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Justice GINSBURG delivered the opinion of the Court.

I

In 2004, plaintiffs (respondents here) filed suit in the United States District Court for the
Northern District of California, alleging that MB Argentina collaborated with
Argentinian state security forces to kidnap, detain, torture, and kill plaintiffs and their
relatives during the military dictatorship in place there from 1976 through 1983, a period
known as Argentina’s “Dirty War.” Based on those allegations, plaintiffs asserted claims

under the Alien Tort Statute, F¥#28 U.S.C. § 1350, and the Torture Victim Protection Act

of 1991, 106 Stat. 73, note following F#28 U.S.C. § 1350, as well as claims for wrongful

death and intentional infliction of emotional distress under the laws of California and
Argentina. The incidents recounted in the **752 complaint center on MB Argentina’s
plant in Gonzalez Catan, Argentina; no part of MB Argentina’s alleged collaboration

with Argentinian authorities took place in California or anywhere else in the United
States.

Plaintiffs’ operative complaint names only one corporate defendant: Daimler, the
petitioner here. Plaintiffs seek to hold Daimler vicariously liable for MB Argentina’s
alleged *123 malfeasance. Daimler is a German Adktiengesellschaft (public stock
company) that manufactures Mercedes—Benz vehicles primarily in Germany and has its
headquarters in Stuttgart. At times relevant to this case, MB Argentina was a subsidiary
wholly owned by Daimler’s predecessor in interest.

Daimler moved to dismiss the action for want of personal jurisdiction. Opposing the
motion, plaintiffs submitted declarations and exhibits purporting to demonstrate the
presence of Daimler itself in California. Alternatively, plaintiffs maintained that
jurisdiction over Daimler could be founded on the California contacts of MBUSA, a

distinct corporate entity that, according to plaintiffs, should be treated as Daimler’s agent
for jurisdictional purposes.
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MBUSA, an indirect subsidiary of Daimler, is a Delaware limited liability corporation.’
MBUSA serves as Daimler’s exclusive importer and distributor in the United States,
purchasing Mercedes—Benz automobiles from Daimler in Germany, then importing those
vehicles, and ultimately distributing them to independent dealerships located throughout
the Nation. Although MBUSA’s principal place of business is in New Jersey, MBUSA
has multiple California-based facilities, including a regional office in Costa Mesa, a
Vehicle Preparation Center in Carson, and a Classic Center in Irvine. According to the
record developed below, MBUSA is the largest supplier of luxury vehicles to the
California market. In particular, over 10% of all sales of new vehicles in the United

States take place in California, and MBUSA’s California sales account for 2.4% of
Daimler’s worldwide sales.

The relationship between Daimler and MBUSA is delineated in a General Distributor
Agreement, which sets forth requirements for MBUSA’s distribution of Mercedes-Benz
vehicles in the United States. That agreement established MBUSA as an “independent
contracto[r]” that “buy[s] and *124 sell|s] [vehicles] ... as an independent business for
[its] own account.” App. 179a. The agreement “does not make [MBUSA] ... a general or
special agent, partner, joint venturer or employee of DAIMLERCHRYSLER or any
DaimlerChrysler Group Company”’; MBUSA “hals] no authority to make binding

obligations for or act on behalf of DAIMLERCHRYSLER or any DaimlerChrysler
Group Company.” 1bid. '

After allowing jurisdictional discovery on plaintiffs’ agency allegations, the District
Court granted Daimler’s motion to dismiss. Daimler’s own affiliations with California,
~ the court first determined, were insufficient to support the exercise of all-purpose
jurisdiction over the corporation. Bauman v. DaimlerChrysier AG, No. C-04-00194
RMW (N.D.Cal., Nov. 22, 2005), App. to Pet. for Cert. 111a-112a, 2005 WL 3157472,
*9*10. Next, the court declined to attribute MBUSA’s California contacts to Daimler on
an agency theory, concluding that plaintiffs failed to demonstrate that MBUSA acted as
Daimler’s agent. Id., at 117a, 133a, 2005 WL 3157472, *12, *19; **753 Bauman v.
DaimlerChrysler AG, No. C-04-00194 RMW (N.D.Cal,, Feb. 12, 2007), App. to Pet. for
Cert. 83a-85a, 2007 WL 486389, *2.

