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 Corporate group structures have always been uneasy to deal with, (not only but) 
also for jurisdictional purposes. The most recent occasion for the debate on how far 
should the boundaries of a court's personal jurisdiction be set has been given by the 
Bauman case, decided by the U.S. Supreme Court earlier this year1.  
 The latest strand of jurisprudence by this American court, starting with Goodyear 
and Nicastro in 2011, followed by Kiobel in 2013 and now culminating in Bauman, 
brought some frustration to those expecting judicial guidance on how exactly corporate 
affiliations matter for jurisdictional purposes. In Goodyear, a "single enterprise" theory 
was the object of a forfeited contention by respondents, due to late assertion, and thus 
not addressed; the court, notwithstanding, cited secondary authority in the sense that 
"merging parent and subsidiary for jurisdictional purposes requires an inquiry 
'comparable to the corporate law question of piercing the corporate veil'"2. Less than 
three years later, in Bauman, the court recognizes it "has not yet addressed whether a 
foreign corporation may be subjected to a court's general jurisdiction based on the 
contacts of its in-state subsidiary", expressly identifying the alter ego and the agency 
theories in contention. "But we need not pass judgment", the Court however concludes, 
"on invocation of an agency theory in the context of general jurisdiction, for in no event 
can the appeals court's analysis be sustained". 
 This paper intends to discuss some of the points made in these later cases and to 
confront them with the applicable European regulations and related jurisprudence, which 
the Supreme Court interestingly took into consideration in its opinion. It is herein 
believed that structurally different approaches to, and regulations of, jurisdiction may 
prove to be a reason to explain different outcomes when ascertaining jurisdiction, even 
where, as in Europe and the U.S., the founding principles may be said to be broadly 
coincident — namely, litigation fairness to the parties and predictability / ease of 
administration. It is submitted that an integration of jurisdictional and corporate-legal 
elements could prove useful when seeking the fittest interpretation of rules of jurisdiction: 
to be sure, the corporate links and their exact contours cannot fairly provide the full 
solution for the problem of jurisdictional interpretation (otherwise, an uncontrollable 
source of manipulation would be at hand); that is however not tantamount to asserting a 
complete irrelevance of those links and of their meaning for jurisdictional purposes. 
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