex-
amine. L.E. TEITZ, The Hague Choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 545, highlights other elements of the
original project, as well as the unpredictable use of the Internet and electronic commerce, the centrality as-
sumed, at least in the European field, as well as the acceleration (in some ways unexpected) of the process of
integration of the European Community, today Union. See also in argument: J. TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The
Hague Convention on the Choice of Court Agreements of June 30, 2005: The elephant that gave birth to a
mouse, in Southwestern Journal of Law & Trade in the Americas, 13 (1), 2006, pp. 3SS. T.C. HARTLEY, The
Hague Choice of Court Convention, op. cit., cit., pp. 415, highlights the different objectives of the main actors:
to limit the exorbitant jurisdiction of the United States for Europe, to increase the recognition and execution of
its sentences abroad for the United States.

374C. KESSEDIJIAN, L’¢lection de for-Vers une nouvelle convention de la Haye in Grenziiberschreitungen. Bei-
trige zum Internationalen Verfahrensrecht und zur Schiedsgerichtsbarkeit. Festschrift fiir Peter Schlosser zum
70. Geburtstag, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen, 2005. T. KRUGER, The 20th Session of the Hague Conference: A
new choice of Court Convention and the issue of EC membership, in International & Comparative Law Quar-
teraly, 55 (4), 2006, pp. 447ss. A. SCHULZ, The 2005 Hague Convention on choice of Court clauses, in Jour-
nal of Private International Law, 2 (2), 2006, pp. 243ss. L.E. TEITZ, The Hague choice of Court Convention,
op. cit., C. THIELE, The Hague Convention on Choice-of-Court Agreements-was it worth the effort? in Con-
flict of laws in a globalized world, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2007. W.J. WOODWARD, Sav-
ing the Hague Choice of Court Convention op. cit.

375The signature of the European Union and not of the individual States starts from the opinion 1/03 made on 7
February, 2006, ECLI:EU:C:2006:81, I-01145 from the CJEU, which was able to define the external compe-
tences of the Union in matters of jurisdiction, recognition and enforcement of judgments in civil and commer-
cial matters. In particular, moving from the judgment C-22/70, Commission v. Council (AETS) of 31 March
1970, ECLI:EU:C:1970:32, 1-00263, the CJEU ruled that "the conclusion of the new Lugano Convention con-
cerning jurisdiction, recognition and enforcement of judgments in the matter civil and commercial (...) falls
entirely within the exclusive competence of the European Community". See in argument for more details: M.
CREMONA, Shaping EU Trade Policy post-Lisbon: Opinion 2/15 of 16 May 2017, in European Constitu-
tional Law Review, 14, 2018, pp. 232ss. M. CREMONA, Defining competence in EU external relations: les-
sons from the Treaty reform process, in A. DASHWOOD, M. MARESCAU, Law and practice of EU external
relations, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2008, pp. 34-69. M. CREMONA, A. THIES, The European
Court of Justice and external relations law: Constitutional challenges, Hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Port-
land, 2014. M. CREMONA, H.W. MICKLITZ, Private law in the external relations of the European Union,
Oxford University Press, Oxford 2016. D. PATTERSON A. SODERSTEN, A companion to European Union
law and international 1aw Wiley Blackwell New York, 2016 pp. 57ss.

376T.U. GUANGIJIAN, The Hague Choice of Court Convention-A chinese perspective, in American Journal of
Comparative Law, 55 2007, pp. 348ss.
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selection of the judge competent to hear the dispute, the Convention aims to provide
commercial operators with predictability to the forum appointed to exercise jurisdic-
tion and certainty regarding the circulation of the decision rendered by that forum. The
preamble to the Convention makes clear that it underlines the importance of "uniform
rules on jurisdiction and enforcement of foreign judgments in civil matters" aimed at
creating an "international regime that provides certainty and ensuring the effectiveness
of exclusive choice of court agreements between parties to commercial transactions and
that governs the recognition and enforcement of judgments resulting from proceed-
ings based on such agreements"”. Functionally coordinating the identification of the
negotiation of the iurisdictio with the recognition of the decision resolving the dispute
that emanates from the designated negotiating judge, the Hague Convention follows
the model successfully adopted by the 1958 New York Convention on Arbitration™®
and thus intends to to international contractors a real alternative in the choice between
arbitration means and judicial means for the resolution of disputes. Three regulatory
principles aimed at achieving this result: the judge indicated in the clause must exercise
his decision-making power; the court of another Contracting State must suspend or
decline its jurisdiction in any case, even if the adjudication court has subsequently been
seized on the same case; any judge must recognize and execute the decision issued in
the chosen forum.

23. INTERNATIONALITY OF THE DISPUTE

With regard to the international nature of the controversy, it should immediately
be noted that the conventional legislation makes a differentiation according to whether
the jurisdiction rules contained in Chapter II of the Convention or the rules on recog-
nition and execution set out in Chapter III*”. come into play. For the purposes of ap-
plying the Convention upon the exercise of jurisdiction, a dispute is considered "inter-
national" in the presence of at least one element of extraneousness, or of a connection
with a foreign system. Actually, art. 1 (2) proposes a negative definition and qualifies a
dispute as "international" unless the residence of the parties, the contractual relation-
ship and all other elements relevant to the settlement of the dispute are rooted in a
single Contracting State. In this way, a negative answer is given to the question
whether the designation of a foreign judge is sufficient to confer an international char-
acter on an agreement. The alteration that the extension implies to the framework of
the competences is not sufficient, alone, to bind the judges of the Contracting State to
the observance of the conventional rules. The choice made by the editors of the Con-
vention deserves appreciation because it avoids the uncertainties and debates caused
in Europe on the question whether the internationality of the dispute is a condition for
application of the provisions of art. 17 Brussels Convention, now art. 23 of Regulation
44/2001°*. At the time of circulation of the decision, instead, paragraph 3 of art. 1 con-
siders the requirement of "internationality" to be satisfied when the recognition or

377T U. GUANGIJIAN, The Hague Choice of Court Convention-A chinese perspective, op. cit.

378]. GRAVES, Court litigation over arbitration agreements: Is it time for a new default rule?, in The American
Review of International Arbitration, 23 (1), 2012, pp. 113ss. J. KARTON, The culture of international arbitra-
tion and evolution of contract law, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013, pp. 17ss.

379C. THIELE, The Hague Convention on Choice-of-Court Agreements-was it worth the effort? in Conflict of
laws in a globalized world, op. cit. .

380See, L.A. VELASCO SAN PEDRO, C. HERRERO SANCHEZ, J.A. ALMUNIA, Private enforcement of
competition law, ed. Lex Nova, Valladolid, 2011, pp. 617ss.
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enforcement of a foreign measure is requested. The category of "international" disputes
for the purposes of recognition is therefore wider, permitting the circulation of the de-
cisions that are made by a judge not invested with competence pursuant to art. 1 (2) of
the Convention®. Having validly assumed its jurisdiction on the basis of the Conven-
tion is not a condition for the recognition of the resulting decision. The foreign decision
circulates independently of the title on the basis of which the judge issued it and even
if the Convention could not have been applied to the moment of the exercise of juris-
diction.

24, (FOLLOWS) EXCLUSIVE CLAUSES

The second element that helps determine the scope of the Convention is the "ex-
clusive" nature of the jurisdiction clause®. Pursuant to art. 3 are considered "exclusive"
clauses stipulated between two or more parties that give the power to know the dis-
putes, present or future, arising from a specific legal relationship to a judge, or to the
courts, of a Contracting State excluding any another judge and that they are concluded
or documented in writing or by another means of communication that has the charac-
teristics of a durable record™.

