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1~34 S.Ct. ll15 
Supreme Court of the United States 

Anthony WALDEN, Petitioner 

v. 
Gina FIORE ct al. 

No. 12-574. Argued Nov. 4, 
201:3. Decided Feb, 25, 2014. 

Synopsis 
Background: Airline passengers brought lJi1•ens action 
ngninst police offlcor, alleging officer violated their Fourth 
Amendment rights by, inter nlin, seizing cash from them in 
Georgia during their rctum trip to Ncvndn, and keeping the 
money after concluding that it did not come from drug-related 
activity. The United States District Court for the District of 
Nevada, Edwurd C. Reed, Senior District Judge, dismissed 
for lack of jurisdiction. Passengers appcnlcd. The Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, 8crzon, Circuit .Judge, iiXX F.Jd 

55X. reversed. Certiorari \Vas granted. 

]Holding:] The Supreme Court, Justice ·rhomns, held that 

police of'fkcr lacked minimal c;ontncts with Nevada required 
for exercise of personal jurisdiction, even if officer knew that 
his allegedly tortious conduct in Georgia would delay return 
of funds to passengers with connections to Nevada. 

Reversed. 

* 1117 Syffab11s 
,, 

The syllabus constitutes no part of the opinion ol' the 
Court but has been prepared by the Reporter o!Decisions 
for the convcniuncc of the render. Sue Uniret! Swrc·s v 

/)e/mi! Tim her & f.l.llllh,:r Cu .. 200 U.S. :n I .. 1.17, 2(• 

S.Ct. 2X2, .~0 L.F.cl. ·199. 

Petitioner Walden, a Georgia police of'ficer working rm 

a deputized Drug Enforcement Administration agent at a 
Georgia airport, searched respondents nne! seized n large 
amount of cash. Respondents allege that after they returned 
to their Nevnda residence, petitioner helped drnfl a false 
probable cause affidavit in support of the funds' forfeiture and 
forwarded it to a United States Attorney's Office in Georgia. 

ln the end, no forl'eitme complaint was .filed, nnd respondents' 
funds were t'cturncd. R.espondcnts f1Jcd a tort suit against 
petitioner in Federal Di~trict Court in Nevada. The District 
Court dismissed the suit, finding that the Gc01·gin search 
and seizure did not establish a basis to exercise personal 
jurisdiction in Nevada. The Ninth Circuit re.vcrscd, holding 
that the District Comt could properly exerciRo jurisdiction 
because petitioner had submilted the false probable cause 
affidavit with the knowledge that it·would affect persons with 
significant Nevada conrH::ctions. 

* 1118 Held.' The District Court lacked personal jurisdiction 
over petitioner. Pp. 1121 ····· 1126. 

(a) The Fourteenth Amendment's Due Process Ctnusc 
constrains a State's authority to bind n nonresident defendant 
to a judgment of its courts, fYorld Wide 11o/kswogen Corp. 

1', l+'oodw11, •144 C: .S. 2K6, 29 [. l 00 S.Ct. 559. ()2 L.Ed.2d 
<11)0, and requires that the nonresident have "certain minimum 
contacts" with the forum State, !nremct!ionol Stun' C'o 1'. 

I·Vashingto11. J26 U.S. 3\0, 316. Mi S.Ct. I 54, 90 L.Ed. 95. 

The inquiry into lhe "minimum contacts" necessary to create 
specilie jurisdiction focuses "on the relationship among the 
def'endant, the forum, and the litigation." Kceron 1•. Hustler 

Mc1gazine. l11c .. 465 U.S. 770, 775. 104 S.Ct. 1473, 79 
L.Ecl.2cl 790. For a State to exercise jurisdiction consistent 
with due process, thnt relationship must arise out of contacts 
that the "defendant flln1se(f" creates with the forum, !huger 

1\.ing Corp. 1'. N.udxewic:::, 471 U.S. 462,475, 105 S.Ct. 2174. 
85 L.Ed.2d 52R. and must be analyzed with regard to the 
defbndnnt's contactH with the forum itself, not with persons 
residing there, sec, e.g., lnlernutimwl Sh<n', supra. at 319, 66 

S.Ct. !54. The plaintiff cannot be the only link between tho 
defendant and the forum. These same principles apply when 
intentional tons arc involved. See C:uldcr 1' . .!Oil('S, 465 U.S. 
7X3, 788 789, I 04 S.Ct. 1482. 79 L.Ed.2d f\04. Pp. 1121 
1124. 

