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CORDIANT TRADING CC  v  DAIMLER CHRYSLER FINANCIAL SERVICES 
(debis) (PTY) LTD 
 
In a judgment delivered today, the Supreme Court of Appeal (the SCA) has ruled that the 
Durban High Court has jurisdiction to hear a case brought against Daimler Chrysler 
Financial Services (debis) (Pty) Ltd, a company based in Centurion, Gauteng. The SCA 
further ruled that Cordiant Trading CC has the necessary legal standing to institute such 
case. 
 
During 1997 Daimler Chrysler concluded an agreement with Fourways Motors which 
was an accredited dealer of brands of motor vehicles such as Mercedes Benz, Honda and 
Colt, and which carried on business in Ladysmith and Greytown, KwaZulu-Natal. In 
terms of that agreement Daimler Chrysler sold various vehicles to Fourways Motors 
subject to a reservation of ownership clause which stated that ownership would remain 
with Daimler Chrysler until the full purchase price is paid in respect of each vehicle. 
 
Fourways Motors in turn, sold 16 of those vehicles to Cordiant Trading which further 
resold them to other dealers who later resold the vehicles to their customers. During June 
2000 Fourways Motors was liquidated following the death of its managing director under 
mysterious circumstances. Meanwhile, Daimler Chrysler issued a notice to the effect that 
Fourways Motors had failed to pay for some of the vehicles sold to it and as a result those 
in whose possession such vehicles were should either pay for or return the affected 
vehicles to it. 
 
In order to safeguard its rights, Cordiant Trading instituted the present proceedings in the 
Durban High Court where it challenged Daimler Chrysler’s alleged ownership on the 
vehicles in question.  Daimler Chrysler responded by objecting both to the court’s 
jurisdiction and Cordiant Trading’s legal standing. That court ruled in favour of Daimler 
Chrysler on both points. Dissatisfied with the ruling Cordiant Trading appealed to the 
SCA. 
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