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CASE AT A GLANCE 
In Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., the Court must determine whether corporations may be held liable 
for international human rights violations under the Alien Tort Statute and, more generally, whether any 
defendant may be liable when those violations occur in the territory of a foreign sovereign.

C I V I L  P R O C E D U R E

Liability for International Human Rights Violations

INTRODUCTION
The Alien Tort Statute (ATS), 28 U.S.C. § 1350, provides for federal 
jurisdiction over a civil action by an alien for torts committed in 
violation of the law of nations. In Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain, 542 U.S. 
692 (2004), the Court held that the ATS grants jurisdiction over 
clearly defined, widely accepted international law norms. This case 
presents the question of the ATS’s application to alleged human 
rights violations committed by a corporation in a foreign country. 

ISSUES
Does the ATS allow suits against corporations for violations of inter-
national law norms? 

Does the ATS allow courts to recognize a cause of action for viola-
tions of the law of nations by any defendant when those violations 
occur in a foreign country and, if so, under what circumstances? 

fACTS
Twelve Nigerian nationals filed suit in 2002 in the U.S. District 
Court for the Southern District of New York against three oil 
companies for allegedly aiding and abetting human rights violations 
committed by the Abacha dictatorship in the Ogoni region of the 
Niger Delta between 1992 and 1995. Petitioners allege, for example, 
that respondents enlisted the Nigerian military in a widespread 
and systematic campaign of torture, extrajudicial executions, and 
prolonged arbitrary detention to violently suppress a grassroots 
movement protesting Shell’s operations in Ogoni. 

The district court granted in part and denied in part respondents’ 
motion to dismiss, and certified its order for interlocutory ap-
peal. See Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., 456 F. Supp. 2d 457 
(S.D.N.Y. 2006). The parties cross-appealed.

In a divided opinion, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second  
Circuit held that corporations could not be sued under the ATS for 
torts committed in violation of the law of nations. The majority 

determined that, under Sosa, plaintiffs in ATS cases had to dem-
onstrate a customary international law norm of corporate liability 
and that no such norm existed. The majority thus held that Sosa 
required it “to determine both whether certain conduct leads to ATS 
liability and whether the scope of liability under the ATS extends to 
the defendant being sued,” rather than applying domestic law (un-
der which corporations are liable as juridical persons). The majority 
further characterized corporate liability under the ATS as an issue 
of subject-matter jurisdiction, which it was required to decide even 
though the issue had not been raised below. See Kiobel v. Royal 
Dutch Petroleum Co., 621 F.3d 111 (2d Cir. 2010).

Judge Leval concurred in judgment only. He rejected both the major-
ity’s reasoning and its conclusion regarding corporate liability in 
ATS cases. He determined that international law generally takes 
no position on whether to impose civil liability for law-of-nations 
violations but rather leaves that decision to each country to resolve 
individually. Judge Leval also disagreed with the majority’s deter-
mination that the absence of corporate criminal liability in modern 
international tribunals precludes corporate civil liability under the 
ATS. Judge Leval concluded, however, that petitioners’ allegations 
of respondents’ complicity in human rights violations failed to meet 
the pleading standards articulated in Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. 
1937 (2009), and Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544 (2007). 

The Second Circuit declined by a 5-4 vote to hear the case en banc. 
See Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., 642 F.3d 379 (2d Cir. 
2011). The Supreme Court granted certiorari. 132 S. Ct. 472 (2011).

The Supreme Court heard oral argument on February 28, 2012, on 
the questions of whether civil tort liability in ATS cases is a merits 
question or an issue of subject matter jurisdiction and whether cor-
porations may be subject to liability for torture, extrajudicial killing, 
and other human rights violations.

On March 5, 2012, the Supreme Court ordered that the case be rear-
gued and ordered supplemental briefing on the question of “whether 
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and under what circumstances” courts may recognize a cause of 
action under the ATS for violations of the law of nations that occur 
in the territory of a foreign government.

The Court has scheduled the case for reargument on  
October 1, 2012.

CASE ANALYSIS
Kiobel initially raised the question of whether corporations could 
be held liable for violations of the law of nations (or for aiding and 
abetting such violations). It now also raises the broader question 
of whether and under what circumstances any defendant (and 
not merely a corporation) may be held liable for law-of-nations 
violations that occur in the territory of a foreign government. This 
latter issue was presented in another ATS case—Rio Tinto PLC v. 
Sarei, 671 F.3d 736 (2011)—that the Court considered at its private 
conference following the Kiobel argument and before issuing its 
reargument order. (The Court has not taken any action on the Rio 
Tinto certiorari petition, which it is presumably holding pending its 
decision in Kiobel.)  