(b) Petitioner lacks the "minimal contacts" with Nevada 
that ure a prerequisite to the exercise of jurisdiction over 
him. No part of petitioner's course of conduct occurred in 
Ncvnda, nnd he formed no jurisdictionally relevant contacts 
with thut forum. The Ninth Circuit reached its contmry 
conclusion by impropel'!y shirting the annlyticul focus fi·om 
petitioner's contacts with the forum to his contacts with 
respondents, obscuring the reality that none of petitioner's 
challenged conduct had anything to do with Nevada itself. 
Respondents emphasize that they suffered the "injury" cuusecl 
by the delnyed return of their funds while residing in 
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Nevada, but Calder made clear Lhnt mere injt11y to 11 forum 

resident is not n sunicicnt connection to the forum. The 

proper question is whether the defendant's conduct connects 
him to the forum in tl mcaningCul way: Here, rc.~pondcnts' 
claimed injury docs not evince such a connection. The 

injlll'y occurred in Nevada simply bccrmse !hat is where 
respondents chose to be when they desired to usc the seized 
funds. Other possible contacts noted by the Ninth Circuit 
·····that respondents' Nevada allorncy contacted petitioner in 
Georgia, thai cash seized in Georgia originated in Nevada, 
and that flmds were returned to respondents in Nevnda·~·arc 
ultimately unavailing. Pp. \ \24 \ 126. 

Ml8 F.J,I 558, reversed. 

Tl 10\\J\S, J., delivered the opinion f(Jr n unanimot1s Court. 

t\ltOI'IH!)'S and Law Finns 

.ldlrcy S. Bucholtz, Washington, DC, {or Petitioner. 

lvklis~tl:'\rbus Sherry, for the United States as amicus cminc, 
by spccinllcave of the Court, supporting the petitioner. 

Thomas C. Goldstl.'in, fm the respondents. 

Timothy II. Lee, King & Spnlding LLP, Atlanta, Gt\, JciTrcy 
S. \3ucholtz, Counsel of Record, Danid S. Epps, Cnrulyn 
tvl, Sweeney, King & Spalding LLP, Washington, DC, f(w 

Petitioner. 

Thomas C. Gu\d):toin, Counsel oi'RecOI'd, Kevi11 I<. Russ(:l\, 
GoldRtoin & RuHscll, P.C., Washington, DC, l~obcrt A. 
l'<crscsi<ln, Then Sanki.:wk:z, Ncrsesinn & Sankicwicz, Las 
Vegas, NY, f()!' Respondents. 

Opinion 

Justice T!IOMAS delivered the opinion of the Court. 

This case asks us to decide whclhcr a court in Nevada 
may exercise pcrwnnl jmisdiction over a dcf'cndanl on the 
basis that he knew his allegedly tortious conduct in Georgia 
would delay the return of f'unds to plaintiffs with connection::; 
to Nevada. Because the defendant had no other contacts 
with Ncvndn, and because a pluintif'l's contacts with the 
forum State cannot be "decisive in determining whether the 
defendant's due process rights nrc violated," R11sl! r. Suvclwk, 
·'14·\ li.S .. 120, 3J2. 100 S.Ct. 571.62 l .. Fd.2d 516 tltJf;{)), 
we hold that the court in Nevada may not exercise personal 
jurisdiction under these circumstances. 

: ~ f•' r. : , . I : ' 

Petitioner Anthony Walden serves as a police officer for 
the city of Covinglon, Gcorgin. 111 August 2006, petitioner 
Wtls working nt the Atlanta HartsfielcHackson Airport us 

n deputized agent of the Drug Enforcement Administration 
(DEA). As part of a task force, petitioner conducted 
investigative stops and other lnw cnl'orcemcnt functions in 

support of the DENs nirport dmg interdiction progmm. 

On August 8, 2006, Transportation Security Administrntion 
agents searched respondents Gina Fiore and Keith Gipson and 
their ctmy·on bags at the San Juan airport in Puerto Rico. 
They found almost $97,000 in cash. Fiore explained to DEA 
agents in San Juun thnt she nnd Gipson had been gambling at a 
casino known ns the El San Juan, and that they had residences 
in both Califomin and Nevada (though they provided only 
California idcntilkation). After respondents were cleared for 
dopartme, n law cnfbrccmcnt ol'ftcinl nt the San .Juan airport 
notified petitioner's task force in Atlanta that respondents had 
boarded a plane for Atlanta, where they planned to catch a 
connecting l1ight to Las Vegus, Nevada. 

When respondents arrived in Atlanta, petitioner and another 
DEA agent approached them nt the depnnurc gate for their 
l1ight lo Lns Vegas. In response to petitioner's questioning, 
Fiore explained that she and Gipson were professional 
gamblers. Respondents maintained that the cash they were 
carrying was their gambling " 'bank' "nnd winnings. App. 
15, 2tJ. Al\cr using a drug-sniffing dog to perform a sniff test, 

petitioner seized the cash. 1 Petitioner advised I'C~pondents 
that their funds would be returned if they Inter proved a 
legitimate source for the cash. Respondents then boarded their 
plane. 