Par. b) adds that the choice of forum clauses must be presumed to be exclusive,
unless the parties have explicitly indicated the non-exclusive nature. If a civil lawyer
could simply take note of this indication, this is radically innovative when one thinks
of the well-established attitude of the jurisprudence, particularly American, in presum-
ing, on the contrary, the non-exclusive nature of the jurisdiction clause, except for the
literal and express indication of exclusivity. The presumptive mechanism provided for
in par. b), moreover, allows the scope of the Convention to be expanded, attracting
exclusive clauses in the category, and as such regulated by the conventional discipline,
a greater number of agreements on the forum.

The regulation of the formal profile of the clause is particularly interesting, espe-
cially when compared to the European discipline of art. 23 of Regulation 44/2001/EC.
In contrast to the european standard, the Hague Convention does not prescribe the
adoption of a particular form for the validity of the agreement, merely requiring a form

381C. THIELE, The Hague Convention on Choice-of-Court Agreements-was it worth the effort? in Conflict of
laws in a globalized world, op. cit.

382The limitation only to the exclusive clauses stems from the need to avoid confronting the question of the lis
pendens that would have been called into question by the extension of the coverage to non-exclusive clauses.
The latter, by their nature, allow the coexistence of multiple jurisdictions equally competent and, therefore,
equally legitimated to rule on a dispute. In general on the "exclusive clauses" T. KRUGER, The 20th Session
of the Hague Conference, op. cit., pp. 448ss. It is a "cultural clash" between civil law and common law. Not
even the extension c.d. "tacit" of the jurisdiction is regulated by the Hague Convention. See also in argument:
TJ. TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The Hague Convention on the Choice of Court Agreements of June 30, 2005:
The elephant that gave birth to a mouse, op. cit., pp. 9: “(...) under the Convention, an excluded court cannot
acquire jurisdiction simply via informal measures taken by the defendant who is sued in an excluded forum;
instead it must be conferred by a new express choice of court agreement that conforms to Article 3 (...)”.

383Art. 3 “un "accord exclusif d’élection de for" signifie un accord conclu entre deux ou plusieurs parties (...) qui
désigne, pour connaitre des litiges nés ou a naitre a I’occasion d’un rapport de droit déterminé, soit les tribu-
naux d’un Etat contractant, soit un ou plusieurs tribunaux particuliers d’un Etat contractant, a I’exclusion de la
compétence de tout autre tribunal (...) et qui est conclu ou documenté: 1) par écrit ; ou ii) par tout autre moyen
de communication qui rende I’information accessible pour étre consultée ultéricurement”. L’equiparazione tra
forma scritta e registrazione durevole ¢ mutuata dall’art. 6(1) UNCITRAL Model Law on Electronic Com-
merce del 1996.
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of probationem®*: the agreement must be concluded or documented in writing or on
other supportlasting. The formal element here does not have the function of protecting
the validity of the agreement or the presence of an "effective consent”, whose defense
is delegated to other specific norms relating to the substantial profile®, but only to
dictate a procedural rule in test point of the jurisdiction pact.

The letter of the provision leads us to affirm, with relative certainty, that the der-
ogation from the jurisdiction must be the result of an agreement between the parties
and have as object a legal relationship with defined contours, meaning by this require-
ment the prohibition of agreements on the so-called "blank" jurisdiction or otherwise
undetermined®. On the other hand, despite the reference to the agreement, it seems
not to exclude the validity of the clauses contained in forms, general contract condi-
tions or, more generally, in non-negotiated texts: in any case, the judge will have to
assess whether the clause has been validly completed on the basis of the applicable
substantive rules. For the definition of the limits of the "exclusivity", the reference to
the "courts of one Contracting State or one or more specific courts" is central®. From
the standard of the rule it is assumed that, as long as you indicate judges belonging to
a single State, the most varied combinations are allowed: a specific judge can be indi-
cated (e.g Civil Court of Brussels), a territorial fraction (e.g "the forum competent is
Canctin, Mexico") or simply the state in its entirety™. Combinations of courts of a single
state may also be indicated, without affecting the exclusivity of the clause. Net of an
express indication by the parties, therefore, what characterizes the clause as "non-ex-
clusive" is the involvement of the jurisdiction of different States: exclusivity seems to
depend not so much on having indicated the competence of a single judge but from
the traceability of the various indications to a single State. According to the prevailing

384A. BUCHER, La Convention de La Haye sur les accords d’élection de for, in Revue Suisse de Droit Interna-
tional et Européen, 16 (1), 2006, pp. 36-37, specifies that, since the agreement must not be confirmed in writing
but only documented, it follows that it is not necessary that the party proves to have communicated to the other
party about the documentation. National law can not impose further formal requirements. It is not without sig-
nificance that they are predominantly authors from the civil law area who insist on the formal profile.

385In the Hague Convention, the formal moment does not exhaust the verification by the judge, who is called to
give an assessment of the clause both from the point of view of the capacity of the parties to the conclusion of
the agreement, both in terms of substantial validity (null clause and void). According to L.E. TEITZ, The
Hague Choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 552-53, the editors of the Convention failed to reach an agree-
ment to evenly regulate substantive requirements, opting for a reference to national law: "It was ultimately left
for the non-chosen or requested court to decide whether such to contract or the resulting judgment would not
be enforced because it is "manifestly contrary" to the forum's public policy ". J. TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The
Hague Convention on Choice of Court, op. cit., pp. 22ss believe that the Convention, by limiting the excep-
tions to the operation of an exclusive clause, ends up giving an autonomous notion of "agreement", overcom-
ing the fragmented nature of national laws: “Article 6 (...) as such, subject to limited exceptions, (...) preserves
agreements that would otherwise be unenforceable because, inter alia, the agreement was either in an adhesive
business form setting, not negotiated hidden in a standard form agreement, or incorporated in a computer read-
able click-wrap agreement (...)".

386There is talk of disputes "which have arisen or may arise in connection with a particular legal relationship".
These indications are strengthened by the discipline that protects the consent of the parties since it can validly
express their consent only if the object is at least sufficiently determinable. The clause on jurisdiction con-
tained in "framework agreements" destined to dictate the rules for an indefinite number of future performances
determined by the normative framework should not pose particular problems.

387R.A. BRAND, Arbitration or litigation? Private choice as a political matter, in Yearbook of Arbitration & Me-
diation, 8, 2016, pp. 24ss.

38T.C. HARTLEY, The Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 422ss, The European Union, rectius the
CJEU may also be referred to as competent, but the issue is not peaceful. To the federal systems (defined in
the Convention "non-unified legal systems") a specific provision is dedicated, the art. 25, according to which
when the convention speaks of "State" this term must be interpreted in the sense of "federation" or "territorial
unity" having regard to the specific case. Some issues remain open, for example, if in the unified legal systems
provided for by art. 25, it is possible to indicate as competent the courts of two different territorial units (eg
Ohio and New Jersey) or the state and federal jurisdiction (eg. Pennsylvania e District Court for the southern
district of the State of New York)?

Revista do Programa de Pds-Graduagdo em Direito da UFC 163



opinion, the so-called "asymmetric" agreements, both when the choice of the forum
requires only one of the contracting parties, and where the clause indicates jurisdiction
(also exclusive but) different for each of the parties to the agreement®. On the other
hand, it is quite legitimate to provide for different forums for different segments of the
same complex legal relationship (eg the New York court for disputes relating to copy-
right and the Athens Civil Court for all other disputes)™. Lett. d) warns that the juris-
diction clause represents a separate element from the contract in which it may be in-
serted™.