The ATS provides: “The district courts shall have original jurisdic-
tion of any civil action by an alien for a tort only, committed in  
violation of the law of nations or a treaty of the United States.”  
28 U.S.C. § 1350.  

In Sosa, the Supreme Court ruled that the ATS gives federal courts 
jurisdiction to redress violations of a small number of well-estab-
lished customary international norms. But while Sosa addressed the 
scope of the ATS, it did not determine who—other than state  
actors— may be held liable under the act. Nor, respondents argue, 
did Sosa determine whether courts may recognize a cause of action 
for violations of the law of nations that occur in foreign territory. 
That latter question is the subject of the Kiobel reargument.

Petitioners maintain that the Court already determined in Sosa that 
the ATS provides jurisdiction over claims based on conduct occur-
ring in the territory of another sovereign by approving prior ATS 
cases such as Filartiga v. Pena-Irala, 630 F.2d 876 (2d Cir. 1980). 
In Filartiga, the Court exercised jurisdiction over tort claims based 
on human rights violations occurring in foreign countries. Indeed, 
petitioners observe, Sosa itself involved a claim by one Mexican 
citizen against another for conduct committed solely within Mexico. 
Had the Court accepted the argument that the ATS lacked extrater-
ritorial application, it would have ended the case without consider-
ation of the merits of plaintiff’s claims. But, petitioners observe, the 
Sosa Court did not impose any categorical territorial limitation and 
recognized that the ATS historically applied to extraterritorial norms 
like piracy. In lieu of a bright-line rule, the Court urged judicial cau-
tion, explaining that the ATS should be applied only to well-defined 
international law violations. 

Petitioners also argue that the ATS’s text, history, and purpose show 
that there is no categorical territorial limitation on its application. 
The ATS’s text, for example, reflects the Founders’ intent to provide 
jurisdiction over extraterritorial transitory torts that could arise on 
foreign soil. Its history similarly reveals a desire to provide a federal 
forum to adjudicate tort claims brought by aliens who suffered dam-
ages for violations of the law of nations and thus to insulate such 
aliens from the parochial prejudices of state courts.

The presumption against extraterritoriality, petitioners contend, 
does not apply to jurisdictional statutes such as the ATS. If the 
presumption applied, moreover, it would include all extraterritorial 
conduct, including that occurring on the high seas. Yet, as Sosa 
makes clear, the ATS applies to piracy and, therefore, the presump-
tion does not apply. But even if the presumption applies, petitioners 
argue, it is rebutted by the ATS’s text, history, and purpose.

Respondents rely heavily on the presumption against extraterritori-
ality. That presumption applies, respondents argue, because, as Sosa 
recognized, courts exercising ATS jurisdiction apply a civil cause of 
action under U.S. federal common law to remedy an international 
law norm. Thus, U.S. law is projected extraterritorially for causes of 
action under the ATS even though international law itself may apply 
everywhere. 

The presumption against extraterritoriality, respondents further 
argue, is not overcome. The ATS fails to provide for its application to 
conduct on foreign soil and such application is not supported by the 
historical context surrounding the ATS’s enactment, which over-
whelmingly involved incidents on U.S. soil. Respondents note that 
the precedent on which petitioners rely most heavily for the ATS’s 
historical context—a 1795 opinion by Attorney General William 
Bradford—addressed the ATS’s applicability to conduct occurring on 
the high seas, and not on foreign soil.

Additionally, respondents argue that federal law should be construed 
where possible to avoid violating international law. Here, they 
maintain, applying the ATS to a case involving foreign conduct, 
foreign plaintiffs, and foreign defendants would contravene that rule 
of construction by creating universal civil jurisdiction in violation of 
international law. Respondents emphasize the international friction 
such an exercise of jurisdiction would engender, citing an amicus 
brief filed by the Netherlands and United Kingdom. (Petitioners, 
by contrast, argue that concerns surrounding the appropriateness 
of ATS litigation where there is no territorial or nationality-based 
connection to the United States can be managed in other ways, such 
as through dismissals for forum non conveniens or lack of personal 
jurisdiction).