Respondents allege that the sniff test was "nt best, 
inconclusive," nnd there is no indiention in the pleadings 
thut dn1gs or drug residue were ever round on or with the 
cnsh. App. 21. 

A ncr respondents departed, petitioner moved the cash lo 
a secure location and the matter was forwarded to DEA 
headquancrs. The next dny, petitioner received a phone call 
from respondents' attorney in Nevada seeking return of the 
funds. On two occasions over the next month, petitioner 
also received documentation from the attorney regarding the 
legitimacy of the funds. 

1 :, , /. ~; ! ) r 1 ! ; ~ 
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At some point a !'lor petitioner seized the cash, he helped drall 
nn nf!'ldavit to show probable cause fot· forfeiture of the (\.\nels 
and forwarded that affidavit to a United States Attorney's 

Office in Georgia. 2 According * 1120 to respondents, 
the aflidavit was false and misleading because petitioner 
misrepresented the encounter at the airport and omitted 
exculpatory information regarding the lack of drug evidence 
and the legitimate source ofthc funds. In the end, no forfeiture 
complaint was filed, and the DElA rctumed the funds to 
respondents in March 2007. 

2 The nllogcd nf'l1dnvit is no! in the record. Because this 
case comes to us at tho motion-to-dismiss stage, we take 
rcHpondcnts' factual allegations as true., incl\l(ling their 
ollogntions regarding the existence and content of' the 
nf'fidaviL 

Respondents 11Jecl suit against petitioner in the United States 
District Court for tho District of Nevada, seeking money 
damllgos under Dil•ens v. Six Unknown Fed. :Vorcotics 
Agents . . :!()J U.S. 3Si1. 91 S.Ct. 1999, 29 L.l~d.?d (ll9 

( 1971 ). Respondents alleged that petitioner violated their 
Fourth Amendment rights by (I) seizing the c.nsh without 
probable cause; (2) keeping the money nftcr concluding 
it did not come from drug-related activity; (3) drafting 
and forwarding a probable cause nf'ftdavit to support a 
t(Jrf'citurc action while knowing the affidavit cont11.incd 
false statements; (4) willfully seeking forfeiture while 
withhold.ing exculpatory information; nnd (5) withholding 
that cxculpntoty information t't·om the United States 

Attorney's Office. 

The District Court granted petitioner's motion to dismiss. 
Relying on this Court's decision in C'crlder l'. Jones. 465 
t;.s. 783. 104 S.Ct. 1482, 79 L.Eld.2d 804 (19B4), the 
court determined that petitioner's search of respondents and 
his seizure of' the cash in Georgia did not establish l\ 

basis to exercise personal jurisdiction in Nevncla. The court 
concluded that even if petitioner cauHcd harm to respondents 
in Nevada while knowing they lived in Nevada, that lhct 
n lone did not confer jut'isdietion. Because the court dismissed 
the complaint for luck of personal jurisdiction, it did not 
determine whether venue was proper. 

On appeal, a divided panel of the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit reversed. The Court of 
Appeals assumed the District Court had correctly determined 
that petitioner's s~arcb and seizure in Georgia could not 
support exercise of jurisdiction in Nevadn. The conrt held, 

however, that the District Court could properly exercise 
jurisdiction over "the !1.\lse probable cause affidavit aspect of 
the case." 688 F.3d 558. 5 77 (20 II), According to thtl Court 
of Appeals, petitioner "ex.prcssly aimed" his submission 
of the allegedly false afl~davit at Nevada by submitting 
the afJ1davit with knowledge that it would affect persons 

with a "signif:lcant connection" to Nevada. 3 !d., at 581. 
A fler determining that the delay in returning the funds to 

respondents caused them "foreseeable harm" in Nevada and 
that the exercise of' personal jurisdiction over petitioner was 
otherwise reasonable, the court found the District Court's 

exercise of personal jurisdiction to be proper. 4 fd., nt 582. 

585. The Ninth Circuit denied rehearing en bane, with eight 
judges, in '\1121 two separate opinions, dissenting. Jd, m 

562, 56S. 

3 The allegations in the complaint sttggcstcd to the Com·t 
or i\ppcals thm petitioner "dclinitoly knew, ut some 
point o[ler the scizmc but IHJ/ore providing the nllcgcd 
fulso probable cause ul'f1duvit, that [respondents] had a 
significant connection to Nevada." 68~ FJd, at 578. 

