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Plaintiffs (respondents here) are twenty-two residents of Argentina who filed suit in 

California Federal District Court, naming as a defendant DaimlerChrysler 

Aktiengesellschaft (Daimler), a German publicstock company that is the predecessor to 

petitioner Daimler AG.Their complaint alleges that Mercedes-Benz Argentina (MB 

Argentina), an Argentinian subsidiary of Daimler, collaborated with state security forces 

during Argentina’s 1976–1983 “Dirty War” to kidnap,detain, torture, and kill certain MB 

Argentina workers, among them, plaintiffs or persons closely related to plaintiffs. Based 

on those allegations, plaintiffs asserted claims under the Alien Tort Statute and the Torture 

Victim Protection Act of 1991, as well as under California and Argentina law. Personal 

jurisdiction over Daimler was predicated on the California contacts of Mercedes-Benz 

USA, LLC (MBUSA),another Daimler subsidiary, one incorporated in Delaware with 

itsprincipal place of business in New Jersey. MBUSA distributes Daimler-manufactured 

vehicles to independent dealerships throughout theUnited States, including California. 

Daimler moved to dismiss the action for want of personal jurisdiction. Opposing that 

motion, plaintiffs argued that jurisdiction over Daimler could be founded on the California 

contacts of MBUSA. The District Court granted Daimler’s motion to dismiss. Reversing 

the District Court’s judgment, theNinth Circuit held that MBUSA, which it assumed to fall 

within the California courts’ all-purpose jurisdiction, was Daimler’s “agent” for 

jurisdictional purposes, so that Daimler, too, should generally be answerable to suit in that 

State.  

Held: Daimler is not amenable to suit in California for injuries allegedly caused by conduct 

of MB Argentina that took place entirely outsidethe United States. Pp. 6–24. 2 DAIMLER 

AG v. BAUMAN  
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 Finally, the transnational context of this dispute bears attention. This Court’s recent 

precedents have rendered infirm plaintiffs’ Alien Tort Statute and Torture Victim 

Protection Act claims. See Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., 569 U. S. ___, ___, and 

Mohamad  

v. Palestinian Authority, 566 U. S. ___, ___. The Ninth Circuit, moreover, paid little heed to 

the risks to international comity posed by itsexpansive view of general jurisdiction. Pp. 22–

23.  

 

644 F. 3d 909, reversed.  