Respondents acknowledge that during the past three decades a 
number of lower courts have applied the ATS to human rights 
violations that occurred in foreign territory. They urge the Court 
to correct this erroneous interpretation and impose a categorical 
territorial limitation on ATS suits involving law of nations violations 
occurring abroad, regardless of whether the suit is brought against 
a corporation or a private individual.

The United States takes a more nuanced position. In its amicus 
brief, the U.S. argues that the Court should not recognize a cause 
of action in Kiobel, where a non-U.S. defendant is alleged to have 
aided and abetted a foreign sovereign’s actions in that sovereign’s 
own territory. Recognizing a private right of action in these  
circumstances, the U.S. explains, would make the United States 
appear irresponsible in the eyes of the international community for 
providing a remedy for the actions of a Dutch and British corpora-
tion in Nigeria where any of the nations directly concerned could 
have done so instead.
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The United States nevertheless opposes the adoption of a strict cat-
egorical rule that would completely prevent the ATS’s extraterritorial 
application. It instead urges the Court to adopt a multifactored test 
in deciding whether to recognize a private right of action for human 
rights violations committed abroad. In place of respondents’ bright-
line rule, the United States thus urges a case-by-case approach 
infused with caution and restraint.

On the question of corporate liability, much in Kiobel turns on the 
Court’s interpretation of footnote 20 of its Sosa decision, where it 
alluded to whether “international law extends the scope of liability 
for a violation of a given norm to the perpetrator being sued, if the 
defendant is a private actor, such as a corporation or an individual,” 
but did not provide further guidance. The Second Circuit majority 
relied on this controversial footnote for the proposition that custom-
ary international law must identify the particular category of private 
actor subject to suit under the ATS—i.e., that it must identify that 
corporations are civilly liable for the violation in question. 

Petitioners ground their argument for corporate civil liability in the 
text, history, and purpose of the ATS. The statute, they assert, places 
no limit on the universe of defendants; its history shows that it was 
enacted to provide a neutral federal forum to adjudicate civil tort 
actions brought by aliens who had suffered damages resulting from 
violations of the law of nations; and its purpose was to guarantee 
that aliens had a federal forum in which to pursue such internation-
al law claims free from the parochial prejudices perceived in state 
courts of the revolutionary era.

The crux of petitioners’ argument is that the Sosa Court found that 
federal common law, and not international law itself, provides the 
cause of action in ATS cases. Federal common law and the universal 
availability of corporate civil liability in all legal systems, they main-
tain, provide the foundation for ATS causes of action. 

Since, petitioners argue, Congress chose a system of common law 
remedies to enforce the law of nations, a plaintiff is not required to 
demonstrate an international law rule of corporate liability for the 
human rights violation in question to bring suit under the ATS. To 
the contrary, international law leaves such issues to domestic legal 
systems.

Respondents dispute this construction of Sosa and posit a different 
view of the relationship between the ATS and international law. Like 
the question of “what” conduct constitutes a “violation of the law of 
nations,” the question of “who” may be liable for such a violation is 
a matter of international law. 

Thus, respondents contend, petitioners must demonstrate not mere-
ly that the alleged violations fall within a subset of well-established 
customary international law norms but also that there is an equally 
well-established international law norm of corporate civil liability for 
each violation. They argue that no such norm exists; the respon-
dents note that several international criminal tribunals, from the 
post-World War II Nuremberg tribunals through the International 
Criminal Court (ICC), have either expressly or in practice been lim-
ited to the prosecution of natural persons rather than corporations.

Petitioners counter that respondents’ reliance on the absence of 
jurisdiction over corporations by international criminal tribunals is 

misplaced. While there is universal consensus that corporations are 
civilly liable for the torts of their agents, States treat the imposition 
of criminal corporate liability differently, and there is no consensus 
that corporations can be criminally prosecuted. The absence of 
corporate criminal liability under the ICC and other international 
tribunals, however, does not mean that corporations are immune 
from criminal responsibility, let alone civil liability, for violations of 
international law. Rather, petitioners conclude, such an absence re-
flects that States have different approaches to corporate criminality. 

Respondents further argue that even if petitioners need not make 
this international-law showing on corporate civil liability (or if they 
satisfy it), they cannot show that a private cause of action should be 
afforded as a matter of federal common law. Respondents rely on the 
Supreme Court’s jurisprudence in the Bivens context, another area 
of federal common-lawmaking authority. Bivens v. Six Unknown 
Named Agents, 403 U.S. 388 (1971). Since the Court has refused 
to recognize a private cause of action for federal constitutional 
torts committed by corporations, see Correctional Services Corp. v. 
Malesko, 534 U.S. 61 (2001), the respondents urge that the Court 
should in turn refuse to recognize a private cause of action against 
corporations under the ATS; this is particularly true given the risk of 
adverse consequences to foreign policy and U.S. trade and invest-
ment abroad.  