.Judge lkuta dissented. In her view, the "false al'f1duvit/ 
forfeiture proceeding aspect" over which the majority 
found jmisdiction proper was not raised as n scpuratc 
claim in the complaint, and she found it "doubtful 
that such a constitution;ll tort even exists." !d., at 59l 
After the court denied rehearing en bane, the nmjmity 
explained in u postscript that it viewed tho filing or the 
fhlse affidavit, which crl'octcd a "continued scizmc" of' 
the funds, us a separate Fourth i\mcndmcnt violation. /d., 

at5S8··5S9. Petitioner docs not dispute that reading here. 

We grunted certiorari to decide whether due process permits 
a Nevada court to exercise jurisdiction over petitioner. 568 
U.S. , 133 S.Ct. 1493. 185 L.Ed.2d 547 (2.013). We hold 

that it docs not and therefore reverse. 5 

5 We ulso granted certiorari on tho question whether 
Nevada is a proper vcmtc l'or the suit under 2X U.S.C.:. * 
I :w I (b )(2 ). Been usc we resolve the case onjul'isdictional 
grounds, we do not decide whether venue was proper in 
Nevada. 

11 

A 
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Ill 121 "Federal courts ordinarily follow state law in 
determining the bounds of their jurisdiction over persons." 
no imler ,, Ci "· Bauman, 571 U.S. . 134 S.Ct. 
746. 75:., L.cd.2d ·· (2014). This is because a l'edcral 
district court's authority to assert pcrsonn1jmisdiction in most 
cases is linked to service of process on a defendant "who is 
subject to the jurisdiction of a court of general jurisdiction 
in the state where tho district court is loontecL" Fed. Rule 
oi' Civ. Proc. 4(k)(l)lA). Here, Nevada has authorized its 
courts to exercise jurisdiction over persons "on any basis not 
inconsistent with ... the Constitution of the United States." 
l\:cv.Rev.Stat. ~ 14.065 (2011). Thus, in order to determine 
whether the Federal District Court in this cnse waH authorized 
to exercise jurisdiction ovet· petitioner, we ask whether the 
exercise ofjmisdiction "comport,9 with the limits imposed by 
federnl due process" on the State ofNevada. Daimler, supm. 
at . \34 S.CI ... nt 753. 

B 

connection with the l~.lrum State. Two rcl<llccl ·k 1122 aspects 
of this neeessury relationship Me relevant in this case. 

!R] 

"Spcci f1c" ot' "cas(Hinkcd" jurisdiction "depends on 
nn 'nfl1liatio[n] between tho forum and the underlying 
controversy' " (i.e., an "activity or nn occurrence that 
takes pluoe in the l'orum Stale (llld is therefore subject 
to the Slate's regulation"). Good1·ew D11nlop Tires 
Operotions, S.tl. 1'. limwn, 564 U.S. • I.\ I 

S.C\. 2846. 2B51, I HO L.Ed.2d 796 (20 II). This is 

in contrast to ''general" or "all purpose" jurisdiction, 
which permits a court lo assert jurisdiction over a 
dofcndnnt based on u forum connection unrelated to the 
underlying RUit. (e.g., domicile). Respondents rely on 
spcci lie jurisdiction only. 

]91 II 01 First, the relationship must arise out of 
contucts that the "defendant himse(/' " creates with the 
forum State. !?urge!' Ki11g Corp. v. l?ttdzewic.~. 471 t;.s. 
,;1(i2, 475. 105 S.Ct. 2174. 85 L .. Ed.2d 528 (1985). Due 
process limits on the State's adjudicative authority principally 
protect the liberty of the nonreHiclent del'endant-·not the 
convenience of plaintiffs or thit·d parties. Sec Wol'!d fVide 

i1olkslntgen C'orp.. supra, ut 291 292, 100 S.Ct. 559. We 
have~ consi'stently rejected attempts to satisfy the dc1bndant-

131 141 The Due Process Clmtsc of the Fourteenth focused "minimum contacts" inquiry by demonstruting 
Amendment constmins a State's authority to bind a contacts between the p1aintiff(or third parties) and the tbrum 
nonresident defendant to a judgment of its eomts. IVorld State. See 1/c!icoptero.l' Nacional!!s de Colombiu. S.A. ''· 
Wide Volk.1·wag11n Curp. ''· /Yoocli'IJn. 444 U.S. 2RCl. 291, I 00 !Iii//. 466 U.S. 40/.l, 417, I Otl S.Ct. 1 !568. 80 L.Ecl.2d 404 