The Ninth Circuit at first affirmed the District Court’s judgment. Addressing solely the
question of agency, the Court of Appeals held that plaintiffs had not shown the existence
of an agency relationship of the kind that might warrant attribution of MBUSA’s contacts
to Daimler. Bauman v. DaimlerChrysler Corp., 579 F.3d 1088, 1096-1097 (2009). Judge
Reinhardt dissented. In his view, the agency test was satisfied and considerations of
“reasonableness” did not bar the exercise of jurisdiction. Id., at 1098-1106. Granting
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plaintiffs’ petition for rehearing, the panel withdrew its initial opinion and replaced it
with one authored by Judge Reinhardt, which elaborated on reasoning he initially
expressed in dissent. Bauman v. DaimlerChrysler Corp., 644 F.3d 909 (C.A.9 2011).

Daimler petitioned for rehearing and rehearing en banc, urging that the exercise of
personal jurisdiction over Daimler could not be reconciled with this Court’s decision in
Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S.A. v. Brown, 564 U.S. ——, 131 S.Ct. 2846, 180
L.Ed.2d 796 (2011). Over the dissent of eight judges, the Ninth Circuit denied Daimler’s

petition. See Bauman v. DaimlerChrysler Corp., 676 ¥.3d 774 (2011) (O’Scannlain, J.,
dissenting from denial of rehearing en banc).

We granted certiorari to decide whether, consistent with the Due Process Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment, Daimler is amenable to suit in California courts for claims

involving only foreign plaintiffs and conduct occurring entirely abroad. 569 U.S. ——,
133 S.Ct. 1995, 185 L.Ed.2d 865 (2013).

I

Federal courts ordinarily follow state law in determining the bounds of their jurisdiction
over persons. See Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 4(k)(1)(A) (service of process is effective to
establish personal jurisdiction over a defendant “who is subject to the jurisdiction of a
court of genecral jurisdiction in the state where the district court is located”). Under
California’s long-arm statute, California state courts may exercise personal jurisdiction
“on any basis not inconsistent with the Constitution of this state or of the United States.”
Cal. Civ. Proc. Code Ann. § 410.10 (West 2004). California’s long-arm statute allows the
exercise of personal jurisdiction to the full extent permissible under the U.S. Constitution.
We therefore inquire whether the Ninth Circuit’s holding comports with the limits

imposed by federal due process. See, e.g., FBurger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U S.
462, 464, 105 S.Ct. 2174, 85 L.Ed.2d 528 (1985).

I

In Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 U.S. 714, 24 L.Ed. 565 (1878), decided shortly after the
enactment of the Fourteenth Amendment, the Court held that a tribunal’s jurisdiction
over persons reaches no farther than the geographic bounds of the forum. See *126 id,,
at 720 (“The authority of every tribunal is necessarily restricted by the territorial limits of
the State in which it is established.”). See also FShaffer v. Heitner, 433 U.S. 186, 197,
97 S.Ct. 2569, 53 L.Ed.2d 683 (1977) (Under Pennoyer, “any attempt ‘directly’ to assert
extraterritorial jurisdiction over persons or property would offend sister States and exceed
the inherent limits of the State’s power.”). In time, however, that strict territorial
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approach yielded to a less rigid understanding, spurred by “changes in the technology of
transportation and communication, and the tremendous growth of interstate business
activity.” i~ **754 Burnham v. Superior Court of Cal., County of Marin, 495 U.S. 604,
617, 110 S.Ct. 2105, 109 L.Ed.2d 631 (1990) (opinion of SCALIA, J.).

“The canonical opinion in this area remains =International Shoe [Co. v. Washington ],
326 U.S. 310 [66 S.Ct. 154, 90 L.Ed. 95 (1945) ], in which we held that a State may
authorize its courts to exercise personal jurisdiction over an out-of-state defendant if the
defendant has ‘certain minimum contacts with [the State] such that the maintenance of
the suit does not offend “traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.” ” ”
F Goodyear, 564 U.S., at , 131 S.Ct., at 2853 (quoting FInternational Shoe, 326
U.S., at 316, 66 S.Ct. 154). Following International Shoe, “the relationship among the
defendant, the forum, and the litigation, rather than the mutually exclusive sovereignty of
the States on which the rules of Pennoyer rest, became the central concern of the inquiry
into personal jurisdiction.” FaShaffer, 433 U.S., at 204, 97 S.Ct. 2569.