This specification essentially has the function of preventing a party from having
the power to evade the jurisdiction clause simply by attaching the invalidity of the
contract that contains it; at the same time it is avoided that the declaration of invalidity
of a contract overwhelms, ex post, the jurisdiction of the judge who has detected it.
Finally, the complex assessments concerning the validity of the entire legal relationship
can not be reconciled with a decision on jurisdiction, the definition of which is a pre-
requisite for the assessment of the merits of the dispute®™. The determination of the
judge by the parties does not have the strength to overcome the internal rules of allo-
cation of jurisdiction by subject, value and territory: the impression is that the editors
of the Convention intended to balance the power recognized by private autonomy
with the reasons of state sovereignty, in effect conferring on the parties the power to
identify-exclusively-only the order within which to dispute, but not the specific judge.
The fate of non-exclusive clauses, definable as residual as all those that do not meet the
requirements described above. Although these are apparently unrelated to the scope
of the Convention, they are subject to special regulations. Since they are very much
used in certain international commercial practices and as such deserving of protection,
art. 22 recognizes to the contracting States the possibility of making a declaration of
mutual recognition of the decisions issued pursuant to a non-exclusive clause. The
Convention, fully consistent with the non-exclusive nature of the indication of negoti-
ation, does not impose any positive or negative obligation on the courts when the ju-
risdiction is exercised. The decision issued, however, must be recognized in all Con-
tracting States if both the State of origin and the State of destination have made the
declaration provided for by art. 22.

389Bven an agreement of the expression: "A must act in the state X, B in the state Y" would cause problems in
the management of the lis pendens where both subjects are activated simultaneously in their respective forums.
This is the reason for the exclusion of otherwise damaging and deserving protection

3907 TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The Hague Convention on choice of Court, op. cit., pp. 11ss.

391The autonomy of the jurisdiction clause ensures that the election of the judge remains valid even if the con-
tract has expired or terminated. The formulation of the standard is insufficient, according to our opinion, to
guarantee full material autonomy of the clause and to guarantee its legal independence from the rest of the con-
tract. Do not forget that the evaluation of the validity of the clause as provided for by the convention can al-
ready be binding (see articles 5, 6, 8 and 9), even more so if it is necessary to apply the rules of private interna-
tional law of the forum.

392In the absence of rules on the lis pendens, the non-exclusive clauses allow the (legitimate) establishment of
parallel disputes. T. KRUGER, The 20th Session of the Hague Conference, op. cit., pp. 450SS. THE. TEITZ,
The Hague Choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 555ss, which is stated that: "(...) The Declaration of the
Constitution of the Civil Law as that in the Brussels Regulation (...) ". But according to our opinion to protect
non-exclusive agreements even at the time of the court would have been sufficient to insert a thin rule of lis
pendens that limited itself to favoring the court seised first.
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25. THE ELECTED JUDGE MUST EXERCISE HIS JURISDICTION

The fulcrum of the regulatory system established by the conventional document
consists of three fundamental rules, which also represent the result of the commitment
to coordinate the various policies in this area followed by the traditional civil law and
common law systems: the judge indicated in the exclusive clause must exercise its ju-
risdiction, the court of another Member State is obliged to suspend or in any case de-
cline its jurisdiction in favor of the judge of the extension and, finally, all judges must
recognize and execute the decision issued in the forum elected. Faced with this geo-
metric linearity, there are exceptions that give the system a considerable (and some
even excessive) rate of elasticity.

According to art. 5, the judge appointed by the parties™ in the jurisdiction clause
must ("shall") exercise its jurisdiction (effect of extension of jurisdiction) and can not
decline it on the basis of an assessment of greater appropriateness of another forum: it
is a rudimentary prohibition of application of the doctrine of the forum non conven-
iens™, but the result obtained should not be underestimated. The prohibition in ques-
tion is also a great novelty for the way in which the world of common law (and espe-
cially the US) traditionally deals with the choice of court clauses. The judge of common
law, in fact, in principle, does not consider itself bound by the indication of the parties,
be it an attribution or a deprivation of the power to justify. The clause constitutes only
one among the various elements to be taken into consideration in the (discretionary)
decision on the exercise of jurisdictional power™.

The extension of the jurisdiction of the judge elected, exclusive (article 3, letter
and binding (article 5, no. 2), does not explain efficiency to the internal rules of distri-
bution of jurisdiction, that is to say, jurisdiction by value, subject or territory is not the
individual judge indicated in the clause, but the jurisdiction of the contracting State as
a whole, which is inferred not so much from the letter of article 5 (3)*°, which could
lead to the conclusion that it was devoid of any efficacy the clause indicating an incom-
petent judge for the internal procedural law, but from the combined disposition with
article 8 (5) that extends the discipline relative to the recognition also to those decisions

3%3The Convention regulates the effectiveness of the clause in relation to the parties that have stipulated it. It is
not clear what happens when a third party takes over from one of the original parts of the relationship. A.
BUCHER, La Convention de La Haye, op. cit., pp. 42ss, in the silence of the Convention, national law applies.
C. WALSH, The role of party autonomy in determining the third-party effects of assignments: Of “secret
laws” and “secret liens”, in Law and Contemporary Problems, 81, 2018, pp. 185ss.

3%The editors of the Convention have decided not to take a position on the current dispute between civil law and
common law concerning the prevalence of the doctrine of the forum non conveniens or of the litigation with
regard to the clauses on the jurisprudence. The principles inspiring the various disciplines, that is, on the one
hand substantial justice and the economy of the proceedings-on the other hand the coordination of judgments
and the harmony of the judges, are values to which all the texts relating to international jurisdiction tend. How-
ever, the editors have preferred not to address the issue, essentially inhibiting the work of both principles and
creating a system more focused on the "conscience" of the individual judge. In a completely different way, the
CJEU has opted, under the system of Brussels I, for a strict prohibition of the forum non conveniens and for
the prevalence of lis pendens, institute codified in art. 27 of Regulation 44/2001. in this spirit see: CJEU, C-
281/02, Andrew Owusu v. N. B. Jackson and others of 1st March 2005, ECLI:EU:C:2005:120, I-01383.

39In this regard, the discipline envisaged by art. 21 (1) (d) of the UN Convention on the Carriage of Goods by
Sea (1978), e.g.. "Hamburg rules", where the choice of the parts hole is just one of the alternative holes for the
action.

396 According to art. 5(3): “The preceding paragraphs shall not affect rules: a) on jurisdiction related to subject
matter or to the value of the claim; b) on the internal allocation of jurisdiction among the courts of a Contract-
ing State. However, where the chosen court has discretion as to whether to transfer a case, due consideration
should be given to the choice of the parties”.
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that have been issued following the transfer of the cause™ to the competent judge dif-
ferent from that indicated in the clause. In the sole case of jurisdiction by territory, if
the judge has discretion regarding the transfer of the cause, there are two limitations:
the and must take into due consideration ("two consideration") the preference high-
lighted by the choice of the parties and, by way of what we have just seen, the decision
issued by the judge ad quem can not circulate to the detriment of those who opposed
the transfer of jurisdiction.

As regards the profile of the possible defects of the clause, in addition to the afore-
mentioned regulation that regulates the notion of an exclusive clause and the related
formal profiles, on a substantive level the binding efficacy of the extension of the juris-
diction becomes less only if the agreement is "null and void" the right of the order in-
dicated by the parties in the relevant agreement™.

26. THE UNSELECTED JUDGE MUST ABSTAIN

The second mechanism, art. 61°”, provides that any other court than the one in-
dicated in the jurisdiction clause (rectius: any court belonging to a different State) is
obliged to suspend the proceedings or reject*” the request that relates to a report cov-
ered by the jurisdiction agreement, regardless of simultaneous slope of the dispute be-
fore the elected judge; this is the effect of derogation from the jurisdiction. The Con-
vention does not contain lis pendens management mechanisms*" and each judge is
called upon to assess the jurisdiction clause. However, and this is of fundamental im-
portance, it is permitted to disregard the indication of the parties only if one of the
mandatory exceptions indicated by the same convention in art. 6. The existence of a

397This is the case, for example, in England where the jurisdiction can be distributed on a discretionary basis: the
doctrine of the forum non conveniens is forbidden by the Convention, in fact, only with reference to interna-
tional jurisdiction and not to internal competence. The limitation that is given to the autonomy of the parts with
respect to internal rules of jurisdiction.