S.Cl. 5.'i9. 62 L.Ed.2d 490 ( 1980). Although a nonresident's ( 1 984) ("[The] unilateral activity of another party or a third 
physical presence within the territorial jmisdiction of the person is not an approprinte consideration when determining 
court is not required, the nonresident generally must have whether a defendant ha~ sufficient contacts with a forum 
"certain minimum contacts ... s~teh that the maintenance of State to justify an assertion of jurisdiction"). We have thus 
the suit does not offend 'traditional notions of Hlir play nnd rejected a plaintiff's argument that a Florida court could 
substantial justice.' " !mermtlional Shoe Co. 1'. Wusliirt81on, exerc-ise personnl jurisdiction over a trustee in Delaware 
326 U.S. ~ 10, J 16, (J(i S.Ct. 154, 90 L.Ed. 95 ( 1945) (quoting based solely on the contacts of the trust's settlor, who was 
Milliken v. Meyer, 311 U.S. 457, 46], 61 S,Ct. ]39. 85 LEd. domiciled in Florida and had executed powers of appointment 
27R! 1940)). there. flmtso/1 1'. Dellck/o, 357 U.S. 235, 25l 254, 78 S.Ct. 

1228, 2 L.Ed.2d 1283 (1958). We have likewise held that 
151 [6] 171 This case oddrcsses the "minimum contacts" Oklahoma courts could not exercise personal jurisdiction 

necessary to create specific jurisdiction.<> The inquily over nn automobile distributor that supplies New York, New 
whether a forum State may assert speci tic jurisdiction over Jersey, and Connecticut dealers based only on an automobile 

a nonresident defendant "focuses on 'the relationship among 
the defendant, the forum, and tho I itigation.' " f<..',•L'fon v. 
1/ustler Mugil:zine, Inc., 465 U.S. 770. 775, 10"1 S.Ct. 14'n, 

79 L.Ed.:?.d 790 ( 1')84) (quoting S'lu.!fli:r v. f /citnel', ·DJ U.S. 
11\C,, 204.97 S.CL. 2569,53 L.Ed.2d 683 (i<.l77)). For a 
State to exercise jurisdiction consistent with due process, 
the defendant's suit-related conduct must create a substantial 

purchaser's act or driving it on Oklahoma highwnyR. World 

H'ide l'o/ksw!lgen Corp., .wpm. tll 298, 100 S.Ct. 559. 
Put simply, however signi11cfint the plaintifrs contacts with 
the l'ormn may be, those contacts eannot be "decisive in 
determining whether the defendant's due process rights arc 
violated." !?us It, <14t.l US, !11332, I 00 S.Ct. 571. 
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1 Ill [121 Second, our "minimum contactH" nnnlysis looks n defendant be haled into court in n forum State based on 
to the defendant's contacts with the forum State itself, not his own affiliation with the State, not based on the "random, 
the defendant's contacts with persons who reside there. 
Sec, e.g .. lnl.:>rtitllionol .','hoc. supm. nt 319, 66 S.Ct. 154 

(Due process "docs not contemplate that n state may make 
binding n juclgmc!1l in per.wmam against an individual ... 
with which lhe stale has no contacts, tics, or rclntions"); 
f lunsun. supl'u, at 251, 71\ S.Ct. 12::.N ("However minimal 
the burden or ckl'cnding in a foreign tribunal, a defendant 
mny not be called upon to do so unless he has had the 
'minimnl contncts' with that State that nrc a prerequisite 
to it8 exercise of power over him"). Accordingly, we have 
upheld the assertion ofjuriHdiction over defendants who have 
purposef\Jily "rcach[cd] out beyond" their State and into 
another by, fot· example, entering a contractual relalionship 
that "envisioned continuing nnd wide-reaching contacts" in 
the f'orurn Stole, Burger King. supra. at '179--480, l 05 S.Cl. 
::; 174, or by circulating magazines to "deliberately exploi[t]" 
a market in the fonnn State, Keeton, supra, nt 7t5l. 104 S.C:t. 

1473. And although physical presence in the forum is not 
n prerequisite to jurisdiction, Burger King, s11pro. at '176. 

lll5 S.C1. 2174, physical entry into the State -either by the 
defendant in person or lhrough an agent, goods, mnil, or 
some other nwuns---is certainly n relevant contact. Sec, e.g., 
1\eclo/1, Sllf)}'a. nl 7'7J 774, I 04 S.Ct. 14 73. 

fortuitous, or attenuated" contacts he makes by interacting 
with other persons aff1liated with the State. Ntwger A'ing. 
471L.S., m '175, 105 S.Ct. 2174 (intemal quotation marks 
omitted). 