S nternational Shoe ‘s conception of “fair play and substantial justice” presaged the
development of two categories of personal jurisdiction. The first category is represented
by International Shoe itself, a case in which the in-state activities of the corporate
defendant “ha[d] not only been continuous and systematic, but also gfa]ve rise to the
liabilities sued on.” F2326 U.S., at 317, 66 S.Ct. 154.# International Shoe recognized, as
*127 well, that “the commission of some single or occasional acts of the corporate agent
in a state” may sometimes be enough to subject the corporation to jurisdiction in that
State’s tribunals with respect to suits relating to that in-state activity. rId., at 318, 66
S.Ct. 154. Adjudicatory authority of this order, in which the suit “aris[es] out of or
relate[s] to the defendant’s contacts with the forum,” = Helicopteros Nacionales de
Colombia, S.A. v. Hall, 466 U.S. 408, 414, n. 8, 104 S.Ct. 1868, 80 L.Ed.2d 404 (1984),
is today called “specific jurisdiction.” See F2Goodyear, 564 U.S., at , 131 S.Ct., at
2853 (citing von Mehren & Trautman, Jurisdiction to Adjudicate: A Suggested Analysis,
79 Harv. L.Rev. 1121, 1144-1163 (1966) (hereinafter von Mehren & Trautman)).

International Shoe distinguished between, on the one hand, exercises of specific
jurisdiction, as just described, and on the other, situations where a foreign corporation’s
“continuous corporate operations within a state [are] so substantial and of such a nature
as to justify suit against it on causes of action arising from dealings entirely distinct from
those activities.” F¥326 U.S., at 318, 66 S.Ct. 154. As we have since explained, “[a] court
may assert general jurisdiction over foreign (sister-state or foreign-country) corporations
to hear any and all claims against them when their affiliations with the State are so
‘continuous and systematic’ as to render them essentially at home in the forum State.”
M Goodyear, 564 US., at , 131 S.Ct., at 2851; see Flid,, at , 131 S.Ct., at
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2853-2854; ¥ Helicopteros, 466 U.S., at414,n. 9, 104 S.Ct. 1868.

Since International Shoe, “specific jurisdiction has become the centerpiece of modern
jurisdiction theory, while general jurisdiction [has played] a reduced role.” =

-Goodyear,
564 US., at , 131 S.Ct., at 2854 (quoting Twitchell, The Myth of General

Jurisdiction, 101 Harv. L.Rev. 610, 628 (1988)). F¥nternational Shoe ‘s momentous
departure from Pennoyer ‘s rigidly territorial focus, we have noted, unleashed a rapid
expansion of tribunals’ ability to hear claims against out-of-state defendants when the
episode-in-suit occurred in the forum or the defendant purposefully availed itself of the
forum.® Our subsequent decisions have continued to bear out the prediction that “specific
jurisdiction will come into sharper relief and form a considerably more significant part of
the scene.” von Mehren & Trautman 1164.7

Our post-International Shoe opinions on general jurisdiction, by comparison, are few.
“[The Court’s] 1952 decision in Perkins v. Benguet Consol. Mining Co. remains the
textbook case of general jurisdiction **756 appropriately exercised over a foreign
corporation that has not consented to suit in the forum.” FGoodyear, 564 U.S., at ——,
131 S.Ct., at 2856 (internal quotation marks and brackets omitted). The defendant in
Perkins, Benguet, was a company incorporated under the laws of the Philippines, where it
operated gold and silver mines. Benguet ceased its mining operations during the Japanese
occupation of the Philippines in World War II; its president moved to Ohio, where he
kept an office, maintained the company’s files, and oversaw the company’s activities.
FAPerkins v. Benguet Consol. Mining Co., 342 U.S. 437, 448, 72 S.Ct. 413, 96 L.Ed. 485
(1952). The plaintiff, an Ohio resident, sued Benguet on a claim that neither arose in
Ohio nor related to the corporation’s activities in that State. We held that the Ohio courts
could exercise general jurisdiction over Benguet without offending due *130 process.
Ibid. That was so, we later noted, because “Ohio was the corporation’s principal, if
temporary, place of business.” FEKeeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U.S. 770, 780, n.
11, 104 S.Ct. 1473, 79 L.Ed.2d 790 (1984).%