398 According to art. 5(1): “The court or courts of a Contracting State designated in an exclusive choice of court
agreement shall have jurisdiction to decide a dispute to which the agreement applies, unless the agreement is
null and void under the law of that State”.

399]. TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The Hague Convention on choice of Court, op. cit., pp. 21ss, which is declared
that: “(...) most important provision of the Convention, as it addresses the situation which usually arises in
practice, namely when courts, other than the one chosen, must refrain from taking jurisdiction. Article 6 pro-
vides commercial certainty by placing the exclusive choice of court agreement beyond the reach of the myriad
of national laws designed to prevent abuse arising from differences between the parties’ bargaining power

400T 'KRUGER The 20th Session of the Hague Conference, op. cit., pp. 453ss, stresses that the absence of spe-
cific rules in the Convention on "parallel disputes" active, within the European Union, the Tatry mechanism in
case of the CJEU: C-406/92, Tatry v. Maciej Rataj of 6 December 1994, ECLI:EU:C:1994:400, 1-05439)
which makes the system of lis pendens provided for in Articles 21 and 31 of the CJEU applicable to parallel
judgments pending before the courts of the Member States 27 and ss. of Regulation 44/2001/EC. However, the
proposed reconstruction is not peaceful. The absence of rules on the institution could indicate more the desire
to exclude the mechanism of lis pendens than to leave free choice in this regard. Secondly, activate the art. 27
would mean meaningless the principle of centralization of the assessment of the clause by the elected judge.
L.E. TEITZ, The Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 554ss, shows, on the contrary, how the Gas-
ser effect does not occur (CJEU, C-116/02, Erich Gasser GmbH v. MISAT Srl of 9 December 2003,
ECLI:EU:C:2003:657, 1-14693) typical of the Brussels I system which, through strict adherence to the princi-
ple of prevention, blocks the assessment of the clause by the court seised first, although not indicated in the
clause. Therefore, he observes, “party autonomy wins over the race to the court house”. For more details see:
T. KONO, Intellectual property and private international law. Comparative perspectives, Hart Publishing, Ox-
ford & Oregon, Portland, 2012. P. BEAUMONT, M. DANOV, K. TRIMMINGS, Cross-border litigation in
Europe, Hart Publishing, Oxford & Oregon, Portland, 2017, pp. 564ss.

40IT.C. HATYLEY, The Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 418ss. This circumstance does not pre-
clude the judge from exercising jurisdiction on the basis of internal rules.
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ground for non-compliance with the clause does not, however, establish the jurisdic-
tion of the judge who detects it.

With regard to the content of these exceptions, it is first of all reiterated that the
agreement is null and void according to the right of the forum chosen by the parties.
Both judges, elected and not elected, are called to evaluate the same clause on the basis
of the same right. In the hypothesis of discrepancy of this assessment, the two judges
could reach different conclusions about the validity of the agreement, with the conse-
quent risk of denied justice or onset of parallel disputes*”. Hypotheses of concrete con-
flict should not be very frequent, especially where the judge not indicated in the clause
decides to refer to the evaluation of the elected judge, who is definitely the most suit-
able to interpret and apply his right. Secondly, the judge can exercise his jurisdiction
even in the event that one of the parties lacks the "capacity" necessary to conclude the

exemption agreement according to its legal system (lex fori)*”.

Furthermore, art. 6 (d) provides that the jurisdiction clause does not explain its
effect when it is not possible to implement the agreement in a reasonable manner due
to the occurrence of an exceptional event removed from the control of the parties: these
are marginal assumptions (and that such they must remain in the economy of the Con-
vention) such as the outbreak of war, the occurrence of a cataclysm or the modification
of the essential characteristics of the judicial body indicated*”. Pursuant to art. 6 (c) the
judge is not obliged to respect the exemption if this is a manifest injustice or is contrary
to the public order of the State to which it belongs*”. As it transpires from the letter
itself of the norm, the exception must be interpreted in a particularly restrictive way,
being able to invoke only where the lesion of the protected principle is "manifested"”.
With this specification we want to remind the judge that the functioning of the Con-
vention depends on the cautious application of the exceptions by the judges involved.
This is a "relief valve" common in international instruments that must be applied in
such a way as not to diminish the trust of international operators in the Convention,
namely the certainty and predictability in the application of the choice clause of the
forum. Article 6 (e) provides that the court can exercise its jurisdiction in the event that
"the court has decided not to hear the case"”. It would seem to be an appropriate rule
of closure aimed at avoiding hypothesis of denied justice. However, more than one
author points out that the possibility of a protective vacuum is already peacefully in-
cluded in the exception of public order or manifest injustice. The interpretation

402Not only that, even the judge appealed in the recognition of the decision issued in the extended forum must, in
more limited cases, evaluate the clause according to the parameter now exposed See in argument: L.E. TEITZ,
The Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 552ss.

403 According to art. 6(b): “a party lacked the capacity to conclude the agreement under the law of the State of the
court seised”. A part from the validity of the substantive validity, whose parameter consists only of the right of
the elected judge, the capacity can be abstractly assessed on the basis of three legal regimes: elected judge
(through the "null and void" exception), unelected judge and judge of recognition, pursuant to art. 9 (b), see,
A. BUCHER, La Convention de La Haye, op. cit., pp. 42ss.

404The mention of expression "manifest injustice" and "public policy" is justified by the fact that certain legal
systems limit the notion of public order to situations that call into question a public interest, thus leaving open
the cases of individual concrete injustice

405Speaking of the addition of the adjective manifested in the art. 34 of Reg. 44/2001/EC, states that: "It is (...) a
specification (...) with a mainly pedagogical and suggestive character: a sort of recommendation to the judges
to" work well ", without too often resorting to that safety valve, to that Vorbehaltsklausel represented by the
contrast with public order (...)".

406A  BUCHER, La Convention de La Haye, op. cit., pp. 44ss. A. SCHULZ, The 2005 Hague Convention on
choice of Court clauses, op. cit., pp. 255.

407A. BUCHER, La Convention de La Haye, op. cit., pp. 44; 48-49. A. SCHULZ, The 2005 Hague Convention
on choice of Court clauses, op. cit., pp. 255.
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proposed to avoid considering the superfluous norm is that it is activated in the case
provided for by art. 5 (3), that is when the specific judicial body indicated in the clause
has transferred the dispute to another judge applying the internal rules of jurisdic-
tion*” . This conclusion, which is not without efficacy on the hermeneutical level, ap-
pears to be contrary to the spirit and the effect which the Convention proposes to ob-
tain, namely to the circulation of decisions. In fact, by freeing the unelected judge from
the obligation of abstention, the hypotheses of possible conflict between decisions in-
crease, representing one of the main obstacles to the circulation of judicial measures.
To further confirm, art. 8 (5) specifically includes in the list of decisions that must also
be recognized those issued by the judge other than that specifically indicated by the
parties and identified pursuant to art. 5 (3), so that it seems preferable to interpret the
law as a specification of the notion of public policy aimed at avoiding situations of de-
nied justice. Finally, art. 19 introduces an element of flexibility in the conventional sys-
tem since it allows a Contracting State to declare*” that its judges will have discretion
with regard to the exercise of jurisdiction in disputes that, although international pur-
suant to art. 1 (2), are not related to that State except by election as a competent forum.
The rationale of the rule would be to allow States to protect themselves from a possible
overload of their judicial structures by foreign litigants, where there is no State interest
indicated in the jurisdiction clause.