Finally, respondents argue that the judgment may be affirmed 
because the ATS does not apply to corporations as aiders and abet-
tors of the alleged international law violations (at least not without 
a plausible allegation that the corporation purposely facilitated the 
violation).

To address the extraterritoriality or corporate liability issues, the 
Court must first resolve the antecedent question of whether the 
Second Circuit erred in treating corporate liability under the ATS as 
jurisdictional. 

Petitioners argue that because corporate liability addresses the 
substantive reach of the ATS, it is a key element of a plaintiff’s 
claim, and not a question of subject-matter jurisdiction. Petitioners 
contend that the Second Circuit majority’s sua sponte holding to the 
contrary conflicts with Supreme Court rulings admonishing lower 
courts against overbroad uses of the term “jurisdiction” in labeling 
components of a federal statute and instructing courts to facilitate 
clarity by using the term “jurisdictional” only when apposite. 

Respondents argue that the Second Circuit majority properly treated 
the question of whether the ATS covers petitioners’ claims as one of 
subject-matter jurisdiction, and therefore as open for consideration 
on appeal for the first time. Respondents argue, in the alternative, 
that the Second Circuit had the authority to address the issue of 
corporate liability under the ATS sua sponte even if it is not one of 
subject-matter jurisdiction because a court of appeals possesses 
discretion to consider dispositive merits issues for the first time on 
appeal. 

Considering that the Court did not address this jurisdictional ques-
tion at the February oral argument, and that in ordering reargument 
the Court expanded the issues presented to include the ATS’s extra-
territorial application, the Court is expected to resolve the question 
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in a manner that allows it to consider the larger issues in the case 
concerning the scope of ATS liability.

SIGNIfICANCE
Kiobel is one of the most important human rights cases before the 
Supreme Court in recent years. It presents two issues of far-reach-
ing significance: the liability of corporations for violations of the 
law of nations and the ATS’s extraterritorial application to foreign 
territory. While Sosa left open a window for civil enforcement of a 
subset of core human rights norms, Kiobel raises the question of 
whether, and to what extent, corporations may be held liable for 
violating those norms. Following the Court’s order for reargument, 
Kiobel now also includes the broader question of whether any defen-
dant (and not just corporations) may be held liable for human rights 
violations that occur in another country. 

If the Court adopts a limit on the ATS’s extraterritorial application, 
it will significantly constrain international human rights litigation 
in federal courts. The modern line of ATS cases began with Filartiga 
v. Pena-Irala, an action brought by Paraguayan citizens against 
a former Paraguayan police official for torture and other human 
rights violations that occurred in Paraguay. Subsequent ATS cases 
also have mainly involved human rights violations that occurred in 
foreign territory and that involved foreign defendants. 

An underlying premise of Filartiga and its progeny is that there 
should be no safe harbor for those who commit torture and other 
egregious human rights violations, regardless of the violator’s 
nationality or where the violations occur. If the Court were to adopt 
the categorical approach to extraterritoriality advocated by respon-
dents, it would limit the use of federal courts as a forum for the 
civil enforcement of human rights violations that occur outside the 
United States.

The Court could, however, impose some limitation on the ATS’s 
application to extraterritorial human rights violations without 
adopting the bright-line rule pressed by respondents. It could, for 
example, choose the type of multifactored, case-by-case approach 
urged by the United States. Such an approach might require, among 
other things, a greater connection to the United States or more 
exacting scrutiny of the foreign policy implications presented by 
the ATS’s extraterritorial application in a given case. The adoption 
of any such limit on ATS jurisdiction, however, would still reduce 
federal-court adjudication of human rights violations, even if not 
curtailing it altogether.

The Court’s ruling on corporate liability—assuming the Court does 
not resolve the case on the extraterritoriality issue—could also have 
far-reaching consequences. Respondents maintain that corporate 
liability under the ATS threatens business interests with the costs 
and risks of litigation, particularly when corporations operate in 
developing nations and conflict zones. Foreign governments have 
also opposed ATS litigation against corporations, which they view 
as undermining their economic development strategies. In light of 
these arguments, the Court may fold the question of corporate liabil-
ity into the broader question of the ATS’s extraterritorial application, 

focusing on the implications of providing a federal forum for suits 
against corporations that lack any territorial or nationality-based 
connection to the United States. 