The next case on point, %Helicopteros, 466 U.S. 408, 104 S.Ct. 1868, 80 L.Ed.2d 404,
arose from a helicopter crash in Peru. Four U.S. citizens perished in that accident; their
survivors and representatives brought suit in Texas state court against the helicopter’s
owner and operator, a Colombian corporation. That company’s contacts with Texas were
confined to “ sending its chief executive officer to Houston for a **757
contract-negotiation session; accepting into its New York bank account checks drawn on
a Houston bank; purchasing helicopters, equipment, and training services from [a
Texas-based helicopter company] for substantial sums; and sending personnel fo [Texas]
for training.” FId., at 416, 104 S.Ct. 1868. Notably, those contacts bore no apparent
relationship to the accident that gave rise to the suit. We held that the company’s Texas
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connections did not resemble the “continuous and systematic general business contacts ...
found to exist in Perkins.” F2Ibid. “[Mlere purchases, even if occurring at regular
intervals,” we clarified, “are not enough to warrant a State’s assertion of in personam
jurisdiction over a nonresident corporation in a cause of action not related to those
purchase transactions.” F<Id., at 418, 104 S.Ct. 1868.

Most recently, in Goodyear, we answered the question: “Are foreign subsidiaries of a
United States parent corporation amenable to suit in state court on claims unrelated to any
activity of the subsidiaries in the forum State? ” =564 U.S., at , 131 S.Ct,, at 2850.
That case arose from a bus accident outside Paris that killed two boys from North
Carolina. The boys’ parents brought a wrongful-death suit in North Carolina state court
alleging that the bus’s tire was defectively manufactured. The complaint named as
defendants not only The Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company (Goodyear), an Ohio
corporation, but also Goodyear’s Turkish, French, and Luxembourgian subsidiaries.
Those foreign subsidiaries, which manufactured tires for sale in Europe and Asia, lacked
any affiliation with North Carolina. A small percentage of tires *132 manufactured by the
foreign subsidiaries were distributed in North Carolina, however, and on that ground, the

North Carolina Court of Appeals held the subsidiaries amenable to the general
jurisdiction of North Carolina courts.

We reversed, observing that the North Carolina court’s analysis “elided the essential
difference between case-specific and all-purpose (general) jurisdiction.” FId., at \
131 S.Ct., at 2855. Although the placement of a product into the stream of commerce
“may bolster an affiliation germane to specific jurisdiction,” we explained, such contacts
“do not warrant a determination that, based on those ties, the forum has general
jurisdiction over a defendant.” Fe1d, at ——, 131 S.Ct, at 2857. As International Shoe
itself teaches, a corporation’s “continuous activity of some sorts within a state is not
enough to support the demand that the corporation be amenable to suits unrelated to that
activity.” F326 U.S., at 318, 66 S.Ct. 154. Because Goodyear’s foreign subsidiaries
were “in no sense at home in North Carolina,” we held, those subsidiaries could not be
required to submit to the general jurisdiction of that State’s courts. 2564 U.S., at
131 S.Ct., at 2857. See also F&J. McIntyre Machinery, Ltd. v. Nicastro, 564 U.S. :
, 131 S.Ct. 2780, 2797-2798, 180 L.Ed.2d 765 (2011) (GINSBURG, J., dissenting)
(noting unanimous agreement that a foreign manufacturer, which engaged an independent
U.S.-based distributor to sell its machines throughout the United States, could not be
exposed to all-purpose jurisdiction in New Jersey courts based on those contacts).

I

As is evident from Perkins, Helicopteros, and Goodyear, general and specific
jurisdiction have followed markedly different trajectories post-F2 International Shoe.
Specific jurisdiction has been cut loose from P&Pennoyer ‘s sway, but we have declined
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to stretch general jurisdiction beyond **758 limits traditionally recognized.’ As this
Court has increasingly *133 trained on the “relationship among the defendant, the forum,
and the litigation,” FShaffer, 433 U.S., at 204, 97 S.Ct. 2569, i.e., specific jurisdiction,'®

general jurisdiction has come to occupy a less dominant place in the contemporary
scheme.!!

v

With this background, we turn directly to the question whether Daimler’s affiliations with
California are sufficient to subject it to the general (all-purpose) personal jurisdiction of
that State’s courts. In the proceedings below, the parties agreed on, or failed to contest,
certain points we now take as given. Plaintiffs have never attempted to fit this case into
the specific jurisdiction category. Nor did plaintiffs challenge on appeal the District
Court’s holding that Daimler’s *134 own contacts with California were, by themselves,
too sporadic to justify the exercise of general jurisdiction. While plaintiffs ultimately
persuaded the Ninth Circuit to impute MBUSA’s California contacts to Daimler on an
agency theory, at no point have they maintained that MBUSA 1is an alter ego of Daimler.