27. ALL JUDGES MUST RECOGNIZE AND IMPLEMENT THE DECISION

The decision*’ issued by the judge elected in the exclusive jurisdiction clause is
intended to circulate in all the legal systems of the Convention: it is the third pillar of
the Hague system as well as the useful effect for the parts of the relationship in ques-
tion. All the provisions of the Convention, including those relating to the jurisdictional
moment, tend to fulfill the objective of making the circulation of the decision between
different States possible. This circulation is translated into the recognition of the con-
tent of the judicial assessment carried out by the sentence and in the execution of the
relative command (of condemnation). This is a notable result for the victorious part of
the process which can oppose the statute of law contained in the decision and execute
the sentence against the unsuccessful in all the States adhering to the Convention.

4081t is a "power" (may) and not a "duty" (shall). On closer inspection, this is a limited recovery of the doctrine of
the forum non conveniens which is otherwise excluded from the convention. See in argument: J. TALPIS, N.
KRNIJEVIC, The Hague Convention on Choice of Court, op. cit., pp. 20, 32ss; A. SCHULZ, The 2005 Hague
Convention on the choice of Court clauses, op. cit., pp. 259. The doctrine agrees that this prediction is strongly
contrary to the principles of certainty and predictability for the parts of the contract covered by the jurisdiction
clause, and which is even less understandable, as it affects the legitimate aspiration of the parties of a interna-
tional contract to see its dispute decided in a neutral forum, that is-by definition-without contacts with the dis-

ute.

40‘2‘[ is opportune to specify the term "decision": art. 4 states that: “(...) “judgment" means any decision on the
merits given by a court, whatever it may be called, including a decree or order, and a determination of costs or
expenses by the court (including an officer of the court), provided that the determination relates to a decision
on the merits which may be recognised or enforced under this Convention. An interim measure of protection is
not a judgment”. Except for the specification that it is not a question of “judgment” (...)".

410This leaves entirely open the long-standing problem of personal orders (injunction) issued by some courts,
generally of common law, to protect jurisdictional agreements. However, the decision to exclude this sensitive
sector from the scope of the Convention, far from being criticized, was probably necessary to be able to aspire
to the success of the negotiations. The failure to include provisional measures issued by the competent court on
the merits is reproached. A. BUCHER, La Haye Convention, op. cit., pp. 46ss, the anti-suit injections are,
however, excluded by way of art. 6 but this interpretation clashes with the clear wording of art. 7. On the other
hand, judicial settlement, see also art. 12. On the exclusion of the extrajudicial transaction see the criticisms of
J. TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The Hague Convention on the Choice of Court, op. cit., pp. 32ss.
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The recognition and execution, whose proceedings follow the procedural rules of
the requested State, are not automatic but can be refused only on the basis of the man-
datory grounds indicated in articles 8 and 9. Of fundamental importance is the prohi-
bition of re-examination of the merits of the question, which gives stability to the as-
sessment contained in the foreign ruling, avoiding that the recognition obligation is
circumvented by repeating the entire proceeding here. Furthermore, unless the deci-
sion has been issued in absentia, in the verification of the existence of the jurisdiction
in question the judge of recognition or enforcement is bound by the assessments made
by the judge chosen by the parties. An entirely acceptable norm limits recognition and
execution to those decisions that are respectively productive of effects and executable
in the state of origin. Hence the right of the judge ad quem to suspend or reject the
request for recognition or enforcement if the "review" (appeal or review) of the decision

is pending or has not yet expired the deadline for proposing the ordinary appeals*".

It is not necessary, according to articles 8 and 9, that the referring court has estab-
lished its jurisdiction on the basis of the Convention or that this is expressly stated in
its decision. It is sufficient that the judge ad quem should consider the applicable con-
vention and the decision covered by the agreement on jurisdiction, regardless of the
title that the national court has placed at the base of its activity. The real reasons pre-
venting recognition are listed in art. 9*'* and, once again, do not absolutely prevent the
judge from recognizing or executing a foreign decision, but merely give him the right
to refuse recognition*”. Some reflect the exceptions seen in the previous paragraph,
such as the case of the null agreement according to the law of the State of the elected
judge**, the manifest incompatibility with the public order, even the trial, and the lack
of the parties' ability to conclude the agreement according to the right of the State of
the judge requested of recognition*”. Another hypothesis concerns the procedural
fraud represented by the collusion of a party with the judge or by cases of serious abuse

411 Article. 14, in a rather programmatic way, requires the judge to act quickly. As regards the execution of the
foreign decision. The execution judge, although he is not obliged to import foreign instruments or institutes
that do not find a similar one in his own system, must use all the internal institutes available in such a way as
to give the maximum efficacy to the foreign decision.

412Gee, Article. 8 (4) expressly provides that any rejection of the application for recognition or enforcement does
not have any preclusive effect on a subsequent application for recognition or enforcement of the same deci-
sion, once the circumstances change (for example, the decision becomes immutable in the state of origin).

4131, TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The Hague Convention on choice of Court, op. cit., pp. 27ss, who, moreover, indi-
cate that the proposal of some delegates in the Hague Conference to impose the obligation to refuse recogni-
tion to the decisions issued in disregard of the jurisdictional agreement was not then upheld by the judge at
quem in the final text.

#14Unless the referring court in its decision has affirmed the validity of the clause, art. 9(a). According to our
opinion the guaranteed possibility of refusing recognition on the basis of the nullity of the clause is deemed
useless since, rectius will always, explicitly or implicitly, evaluate the validity of the clause. If, however, you
accept a different reading and that is that the decision of the first judge, as indicated in the clause, circulates
independently of the title of jurisdiction from these place at the foundation of its business, you can understand
why you can have interest in that the judge of recognition has the possibility to know the validity of the clause.
The rule could therefore be summarized as meaning that it prohibits a re-examination of validity when the
judge-elect has issued a decision considering himself competent by the choice of the forum (even if only im-
plicitly) but allows it if that judge, without concern clause, decide the dispute by taking jurisdiction on the ba-
sis of other profiles.

415A . BUCHER, La Convention de La Haye, op. cit., pp. 48-49, strongly criticizes the renewal of the assessment
of capacity at the stage of recognition and enforcement, hoping that the second judge will refer to the assess-
ment made by the first judge. The author also indicates the danger that the capacity defect may be used "politi-
cally" to justify the non-recognition of an unfavorable decision where part of the dispute covered by the agree-
ment on jurisdiction is precisely the State to which recognition is sought.
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or dishonesty*®. Furthermore, the recognition of a decision may be refused where de-

fects have been notified of the initiation of the procedure or in the case of a decision
between the same parties that conflicts with that of which the resolution is requested.
In this regard, the regulations of the Convention distinguish according to whether the
decision was issued in the requested State of recognition, in which case the existence
of a conflict between decisions made between the same parties is sufficient, regardless
of the temporal prevention criterion and the case petendi of their respective decisions.
If, on the other hand, the sentence belongs to a different state, it is required that this
satisfies four parameters, that is, it has been issued before, between the same parties,
on the same controversy and is recognizable in the first state. A further possibility of
refusal of the request for recognition arises if the referring court has pronounced, even
only incidenter tantum, on a matter excluded from the scope of application of the Con-

vention*”.

The assessment made by the referring court on the preliminary question, as is
natural, is not intended to circulate in any way, relying on a matter excluded from the
Convention itself. On the other hand, the portion of the decision that is placed in a
relationship of prejudiciality-dependence with the definition of the preliminary ques-
tion is subject to a weaker circulation regime, since the ad quem judge has the power
to refuse recognition unless he is convinced which would have reached the same con-
clusion by applying its national law*®; there remains an obligation to recognize the part
of the decision which is not based on that preliminary question.