Even if the Court refuses to recognize civil corporate liability under 
the ATS, a foreign national who has suffered a cognizable law-of-
nations violation under Sosa may still sue a corporation’s employees, 
managers, officers, directors, or any other person who commits, or 
purposefully aids and abets, violations of international law (or so 
the Second Circuit majority concluded). But a ruling exempting cor-
porations from civil liability under the ATS would limit enforcement 
of human rights violations in U.S. courts by, among other things, 
making it more difficult for a plaintiff to secure jurisdiction over 
alleged perpetrators and to obtain a favorable judgment.

Some limitations on ATS’s application should be expected. Sosa cab-
ined the type of human rights claims that could be brought, requir-
ing that they be sufficiently well-defined and accepted. It is likely 
that Kiobel will impose constraints that take into account where 
the violation occurred and the type of actors involved, as well as the 
practical consequences of the litigation for U.S. foreign policy. 

Another interesting question will be how the Court squares any 
ruling on corporate liability under the ATS with its ruling last term 
in Mohamad v. Palestinian Authority, 132 S. Ct. 1702 (2012), which 
held that the Torture Victim Protection Act (TVPA) encompasses 
only a natural person, and thus not organizations or corporations. 
(Mohamad was argued in tandem with Kiobel). If the Court finds 
that the ATS applies to corporations, it will mean that aliens can sue 
in federal court for acts of torture committed against them but that 
U.S. citizens (to whom the ATS does not extend) cannot.

Finally, the Court may (or may not) address an issue that the parties 
did not brief but that Justice Alito raised at the February oral argu-
ment (and which is raised in a law professors’ supplemental amicus 
brief): whether there is a constitutional basis under Article III for 
ATS jurisdiction in a case such as Kiobel, which involves a suit by 
one alien against another for violations of the law of nations. The 
argument against jurisdiction on these facts is that the case does 
not arise under federal law (as Sosa held that the ATS is a juris-
dictional statute creating no new causes of action) and that suits 
by one alien against another do not fall within Article III’s grant of 
foreign diversity jurisdiction. The Court may thus consider whether 
Congress had the authority under the Constitution to have extended 
the ATS to encompass a suit such as Kiobel (assuming that the 
Court finds, as a matter of statutory interpretation, that Congress 
did so).
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University School of Law in Newark, New Jersey. He can be  
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PREVIEW of United States Supreme Court Cases, pages 17–22.  
© 2012 American Bar Association. 



PREVIEW of United States Supreme Court Cases 21

ATTORNEYS fOR THE PARTIES 
for Petitioner Esther Kiobel (Paul L. Hoffman, 310.396.0731)

for Respondent Royal Dutch Petroleum Co. (Kathleen M. Sullivan, 
212.849.7000)

AMICUS BRIEfS 
In Support of Petitioner Esther Kiobel

Ambassador David J. Scheffer, Northwestern University School of 
Law (David J. Scheffer, 312.503.2224)

American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial 
Organizations (Lynn K. Rhinehart, 202.637.5155)

Brennan Center for Justice at NYU School of Law (Burt Neuborne, 
212.998.6172)

Civil Procedure Professors (Agnieszka M. Fryszman, 
202.408.4600)

EarthRights International (Richard L. Herz, 202.466.5188)

Former United States Government Counterterrorism and Human 
Rights Officials (Ruth Wedgwood, 202.663.5618)

Former U.S. Senator Arlen Specter (William J. Aceves, 
619.525.1413)

International Law Scholars (Ralph G. Steinhardt, 202.994.5739)

Joseph E. Stiglitz (Michael D. Hausfeld, 202.540.7200)

Larry Bowoto (Marco B. Simons, 202.466.5188)

Law Professors of Civil Liberties and 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (Penny 
M. Venetis, 973.353.5687)

Navi Pillay, the United Nations High Commissioner for Human 
Rights (David Sloss, 408.554.2170)

Nuremberg Scholars (Jennifer M. Green, 612.625.7247)

Professor Juan E. Mendez, UN Special Rapporteur on Torture 
(Deena R. Hurwitz, 434.924.4776)

Professors of Legal History Barbara Aronstein Black (Susan 
H. Farbstein, 617.495.9263)