Daimler, on the other hand, failed to object below to plaintiffs’ assertion that the
California coutrts could éxercise all-purpose jurisdiction over MBUSA..!2 But see Brief for
Petitioner 23, n. 4 (suggestion that in light of Goodyear, MBUSA may not be amenable
to general jurisdiction in California); Brief for United States as Amicus Curiae 16, n. 5

(hereinafter U.S. Brief) (same). We will assume then, for purposes of this decision only,
that MBUSA qualifies as at home in California.

B
Even if we were to assume that MBUSA is at home in California, and further to assume
MBUSA’s contacts are imputable to Daimler, there would still be no basis to subject

Daimler to general jurisdiction in California, for Daimler’s slim contacts with the State
hardly render it at home there.'®

Goodyear made clear that only a limited set of affiliations with a forum will render a
defendant amenable to all-purpose jurisdiction there. “ For an individual, the paradigm
forum for the exercise of general jurisdiction is the individual’s domicile; for a
corporation, it is an equivalent place, one in which the corporation is fairly regarded as at
home.” F¥564 U.S,, at , 131 S.Ct., at 2853-2854 (citing Brilmayer et al., A General
Look at General Jurisdiction, 66 Texas L.Rev. 721, 728 (1988)). With respect to a
corporation, the place of incorporation and principal place of business are  paradig[m] ...

bases for general jurisdiction.” /d., at 735. See also Twitchell, 101 Harv. L.Rev., at 633.

Those affiliations have the virtue of being unique—that is, each ordinarily indicates only
one place—as well as easily ascertainable. Cf. F¥Hertz Corp. v. Friend, 559 U.S. 77, 94,
130 S.Ct. 1181, 175 L.Ed.2d 1029 (2010) (“Simple jurisdictional rules ... promote greater
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had its principal impact in California.?’

C
Finally, the transnational context of this dispute bears attention. The Court of Appeals
emphasized, as supportive of *141 the exercise of general jurisdiction, plaintiffs’
assertion of claims under the Alien Tort Statute (ATS), F¥28 U.S.C. § 1350, and the
Torture Victim Protection Act of 1991 (TVPA), 106 Stat. 73, note following F#28 U.S.C.
§ 1350. See 644 F.3d, at 927 (“American federal courts, be they in California or any other
state, have a strong interest in adjudicating and redressing international human rights
abuses.”). Recent decisions of this Court, however, have **763 rendered plaintiffs’ ATS
and TVPA claims infirm. See I¥Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., 569 U.S. ,
, 133 S.Ct. 1659, 1669, 185 L.Ed.2d 671 (2013) (presumption against extraterritorial
~application controls claims under the ATS); Mohamad v. Palestinian Authority, 566 U.S.

, , 132 S.Ct. 1702, 1705, 182 L.Ed.2d 720 (2012) (only natural persons are
subject to liability under the TVPA).

The Ninth Circuit, moreover, paid little heed to the risks to international comity its
expansive view of general jurisdiction posed. Other nations do not share the uninhibited
approach to personal jurisdiction advanced by the Court of Appeals in this case. In the
European Union, for example, a corporation may generally be sued in the nation in which
it is “domiciled,” a term defined to refer only to the location of the corporation’s
“statutory seat,” “central administration,” or “principal place of business.” European
Parliament and Council Reg. 1215/2012, Arts. 4(1), and 63(1), 2012 O.J. (L. 351) 7, 18.
See also id., Art. 7(5), 2012 OJ. 7 (as to “a dispute arising out of the operations of a
branch, agency or other establishment,” a corporation may be sued “in the courts for the
place where the branch, agency or other establishment is situated” (emphasis added)).
The Solicitor General informs us, in this regard, that “foreign governments’ objections to
some domestic courts’ expansive views of general jurisdiction have in the past impeded
negotiations of international agreements on the reciprocal recognition and *142
enforcement of judgments.” U.S. Brief 2 (citing Juenger, The American Law of General
Jurisdiction, 2001 U. Chi. Legal Forum 141, 161-162). See alsoU.S. Brief 2 (expressing
concern that unpredictable applications of general jurisdiction based on activities of
U.S.-based subsidiaries could discourage foreign investors); Brief for Respondents 35
(acknowledging that “doing business” basis for general jurisdiction has led to
“international friction). Considerations of international rapport thus reinforce our
determination that subjecting Daimler to the general jurisdiction of courts in California
would not accord with the “fair play and substantial justice” due process demands.
B International Shoe, 326 U.S., at 316, 66 S.Ct. 154 (quoting FEMilliken v. Meyer, 311
U.S. 457,463, 61 S.Ct. 339, 85 L.Ed. 278 (1940)).
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For the reasons stated, the judgment of the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit 18