The subject of intellectual property rights, for the part that is extraneous to the
scope of application of the Convention, knows a specific discipline in relation to "pre-
liminary issues". The recognition of the decision on the matter can be refused only if in
the State in which the authority entitled to know the validity of the intellectual prop-
erty right is situated a dispute on that right is pending or on the point a decision in-
compatible with the decision has already been issued foreigner whom one wishes to

419

acknowledge™.

#16This differs from the public prosecution that aims to protect values that can be summarized in the expression
"just process" and more dependent on the structure of the process than by a devious behavior of the actors of
the concrete story: fraud indicates, therefore, incorrect use of tools that would otherwise satisfy the principle of
due process. It is explained that the inclusion of "procedural fraud" was motivated by the fact that for some
countries it would not be possible in this case to apply the public order exception and also in some common
law countries - United Kingdom and USA for all-this notion constitutes a tested and expressly mentioned cate-
gory. According to some examples of procedural dishonesty: “Fraud is deliberate dishonesty or deliberate
wrongdoing. Examples would be where the plaintiff deliberately serves the writ, or causes it to be served, on
the wrong address; where the plaintiff deliberately gives the defendant wrong information as to the time and
place of the hearing; or where either party seeks to corrupt a judge, juror or witness, or deliberately conceals
key evidence”. See, P. BEAUMONT, M. DANOV, K. TRIMMINGS, Cross-border litigation in Europe, op.
cit.,

417 According to art. 10: “(1) Where a matter excluded under Article 2, paragraph 2, or under Article 21, arose as
a preliminary question, the ruling on that question shall not be recognised or enforced under this Convention.
(2) Recognition or enforcement of a judgment may be refused if, and to the extent that, the judgment was
based on a ruling on a matter excluded under Article 2, paragraph 2”.

4181t was necessary to use civil law categories and institutes typical of civil law. Thinking of the common law, A.
BUCHER, La Haye Convention, op. cit., pp. 34-35, points out that the equity doctrine of the estoppel (which
essentially prohibits a subject from denying what was affirmed by himself or by a judge) lacks the final dis-
tinction between the incidental question and the main question typical of civil law: this could be an obstacle to
the operation of the law in question and again marks the difficulty of setting uniform rules that apply to hetero-
geneous systems.

419If the judgment on validity is only pending, the recognition and execution of the foreign decision can be sus-
pended in order to await the outcome, art. 10 (3).
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A compromise solution is dictated in the matter of a punitive damage award,
where the strong perplexities traditionally expressed by the international community
are taken into account and a discipline is sought to avoid that the decisions that award
such huge reimbursements are systematically blocked by the exception of public order.
To this end, art. 11 of the Convention provides that the recognition of a sentence which
also attributes non-compensatory damages may be limited to the damage immediately
suffered*. For the compensatory part of the compensation it remains the duty of the
judge to quem to recognize and execute the decision. Furthermore, the judge must also
take into consideration the fact that the "punitive" part is intended to cover the costs
and legal expenses of the proceedings, recognizing this portion. It remains, of course,
the objective difficulty of "discriminating" the various components of compensation,
especially where the judge who issued the decision has not clearly identified them*'.
The parties have in any case the power to request partial recognition of the foreign
decision, especially if only some of the provisions contained are recognizable according
to the Convention*”. Finally, art. 20, similar to what we saw above for art. 19, allows a
Contracting State to declare that, if the dispute is wholly internal® to that State, its
judges will have the power to refuse recognition of foreign decisions even if they were
issued by the foreign judge indicated in the jurisdiction clause*.

28. THE DECLARATION REGIME

A theme which is not without problems is the power conferred by the Convention
on the States to make declarations in relation to certain matters, to which the effects set
out in the Convention itself are followed*”. The declarations provided for by art. 21
that allow a State to exclude from the scope of the Convention the matters in which it
has a strong interest*. Certainly art. 21 is a precious standard that has allowed, during

420See, T.C. HARTLEY, The Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 415: “the question of punitive
damages, a commonplace in the USA but generally rejected in Europe, almost destroyed the Convention (...)".
see also in argument: A.L. LOWENFEL, Thoughts about a multinational judgments Convention, op. cit., pp.
293ss. The norm was originally created by Von Mehren during the US/UK bilateral convention.

421 According to the art. 17 (2) (b) of the Convention, the limitation relating to punitive damages does not apply
to insurance or reinsurance contracts in which the coverage is extended to these types of damages.

422Art. 15. Consider a ruling ruling on the validity of a trademark and at the same time committing compensation
on the basis of a contract: only the second part can circulate.

“2Internal" in the sense and with reference to the location of the residence of the parties, the contractual relation-
ship and all the other relevant elements in a single State.

“24Even here it is a power and not an obligation. In fact, the scenario is rebalanced with the provisions of art. 1
(2) matching the category of decisions considered "international" at the time of the exercise of jurisdiction and
that of "international" decisions for the purpose of recognition, with the limit, however, that the declaration
pursuant to art. 20 does not allow the judge to refuse recognition of a decision based on the fact that a dispute
1s "internal" but to another State other than its own. See, J. TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The Hague Convention
on Choice of Court, op. cit., pp. 8, 32-33ss, they also question the "time" factor regarding the assessment of the
existence of the connection with an "external" State. What is the relevant moment, that of the stipulation of the
clause, or that of the proposition of the judicial request? Is it sufficient that the requirement exists at one of the
two moments, or is it necessary that it be present in both?

425The latter is the only type of declaration provided with expansive force compared to the scope of the Conven-
tion. In all three cases just mentioned-and particularly for the articles 19 and 20-these are mechanisms whose
effects are set out in detail in the text of the Convention. The negative impact, in terms of the functioning of
the overall system, does not go beyond what has already been balanced at the time of drafting the text. Other-
wise the discipline foreseen for the declarations that we will see soon allows a wide and dangerous freedom of
action to the States.

426The mechanism provided for by the Hague Convention recalls that provided by the 1969 Vienna Convention
on the Law of Treaties, which has not been expressly excluded and is therefore abstractly usable by the States.
The latter system allows a State to limit the effectiveness of a treaty by adopting reserves at the time of ratifi-
cation or by means of subsequent communications. On the other hand, the rules on declarations contained in
the Hague Convention have the merit of guaranteeing the flexibility of the normative text, but limiting the
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the elaboration of the text, not to excessively lengthen the list of exclusions provided
for by art. 2, at the same time guaranteeing autonomy to each State in the identification
of matters that it does not intend in any way to subtract from its own jurisdiction. This
prevents a state from renouncing to accede to the Convention only to protect a specific
sector. At the same time, however, the faculty granted to the States is suitable to reduce,
even drastically, the scope of application of the conventional discipline, to undermine
predictability for the parties operating in the already uncertain world of international
relations and finally to discourage the international accession of other States to the
Convention on the basis of an assessment of low "seriousness" by other contractors*

Awareness of this negative impact has led the editors of the Convention to take
certain precautions. First of all, the same art. 21 prescribes that the reserve must be
clearly and precisely defined and must not be wider than necessary. Furthermore, a
system of transparency of the declarations is required, to which is added the deferment
of the entry into force of the exclusions formulated after the ratification of the Conven-
tion for three months from the notification of the reserve. Finally, with greater deter-
rent effect, the principle of reciprocity of exclusion is prescribed: in the specified mat-
ters, the reserving State can do without respecting the derogation clauses of its juris-
diction but every other State, in the same matters, will be released from the obligation.
to apply the Convention to any contractual indications in favor of the jurisdiction of
the reserving State and to the consequent judicial decisions. The discipline outlined
above is related to the "public policy" clause which allows, in specific cases, not to give
effect to the jurisdiction agreement or not to recognize the sentence where there is an
opposition to the public order of the State.