2 

[161 [171 These same principles apply when intentional 
torts nrc involved. In that context, it is likewise insufficient 
to rely on a defendant's "random, fort11itons, or attenuated 
contacts" or on the "unilateral nctivity" of n plaintiff. !bid 

(same). A forum State's exercise of jurisdiction over an out· 
of .. stnte intentional tortfeasor must be based on intentionol 
conduct by the defendant that creates the necessary contacts 
with the forum. 

Calde,. v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783. I 0~1 S.Ct. 1482. 79 L.Ed.2d 
H04, illustrates the application of these principles. ln Calder. 

a California actress brought u libel suit in California state. 
court against a reporter and an editor, both of whom worked 
for the NatiCJnal Enquirer nt its headquarters in Floridn. 
The plnintiff's libel claims were based on nn mticle written 
nnd edited by the defendants in Florida lor publication in 

Jl31 !141 [ISJ But the plaintiff cannot be the only the National Enquirer, u national weekly newspaper with a 
link between the defendant and the forum. Rather, it is the Cnlif'omia circulation of roughly 600,000. 
dctcndant's conduct that must form the ncecs~ary connection 
with the l'orum State that is the basis f'or ils jurisdiction 
QVcr him. Sec !3wger fOug. supru, at 478. 105 S.Ct. 217·1 

("TI' the qucmion is whether an individual's contract *1123 
with 1111 QUt·o f'...stnto pnrty alone can nmomaticnlly cstnblish 
sufficient minimum contacts in the other pnl'ly's hmm: 
forum, we believe the answer clearly is that it cannot"); 
Kulko ''· .'>ut>erior Cow·f r~(" Caf .. Cirv and CiJimll· of Sun 
Frunci.l·,:o. :136 U.S. i\4. 93. 98 S.Ct. !690. 56 L.Ed.::!d 
132 (I ng) (declining to "find personal jurisdiclion in a 
State ... merely because [the pluintif'f in a child support 
nction] wns residing there"). To be sure, a dcfcndnnt's 
contaets with the forum State may be intertwined with his 
transactions or intcmctions with the plaintiff m· other pnrtics. 
But a defendant's relationship with a plaintiff or third party, 
standing alone, is an insufficient basis for jurisdiction. Sec 
Nush .. wpm. nt 3.l2. 100 S.Ct. 571 ("Naturally, the parties' 
relationships with each other may be signi ficnnt in evaluating 
their tics to the forum. The requirements of lnfe•rltotimw/ 

Shoe. however, must be met ns to each defendant over whom a 
state court exercises jurisdiction"). Due process requires thnl 

We held that California's assertion of jurisdiction over 
the defendants wns consistent with due process. Although 
we recognized that the defendants' activities "focus[cd]" 
on the plaintiff~ our jurisdictional inquiry "focnsc[d] on 
'the relationship among the defcndnnt, the forum, and the 
litigation.'" ld.. nl ?Rfl, 104 S.Ct. 1482 (quotingSht!!fi.•r. 4J3 
U.S., a1 20·1, 97 S.Ct. 2569). Specifically, we examined the 
various contacts the defendants had created with California 
(and not just with the plaintiff) by writing the nllegedly 
libelous story. 

We found those fon.lln contacts to be ample: The dcfbndnnts 
relied on phone calls to "California somccs" for the 
information in their article; they wrote the stmy about the 
plnintiff's activities in California; they caused rcputational 
injury in Cnlifornin by writing an allegedly libelous nrticle 
that wns widely circulated in the Stllte; and the "brunt" of that 
injury was suffered by the plaintiff' in lhnt Slate. 465 U.S .. 
at 7!'18 n9, 104 S.Ct. 1'1li2. "In sum, Calil'ornia [wn]s the 
focal point bolh of the stmy and of' the harm suffered." !d. 
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at 7K9, ID4 S.Cl. 14K:2. Jurisdiction over the defendants was 
"therefore proper in California based on the 'effects' of their 
Florida conduct in California." Ibid. 

The Cl11X of Calclet was that the t'cputntion-based "effects" 
of the nllegcd libel *1124 connected the defendants to 
California, not just to the plainllff. The strength of that 
connection was Iru·gcly n function of the nature or the libel 
tort. However scandalous a newspaper article might be, it 
can lend to a loss of reputation only if communicated to 
(and read and undct'stood by) third persons. Sec Restatement 
(Second) of Torts ~ 577, Comment b ( 1976): sec also ibt'd. 