Reversed.

17

20

International Shoe also recognized, as noted above, see supra, at 753 — 754, that
“some single or occasional acts of the corporate agent in a state ..., because of their
nature and quality and the circumstances of their commission, may be deemed
sufficient to render the corporation liable to suit.” F¥#326 U.S., at 318, 66 S.Ct. 154.

We do not foreclose the possibility that in an exceptional case, see, e.g., Perkins,
described supra, at 755 — 757, and n. 8, a corporation’s operations in a forum other
than its formal place of incorporation or principal place of business may be so
substantial and of such a nature as to render the corporation at home in that State.
But this case presents no occasion to explore that question, because Daimler’s
activities in California plainly do not approach that level. It is one thing to hold a
corporation answerable for operations in the forum State, see infra, at 763, quite

another to expose it to suit on claims having no connection whatever to the forum
State.

To clarify in light of Justice SOTOMAYOR’s opinion concurring in the judgment,
the general jurisdiction inquiry does not “focu[s] solely on the magnitude of the
defendant’s in-state contacts.” Post, at 767. General jurisdiction instead calls for an
appraisal of a corporation’s activities in their entirety, nationwide and worldwide. A
corporation that operates in many places can scarcely be deemed at home in all of
them. Otherwise, “at home” would be synonymous with “doing business” tests
framed before specific jurisdiction evolved in the United States. See von Mehren &
Trautman 1142-1144. Nothing in International Shoe and its progeny suggests that
“a particular quantum of local activity” should give a State authority over a “far
larger quantum of ... activity” having no connection to any in-state activity. Feder,
supra, at 694.

Justice SOTOMAYOR would reach the same result, but for a different reason.
Rather than concluding that Daimler is not at home in California, Justice
SOTOMAYOR would hold that the exercise of general jurisdiction over Daimler
would be unreasonable “in the unique circumstances of this case.” Post, at 763. In
other words, she favors a resolution fit for this day and case only. True, a
multipronged reasonableness check was articulated in = Asahi, 480 US., at
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113-114, 107 S.Ct. 1026, but not as a free-floating test. Instead, the check was to be
essayed when specific jurisdiction is at issue. See also t=Burger King Corp. v.
Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462, 476-478, 105 S.Ct. 2174, 85 L.Ed.2d 528 (1985). First, a
court is to determine whether the connection between the forum and the
episode-in-suit could justify the exercise of specific jurisdiction. Then, in a second
step, the court is to consider several additional factors to assess the reasonableness
of entertaining the case. When a corpotation is genuinely at home in the forum
State, however, any second-step inquiry would be superfluous.

Justice SOTOMAYOR fears that our holding will “lead to greater unpredictability
by radically expanding the scope of jurisdictional discovery.” Post, at 770 — 771.
But it is hard to see why much in the way of discovery would be needed to
determine where a corporation is at home. Justice SOTOMAYOR’s proposal to
import ¥ Asahi ‘s “reasonableness” check into the general jurisdiction
determination, on the other hand, would indeed compound the jurisdictional inquiry.
The reasonableness factors identified in A4sahi include “the burden on the
defendant,” “the interests of the forum State,” “the plaintiff’s interest in obtaining
relief,” “the interstate judicial system’s interest in obtaining the most efficient
resolution of controversies,” “the shared interest of the several States in furthering
fundamental substantive social policies,” and, in the international context, “the
procedural and substantive policies of other nations whose interests are affected by
the assertion of jurisdiction.” F2480 U.S., at 113-115, 107 S.Ct. 1026 (some
internal quotation marks omitted). Imposing such a checklist in cases of general
jurisdiction would hardly promote the efficient disposition of an issue that should be
resolved expeditiously at the outset of litigation.
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1.