Between strong interest (article 21) and public policy (articles 6 and 9), there is not
much difference. The use of one or the other instrument, which requires correctness
(and comity) on the part of the States, depends on the amplitude and systematic nature
of the exclusion. The public order clause should be destined to exceptional hypotheses
in which an (unforeseeable) irreconcilability of the concrete case is realized with the
values of the State to which recognition is requested. On the other hand, where this
contrast is of a systemic nature since, for the interests involved, a State tends to protect
a certain category of disputes, the road to be followed should be that of the declaration

object and the effects of the same provisions to the specific provisions of the regulations in question. See also:
O. CORTEN, P. KLEIN, The Vienna Conventions on the law of treaties. A commentary, Oxford University
Press, Oxford 2011. O. DORR Article 31. General rule of interpretation, in O. DORR, K. SCHMALEN-
BACH (a cura di), Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. A commentary, ed. Sprmger Heidelberg-New
York 2012, pp. 536ss.M. SAMSO, High hopes, scant resources: A word of scepticism about the anti-fragmen-
tation function of article 31(3)(c) of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, in Leiden Journal of Inter-
national Law, 24, 2011, pp. 5ss. M. FITZMAURICE, O. ELIAS, P. MERKOURIS (eds), Treaty interpretation
and the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, 30 years on, ed. Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague, 2010, pp.
9ss. G. NOUTE, Treaties and subsequent practice, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013, pp. 224ss. E.
BJORGE, The evolutlonary interpretation of treaties, Oxford University Press Oxford 2014

2TW .. WOODWARD Saving the Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 667ss according to the au-
thor, also stresses that the Convention is already difficult to 1mplement umformly in the United States in the
face of legislation and jurisprudential practice that for the most part is state-level and leaves even the most ex-
perienced traders unimpressed. This could be a disincentive for other states, without the need to add "declara-
tions" to them. In the same spirit also: F. JUENGER, A Hague judgments Convention?, op. cit., pp. 117ss.
L.E. TEITZ, The Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 554ss, which states that: “states are paying a
price for the decision to remove an area from the scope of the Convention (...)".
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pursuant to art. 21, which, although more expensive, ensures that reciprocity towards
other States that someone has called "the bedrock for the entire Convention"**.

Pending the ratification of the Convention by the States, it has been attempted to
indicate what will be some of the probable or possible declarations pursuant to art. 21.
In this regard, it is customary to mention Canada on issues related to the trade in ami-
antus, a material from which the country is still a producer and exporter*”. The Euro-
pean Union could show an interest in extending the notion of consumer and excluding
insurance contracts*’. For the United States, the possibility exists to exclude franchise
agreements and the so-called "mass-market cases"”" (mainly due to the strong orien-
tation of guidance between the individual states of the Union)**. China, according to a
commentator, could reserve the exclusive jurisdiction of its courts in the case of joint
ventures involving a Chinese party and in case the object of the dispute concerns port
operations, succession or real estate*”. Then there are those who predict a declaration
by China, Russia and Australia to exclude from the scope of the Convention the entire
field of intellectual property to exclude the application of more restrictive foreign dis-
ciplines**.

28W . J. WOODWARD, Saving the Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 712. L.E. TEITZ, The Hague
choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 553, which is stated that: ““(...9 article 21 does perhaps provide a more
predictable and transparent use of public policy (...)”. The difficulty to bring back in the scope of the declara-
tions pursuant to art. 21 some categories of contracts in relation to the subjective qualities of the parties (eg
consumer contracts), when the standard refers to the text in a "specific matter". It is worth noting, in conclu-
sion, that the art. 10 (4) extends the discipline to the hypothesis in which the referring court has had to prelimi-
narily define an issue that has been the subject of a declaration pursuant to art. 21 by the State to quo or the
State ad quem: “Recognition or enforcement of a judgment may be refused if, and to the extent that, the judg-
mentlwas l:éased on a ruling on a matter excluded pursuant to a declaration made by the requested State under
Article 21 (...)".

4291, .E. TEITZ, The Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 554ss. A. BUCHER, La Convention de La
Haye, op. cit., pp. 45ss. H.S. FAIRLEY, J. ARCIBALD, After the Hague: Some thoughts on the impact on
canadian law of the Convention on Choice of Court Agreements, in ILSA Journal of International & Compara-
tive Law, 12, 2005-2006, pp. 430ss. The introduction of the provision in question derives precisely from the
glitiative of the Canadian delegation aimed at avoiding the recognition of US decisions in matters of asbestos

amage.

430L E. TEITZ, The Hague choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 554ss. A. BUCHER, La Convention de La
Haye, op. cit., pp. 45ss.

$1Excluding, of course, the insurance of the c.d. "Great risks", see also art. 14 of Reg. 44/2001. Article. 26 of the
Regulation governs the relationship of the Hague Convention with other international regional instruments-in
particular with the Brussels I system, according to what is called "clause de deconnexion". In argument see
also: BORRAS, Le droit international privé communautaire: réalités, problémes et perspectives d’avenir, in
Recueil des Cours de I’ Académie de droit international de La Haye, 317, 2005, pp. 490ss. A. BUCHER, La
Convention de La Haye, op. cit., pp. 54ss.

$2W.J. WOODWARD, Saving the Hague Choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 687ss, which the author de-
scribes how those contracts related to the mass distribution of goods and services, regardless of the destination
given by the purchaser: in many of these cases-often concluded through forms or forms-a serious violation of
the "american public policy (...) "when the choice of the hole was denied to buyers the possibility of resorting
to the "class action", especially where they were" small claims "that represented a small individual loss for the
buyer but a substantial overall gain for the seller.

433H, GUANGHIAN, The Hague choice of Court Convention-A chinese perspective, in American Journal of
Comparative Law, 55, 2007, pp. 353 ss. The last two exclusions seem already included in the art. 2 (2) of the
Convention, lett. (of the). The author as a result of its analysis, hopes for the chinese ratification.

#34Bxtending Iart. 2(2)(n) e (0). See also: A. BUCHER, La Convention de La Haye, op. cit., pp. 34ss.
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29. CONCLUDING REMARKS

If the attention of the observer is addressed to the many exclusions and excep-
tions provided for by the conventional document, more than one perplexity may be

raised about the real potential of the Convention and the possibilities of its success*”.

The shadows are not lacking, starting from the statements pursuant to art. 21 and
from the exceptions of public order, as well as from the prospects of re-examination in
the recognition of the decision made by the contractual forum. It also weighs, even if
it was unrealistic to imagine a possible agreement, the lack of rules on the subject of
liturgy and precautionary measures (especially thinking of the British injections). At
the same time, however, the editors' intuition to concentrate their commitment, and
thus the object of the Convention, to the clauses on jurisdiction should be appreciated,
thus making it possible to positively conclude the long negotiations in the Hague with
an instrument that has all the features to be useful for international trade operators™*.

The Convention intervenes on the delicate moment of the exercise of jurisdiction
in order to avoid the flowering of parallel judgments which are the fruit of forum shop-
ping and which constitutes one of the main obstacles to the spending on foreign land
of the judge obtained in the chosen forum. The text is less vague and compromising
than it might seem and, moreover, "it makes litigation a more viable alternative to ar-
bitration because it enforces the enforcement of forum clauses just like the New York
Convention guarantees the enforcement of arbitration clauses" and also this is un-
doubtedly an important result that should not be underestimated*”’. Certainly, the fate
of the system depends largely on the number and weight of the accessions that it will
find internationally. At the moment there is no "race" to enter the system, but the sign-
ing of two great protagonists of the world scene like the United States and the Euro-
pean Union seems to be of a good luck.