("[R]oputation is the estimation in which one's character 
ix held by his neighbors or associntcs"). Accordingly, the 
rcputntionnl injury caused by the defendants' story would not 
have occurred but for the fi1ct that the dcl'cndants wmtc an 
article for publication in California that was rend by a large 
number of Califo.mia citizens. Indeed, because pllblication to 
third persons is a necessary clement of libel, sec id., § 558, the 
defendants' intenti\)l)al tort actually occurred in California. 
1\.edon, 465 U.S .. at 777, I 04 S.Ct. \ ·17 3 ("The ton of libel 
is generally hold to occur wherever the offending material 
is circulatccl"). In this way, the "effects" caused by the 
defendants' article~i.e., the injury to the plaintiff's reputation 
in tho estimation of the California public-connected the 
dcfcndnnts' conduct to Calij'ornia, not just to a plnintil'f who 
Jived there. That connection, combined with the various facts 
that gave the article a California focus, sufficed to authorize 

tho Cfllifornia court's exorcise of'jurisdiction. 7 

7 The defendants in Colder argued thnt no contacts they 
hnd with California were sul'l'icicntly purposeful because 
their employer wns responsible !'or circulation of' the 
article. Sec Colcl<?r \' . .lun('s. 465 U.S. 7KJ. 7fN, I 04 
S.CL \<Ill?., 79 L. Ed.2d XO·l ( \9H4 1. \Vr: rejected thnt 
argument. Even though the defendants did not circulate 
the article themselves, they "expressly aimed" "their 
intcntiomd, und allegedly tortious, actions" at California 
bccm1sc they knew the National Enquirer "ha[d) its 
largest circulation" in Calil'ornia, ond thnt the article 
would "haven rotcntially devustating impnct" there. lei. 
at 7X<J 7'10. I 0·1 S.t't. I ·tH2. 

HI 

1181 Applying the foregoing principles, we conclude that 
petitioner lacks the "minimal contacts" with Nevada that arc a 
prerequisite to the exorcise ofjurisdiclion over him. /Janson. 

357 U.S., nt 251. n S.Ct. \2211. It is undisputed that no 

pnrt or petitioner's course of condu<:t occurred in Nevada. 
flotitionor appronched, questioned, nnd searched respondents, 
and soizcd the cash at issue, in the Atlantu airport. lt is 
alleged that petitioner later holpcd drnft a "false probable 
cnusc affidavit" in Georgia and fmwat·cled that affidavit to 
n United States Attorney's Office in Georgia to support a 
potential nction for forfcill1re of the seized funds. 688 FJd, Ill 
563. rotitioner never traveled to, conducted activities within, 
contnctecl nnyone in, or sent anything m· anyone to Nevada. 
In short, when viewed through the proper lens·--whether 
the d(ifendant's actions connect him to thc./i:mon··-- .. potitioner 
ibrmcd no jul'isdictionnlly relevant contacts with Nevada. 

The Court or Appeals rc<1cl1ccl n contrary conclusion by 
shifting the analyt.ical focus n·om petitioner's contacts with 
the forum to his contacts with respondents. Sec Rush. 444 
U.S .. at .\32. I tlO S .Ct. 5 71. Rather than assessing petitioner's 
own contacts with Nevada, the Court or Appeals looked 
to petitioner's knowledge of respondents' "strong forum 
connections." (>8li F.Jd, at 577 579. 5:-\1. ln the comt's 
view, that knowledge, combined with its conclusion that 
respondents suffered foreseeable harm in Nevada, satisfied 

tho "minimum contacts" inquiry.~ !d. l\1 582. 

8 Rcspondcms propose n ~ubstantinlly similar analysis. 
They suggest thnl "a defendant creates sufflcicnt 
minimum contacts with n forum when he (I) 
intentionally targctR (2) a known resident of the fomm 
(3) tbr imposition of nn injury (4) to be sul'l'ered by the 
plaintiff while she is residing in the fomm state." 13riof' 
I'm Respondents 26-·27. 

*1125 This approach to the "minimmn contacts" analysis 
impermissibly allows a plaintifl's contacts with the defendant 
and fbrum to drive tho jurisdictional analysis. Petitioner's 
actions in Georgia did not oreatc sufficient contacts with 
Nevada simply becnuse he allegedly directed his cond\lct 
at plaintiffs whom he knew had Nevada connections. 
Such reasoning improperly attributes a plaintiff's forum 
connections to the defendant and makes those connections 
"docisivo" in the jurisdictional analysis. See Rush. supm. at 
JJ2, too S.Ct. 571. It nlso obscmes the reality that none 
of petitioner's chnllengcd oonduct hncl anything to do with 
Ncvndn itself. 