Discussion Questions: Statutory Amenability and Constitutional Amenability to
General Jurisdiction

Discuss the relationship between statutory and constitutional amenability. As part of your
answer, what is your understanding of why statutory amenability rarely is a significant
part of a personal jurisdiction inquiry.

Describe your understanding of how constitutional amenability for general jurisdiction
has evolved since 1945.

Describe your understanding of the exceptional circumstances ground for general
jurisdiction described by Daimler in footnote 19.
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Justice BRENNAN delivered the opinion of the Court.

The State of Florida’s long-arm statute extends jurisdiction to “[a]ny person, whether or
not a citizen or resident of this state,” who, inter alia, “[b]reach [es] a contract in this
state by failing to perform acts required by the contract to be performed in this state,” so
long as the cause of action *464 arises from the alleged contractual breach. Fla.Stat. §
48.193(1)(g) (Supp.1984). The United States District Court for the Southern District of
Florida, sitting in diversity, relied on this provision in exercising personal jurisdiction
over a Michigan resident who allegedly had breached a franchise agreement with a
Florida corporation by failing to make required payments in Florida. The question
presented is whether this exercise of long-arm jurisdiction offended “traditional
conception|s] of fair play and substantial justice” embodied in the Due Process Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment. International Shoe Co. v. **2178 Washington, 326 U.S. 310,
320, 66 S.Ct. 154, 160, 90 L.Ed. 95 (1945).

I

A
Burger King Corporation is a Florida corporation whose principal offices are in Miami. It
is one of the world’s largest restaurant organizations, with over 3,000 outlets in the 50
States, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and 8 foreign nations. Burger King conducts
approximately 80% of its business through a franchise operation that the company styles
the “Burger King System”—"a comprehensive restaurant format and operating system
for the sale of uniform and quality food products.” App. 46.! Burger King licenses its
franchisees to use its trademarks and service marks for a period of 20 years and leases
standardized restaurant facilities to them for the same term. In addition, franchisees
acquire a variety of proprietary information concerning the “standards, specifications,
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procedures and methods for operating *465 a Burger King Restaurant.” Id., at 52. They
also receive market research and advertising assistance; ongoing training in restaurant
management;? and accounting, cost-control, and inventory-control guidance. By
permitting franchisees to tap into Burger King’s established national reputation and to
benefit from proven procedures for dispensing standardized fare, this system enables
them to go into the restaurant business with significantly lowered barriers to entry.?

In exchange for these benefits, franchisees pay Burger King an initial $40,000 franchise
fee and commit themselves to payment of monthly royalties, advertising and sales
promotion fees, and rent computed in part from monthly gross sales. Franchisees also
agree to submit to the national organization’s exacting regulation of virtually every
conceivable aspect of their operations.* Burger King imposes these standards and
undertakes its rigid regulation out of conviction that “[u]niformity of service, appearance,
and quality of product is essential to the preservation of the Burger King image and the
benefits accruing therefrom to both Franchisee and Franchisor.” /d., at 31.

Burger King oversees its franchise system through a two-tiered administrative structure.
The governing contracts *466 provide that the franchise relationship is established in
Miami and governed by Florida law, and call for payment of all required fees and
forwarding of all relevant notices to the Miami headquarters.> The Miami headquarters
sets policy and works directly with its franchisees in attempting to resolve major
problems. See nn. 7, 9, infra. Day-to-day monitoring of franchisees, however, is

conducted through a network of 10 district offices which in turn report to the Miami
headquarters.

The instant litigation grows out of Burger King’s termination of one of its franchisees,
**2179 and is aptly described by the franchisee as “a divorce proceeding among
commercial partners.” 5 Record 4. The appellee John Rudzewicz, a Michigan citizen and
resident, is the senior partner in a Detroit accounting firm. In 1978, he was approached by
Brian MacShara, the son of a business acquaintance, who suggested that they jointly
apply to Burger King for a franchise in the Detroit area. MacShara proposed to serve as
the manager of the restaurant if Rudzewicz would put up the investment capital; in
exchange, the two would evenly share the profits. Believing that MacShara’s idea offered

attractive investment and tax-deferral opportunities, Rudzewicz agreed to the venture. 6
id., at 438-439, 444, 460.