Rutherford Institute (John W. Whitehead, 434.978.3888)

Thomas J. Schoenbaum (Thomas J. Schoenbaum, 202.994.0391)

United States (Donald B. Verrilli Jr., Solicitor General, 
202.514.2217)

Yale Law School Center for Global Legal Challenges (Oona 
A. Hathaway, 203.436.1869)

In Support of Respondent Royal Dutch Petroleum Co.
BP America (Paul D. Clement, 202.234.0090)

Cato Institute (Owen C. Pell, 212.819.8200)

Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America (Neal 
Kumar Katyal, 202.637.5528)

Chevron Corporation (Jack L. Goldsmith, 617.496.2026)

Clearing House Association L.L.C. (Andrew J. Pincus, 
202.263.3220)

Coca-Cola Company (Kristin Linsley Myles, 415.512.4000)

Federal Republic of Germany (Jeffrey Harris, 202.861.0870)

International Law Professors (Matthew J. Kemner, 415.989.5900)

KBR, Inc. (David B. Rivkin Jr., 202.861.1500)

Product Liability Advisory Counsel (Anne E. Cohen, 212.909.6000)

Professors of International Law (Meir Feder, 212.326.3939)

Rio Tinto Group and Occidental Petroleum Corp. (Jonathan 
D. Hacker, 202.383.5300)

In Support of Neither Party 
American Petroleum Institute (Peter B. Rutledge, 706.542.1328)

Nuremberg Historians and International Lawyers (Jonathan 
S. Massey, 202.652.4511)

AMICUS BRIEfS ON REARGUMENT 
In Support of Petitioner Esther Kiobel 

Ambassador David J. Scheffer, Northwestern University School of 
Law (David J. Scheffer, 312.503.2224)

Australian International Law Scholars (Donald Kris Anton, 011 61 
2 6125 3516)

Earthrights International (Richard L. Herz, 202.466.5188)

Former United States Government Counterterrorism and Human 
Rights Officials (Ruth Wedgwood, 202.663.5618)

Genocide Victims of Krajina (Robert J. Pavich, 312.782.8500)

German Institute for Human Rights and International Law Experts 
(Richard R. Wiebe, 415.433.3200)

Human Rights First, the Anti-Defamation League, and the 
Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights (William J. 
Aceves, 619.525.1413)

International Human Rights Organizations (Katherine M. Gallagher, 
212.614.6455)

International Law Scholars (Ralph G. Steinhardt, 202.994.5739)

Navi Pillay, The United Nations High Commissioner for Human 
Rights (David Sloss, 408.554.2170)

Professor Juan E. Mendez, UN Special Rapporteur on Torture 
(Deena R. Hurwitz, 434.924.4776)

Professors of Legal History (Tyler Richard Giannini, 617.495.9263)



PREVIEW of United States Supreme Court Cases22

Professors of Legal History and Federal Jurisdiction, Martin S. 
Flaherty and John V. Orth (Frederick W. Morris, 612.335.1500)

Rutgers Law School Constitutional Litigation Clinic (Penny M. 
Venetis, 973.353.5687)

South African Jurists (Carol A. Sobel, 310.393.3055)

Volker Beck and Christoph Strasser, and Members of Parliament 
of the Federal Republic of Germany (Judith Brown Chomsky, 
215.782.8367)

Yale Law School Center for Global Legal Challenges (Oona A. 
Hathaway, 203.436.1869)

In Support of Respondent Royal Dutch Petroleum Co.
BP America, Caterpillar, Conoco Phillips, General Electric, 
Honeywell, International Business Machines, and Monsanto (Paul 
D. Clement, 202.234.0090)

Cato Institute (Owen C. Pell, 212.819.8200)

Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America (Neal 
Kumar Katyal, 202.637.5528)

Chevron Corporation (Jack L. Goldsmith, 617.384.8159)

International Law, Foreign Relations Law, and Federal Jurisdiction 
(Samuel Estreicher, 212.318.6000)

KBR, Inc. (David B. Rivkin Jr., 202.861.1731)

OTP Bank (Thomas G. Corcoran Jr., 202.293.5555)

Professors Anthony J. Bellia Jr. and Bradford R. Clark (Christopher 
Julian Paolella, 212.804.7097)

Rio Tinto Group (Jonathan D. Hacker, 202.383.5300)

US-China Law Society (Sienho Yee, 86 276785-3641)