[19] Relying on ColciC?r. rosponclcnts emphasize that they 
suffered the ''injury" caused by petitioner's allegedly tortious 
conduct {I.e., the delayed return of their gambling funds) 
while they were residing in the forum. Brief f'm Respondents 
\ tl. This emphasis is likewise misplaced. As previously noted, 

,. 
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Calder made clear that mere injury ton forum resident is not 
n .su(Ticient connection to the forum. Regardless of where a 

plaintiff lives or works, an injury is jurisdictionally relevant 
only insofm· as it shows that the defendant has lbrmcd a 
contact with the forum State. The proper question is not 
where the plnintiffexpcrienccd a particular injury ot· effect but 
whether the clefcnclnnt's conduct connects him to the forum in 
a meaningful way. 

Rt~spondcnts' claimed injmy docs not evince n connection 
between petitioner nne! Nevada. Even if we eonsidcr the 
continuation of the seizure in Georgia to be a diS"tinct injury, 
it is not the sort of effect that is tethered to Nevada in 
nny meaningful wny. Respondents (nnd only respondents) 
lacked access to their fund.s in Nevada not because anything 
independently occurred there, but because Nevada is where 
respondents chose to be nt a time when they desired to 
usc the funds seized by petitioner. RcHpondcnts would 
have experienced this same lack ol' nccess in California, 
MissiNsippi, or wherever else they might hove trnvclcd and 
found themselves wanting more money than they had. Unlike 
the broad publication of the f'ot·um-foeusccl stoty in Calder. 

the effects of petitioner's conduct on respondents arc not 
connected to the forum Stnto in a way thntmnkes those effects 

n propct· basis f'or jurisdiction. 9 

9 Respondents wat·n thut if' we decide petitioner lacks 
minimum contacts in this case, it will bring about 
\tn!hirncss in cases whcJ\\ intentional torts arc committed 
via the lntcmct or other electronic means (e.g .. thmcl\tlent 
access or flnancial accounts or ''phishing" schemes). 

As nn initial mnttcr, we reiterate that the "minimum 
contacts" inquiry principally protects the libcl'ly or the 
110111'CSidcnt de!'endnnt, not the interests of' the plaintiff'. 
World Wid(' J?ul/i.IWII!:f<'ll Cnr11. 1'. Woud.wn 4·1·1 l.." .S. 
2X6, 2'J I 292. t {)() S.Cl . .'i5'l, 6:2 l..l'd.2d 4'JO (I <)1;(]), 

In any event, this case docs not present the very 
dirTcrcnt questions whl.)ther and how a dcf'cndnnt's virtual 
"presence" nnd conduct transh\tc into "contucts" with n 
pnrticulnr State. To the contrary, there is no question 
where the conduct giving rise to thi~ litigation took place: 

End ol Documont 

Petitioner seized physicill cnsh from respondents in the 
i\tlnnta airport, und he later drnftcd and forwarded an 
afTidavit in Georgia. We lcnve questions about virtual 
contal~ts for another dny. 

The Comt of 1\ppeals pointed to other possible contacts with 
Nevada, each ultimately unavailing. Respondents' Nevada 
attorney contacted petitioner in Cieot·gin, but that is precisely 
the sort Of "unilateral activity" of H third party that "cannot 
satisfy the requirement of con!llct with the fonnn State." 
1/wJslli/, 3S7 U.S., nt 253, 7(1, S.Ct. 1228. Respondents nllcge 
that 1·'1126 some of the cash seized in Georgia "originated" 
in Nevada, but that atlenuated conncetion was not crcnted 
by petitioner, and the cash was in Georgia, not Nevada, 
when petitioner seized it. Finally, the funds were eventually 
rctuTno(\ to respondents in Nevudn, but petitioner had nothing 
to do with that return (indeed, it seems likely that it was 
respondents' unilateral decision to have their 1\lllcls sent to 
Nevada). 

* * * 

Wcll-esmblished principles of personal jurisdiction are 
sufficient to decide this case. Tl1c proper focus of tho 
"minimum eont<lcts" inquiry in intentional-tort cases is " 
'the relationship among the defendant, the forum, nnd the 
litigation.'" Cohf<w. 41i5 U.S .. nt 71!~. 104 S.Cl. 14X2. And 
it is the defendant, not the plnintiff or third parties, who 
must create contacts with the forum State. ln this case, the 
application of those principles is clear: Petitioner's relevant 
conduct occurred entirely in Georgia, and the mere litct that 
his conduct affected plaintiffs with connections to the forum 
State docs not suffice to authorize jurisdiction. We there tore 
reverse the judgment of the Court or Appeals. 

1 I is so ordered. 

Parnllcl C:Hntions 

14 Cnl. DailyOp. Scrv. 1932 

·',: :?014 Thomson l{uut.Jr;; I·Jo cli!IIY\ to oliqin<1t US. Govnrr11nont WCJrko. 
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