According to our opinion the enforcement of jurisdiction agreements by private
law remedies within a multilateral system will necessarily distort the allocative or dis-
tributive function of private international law rules by giving precedence to the redis-
tributive will of the parties premised on principles of corrective justice inter partes of
questionable applicability. International structural order is compromised in the unilat-
eral private law enforcement of jurisdiction and choice of law agreements as such en-
forcement gives rise to a clash of sovereign legal orders and also the possibility of "re-
gime collision" by interfering with the jurisdiction, judgments and choice of law appa-
ratus of foreign courts which a multilateral conception of private international law is

435]. TALPIS, N. KRNJEVIC, The Hague Convention on Choice of Court, op. cit., 33ss, which is stated that:
“(...) the end result is that there is too much room for domestic policies and domestic law which limit the Con-
vention’s ability to attain its objective of uniformity of treatment (...) the end product is simply not an instru-
ment that will create transnational law. Furthermore, permitting frequent recourse to conflict of laws rules (...)
is simply too long and complex for the narrow subject of choice of court agreements (...)”.

436A. SCHULZ, The 2005 Hague Convention, op. cit., pp. 269ss, which is stated that: ““(...) what initially seemed
to be a small step as compared to the more ambitious general Convention, may soon become a major milestone
of international civil procedure (...)”. A. BUCGER, La Convention de La Haye, op. cit., pp. 62ss. MA AD-
LER, ZARYCHTA, The Hague Convention on Choice of Court Agreements: The United States joins the en-
forcement band, in Nortwestern Jounral of International Law & Business, 27, 2006-2007, pp. 2ss, read the
Convention as "a great leap forward for the protected few", and in another sense, "an admission of failure for a
larger international initiative”.

437L.E. TEITZ, The Hague Choice of Court Convention, op. cit., pp. 556ss, which is also states that the Conven-
tion: “addresses a real need and helps facilitating global transactions (...) it can be understood as a contract
drafting tool” for the international commerce.
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supposed to prevent in the first place. However, has argued that outside the confines
of the EU private international law regime, the variable geometry that is characteristic
of the international civil and commercial litigation sphere may not impede the separa-
tion of functions within such agreements. Whether an English court ought to grant a
private law remedy enforcing such agreements is of course another matter. in light of
the emergence of a new paradigm for party autonomy, the linguistic distinction be-
tween the phrases private international law agreements/non agreements and private
international law rules by agreement/non agreement may better orient and prepare us
for the challenges that lies ahead in the paradigmatic shift. Private international law
agreements may be said to operate within the substantive law paradigm whereas the
private international law rules by agreement may be considered to operate within the
internationalist paradigm. Pacta sunt servanda may be an appropriate term to describe
the enforceability national private law rights arising from jurisdiction and choice of law
agreements. However, it is submitted that these clauses are primarily concerned with
the multilateral or international allocative relationship between the courts (prorogation
and derogation function)*®. As a result, both the principles of pacta sunt servanda and
the freedom of contract may be justified by the substantive law paradigm of party au-
tonomy but the employment of such terminology and their ramifications in terms of
primary and secondary remedies for breach of jurisdiction and choice of law agree-
ments may damage the reputation of the internationalist paradigm of party autonomy
and private international law what counts as a "contract" is a matter of perspective or
legal culture and it would be unfair to classify the operation of a procedural contract as
a formal waiver of jurisdictional privilege which does not depend upon the existence
of a private contract. If consent or agreement rather than the mutual exchange of prom-
ises is considered to be the theoretical basis of a contract then there is no reason to deny
a procedural contract the status of a contract. The use of the word agreement, the pro-
vision for the technique of severability and the utilization of the applicable law to assess
the material validity indicate that Article 25 of the Recast Regulation is concerned with
a contract but one that only gives rise to procedural consequences A weaker conception
of comity and the role of public international law imperatives is characteristic of the
English substantive law paradigm which focusses on the vertical relationship between
the court and the parties. As a result, the notion of comity is nearly irrelevant in the
private law enforcement of choice of court agreements. The use of a system transcend-
ent notion such as freedom of contract or pacta sunt servanda to justify the private law
enforcement of choice of court agreements because such a concept still cannot justify
the unilateral nature of the English court’s interpretation of the rights of the parties
and their enforcement without regard to the rights of other states. the jurisdictional
and choice of law rules under the Brussels I Regulation and the Rome II Regulation
will be a substantial impediment and they may preclude the claim because of the local-
ization of the damage in the forum where the abusive proceedings or the inducement
of the breach of contract took place. Significantly, the principles of mutual trust and

438 A MILLS, The confluence of public and private international law: Justice, pluralism and subsidiarity in the
international constitutional ordering of private law, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2009, pp. 78ss,
according to the author: "(...) the principle of pacta sunt servanda cannot coexist with a view that rules of con-
flict of laws are rules of a public law character (...)". . BASEDOW, The law of open societies: Private order-
ing and public regulation in the conflict of laws, ed. Brill/Nijhoff, Leiden, 2015, pp. 135-136, 145-146, notes
that the binding effect of choice of law agreements flows from the universal legal principle of pacta sunt
servanda. G. BLACK, Woolman on contract, W Green, Edinburgh, 2010, pp. 5-6.
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the effectiveness of EU law (effet utile) may render the claim for tortious damages in-
compatible with the european private international law regime. Doubts have been ex-
pressed about both the existence of a substantive equitable right not to be sued abroad
vexatiously and whether this right is capable of supporting a claim of equitable dam-
ages. Even though the contemporary trend is to apply choice of law principles to equi-
table obligations, it has been argued that if non contractual anti-suit injunctions are
classified as procedural matters then the choice of law problem does not arise in the
first place™. The choice of law consequences of a procedural classification of an anti-
suit injunction to a claim for equitable damages. The procedural classification has the
knock on effect of truncating the substantive right and not extending it to a claim for
damages in equity. Thus, it is at best doubtful, whether the non-contractual avenues
explored in this thesis will yield the required result and be more than a dead end. in
every conceivable situation damages cannot be claimed in the European Judicial Area.
Starlight Shipping Co v. Allianz Marine & Aviation Versicherungs AG and others™ is a deci-
sion to the contrary but it is submitted that it is a controversial authority which has not
reconciled the countervailing demands of the principle of mutual trust and the effet
utile of EU law adequately. This was arguably a case where a reference to the CJEU on
the matter should have been sent. It is highly unlikely that the CJEU will adjudicate
that the private law remedy is compatible with the principles of mutual trust and the
effectiveness of EU law (effet utile). Indeed, it may be viewed as yet another attempt
to reassert the role of the common law of conflict of laws and to bypass the operation
of the uniform codified rules of the Brussels I Regulation. The damages remedy post
Starlight Shipping Co v. Allianz Marine & Aviation Versicherungs AG*' has been be-
queathed a new lease of life under the Recast Regulation, at least until the issue is fi-
nally determined and laid to rest by the CJEU on a preliminary reference from the Eng-
lish courts or from the courts of another Member State in cases where the judgment
creditor is seeking to rely on an English judgment awarding the controversial remedy.
In this interim phase, it is arguable that the damages remedy may be applied to plug
the lacunas in the legal regulation of choice of court agreements by the English courts.
the decisions in Ace Insurance v. Moose Enterprise Pty Ltd** and Navig8 Pte Ltd v. Al-Ri-
yadh Co for Vegetable Oil Industry (the Lucky Lady)* support the conventional declaratory
function of choice of law agreements. It is submitted that the enforcement of choice of
law agreements by the damages remedy within the EU will compromise the mutual
trust principle and the effet utile of EU law in relation to the European choice of law
regulations (Rome I and II Regulations) and also question the assumption of jurisdic-
tion by the court seised and the eventual judgment rendered by that court under the

Brussels I Regulation*.
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