Rudzewicz and MacShara jointly applied for a franchise to Burger King’s Birmingham,
Michigan, district office in the auturmn of 1978. Their application was forwarded to
Burger King’s Miami headquarters, which entered into a preliminary agreement with
them in February 1979. During the ensuing four months it was agreed that Rudzewicz
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and MacShara would assume operation of an existing facility in Drayton Plains,
Michigan. MacShara attended the prescribed management courses in Miami during this
period, see n. 2, supra, and the franchisees purchased $165,000 worth of restaurant
equipment from Burger King’s Davmor Industries division in *467 Miami. Even before
the final agreements were signed, however, the parties began to disagree over
site-development fees, building design, computation of monthly rent, and whether the
franchisees would be able to assign their liabilities to a corporation they had formed.®
During these disputes Rudzewicz and MacShara negotiated both with the Birmingham
district office and with the Miami headquarters.” With some misgivings, Rudzewicz and
MacShara finally obtained limited concessions from the Miami headquarters,® signed the
final agreements, and commenced operations in June 1979. By signing the final

agreements, Rudzewicz obligated himself personally to payments exceeding $1 million
over the 20-year franchise relationship.

*468 The Drayton Plains facility apparently enjoyed steady business during the summer
of 1979, but patronage declined after a recession began later that year. Rudzewicz and
MacShara soon fell far behind in their monthly payments to Miami. Headquarters sent
notices of default, and an extended period of negotiations began among the franchisees,
the Birmingham district office, and the Miami headquarters. After several Burger King
officials in Miami had engaged in prolonged but ultimately unsuccessful negotiations
with the franchisees **2180 by mail and by telephone,” headquarters terminated the
franchise and ordered Rudzewicz and MacShara to vacate the premises. They refused and
continued to occupy and operate the facility as a Burger King restaurant.

B
Burger King commenced the instant action in the United States District Court for the
Southern District of Florida in May 1981, invoking that court’s diversity jurisdiction
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a) and its original jurisdiction over federal trademark
disputes pursuant to § 1338(a).!° Burger King alleged that Rudzewicz and MacShara had
breached their franchise obligations “within [the jurisdiction of] this district court” by
failing to make the required payments “at plaintiff’s place of business in Miami, Dade
County, Florida,” § 6, App. 121, and also charged that they were tortiously infringing
%469 its trademarks and service marks through their continued, unauthorized operation as
a Burger King restaurant, §f 35-53, App. 130-135. Burger King sought damages,
injunctive relief, and costs and attorney’s fees. Rudzewicz and MacShara entered special
appearances and argued, inter alia, that because they were Michigan residents and
because Burger King’s claim did not “arise” within the Southern District of Florida, the
District Court lacked personal jurisdiction over them. The District Court denied their
motions after a hearing, holding that, pursuant to Florida’s long-arm statute, “a
non-resident Burger King franchisee is subject to the personal jurisdiction of this Court in
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actions arising out of its franchise agreements.” Id., at 138. Rudzewicz and MacShara
then filed an answer and a counterclaim seeking damages for alleged violations by

Burger King of Michigan’s Franchise Investment Law, Mich.Comp.Laws § 445.1501 et
seq. (1979).

After a 3-day bench trial, the court again concluded that it had “jurisdiction over the
subject matter and the parties to this cause.” App. 159. Finding that Rudzewicz and
MacShara had breached their franchise agreements with Burger King and had infringed
Burger King’s trademarks and service marks, the court entered judgment against them,
jointly and severally, for $228,875 in contract damages. The court also ordered them “to
immediately close Burger King Restaurant Number 775 from continued operation or to
immediately give the keys and possession of said restaurant to Burger King Corporation,”
id., at 163, found that they had failed to prove any of the required elements of their
counterclaim, and awarded costs and attorney’s fees to Burger King.

Rudzewicz appealed to the Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit.!' A divided panel
of that Circuit reversed the judgment, **2181 concluding that the District Court could not
properly exercise personal jurisdiction over Rudzewicz pursuant to Fla.Stat. §
48.193(1)(g) (Supp.1984) because “the circumstances of the Drayton Plains franchise and
the negotiations which led to it left Rudzewicz bereft of reasonable notice and financially
unprepared for the prospect of franchise litigation in Florida.” Burger King Corp. v.
MacShara, 724 F.2d 1505, 1513 (1984). Accordingly, the panel majority concluded that

“[jJurisdiction under these circumstances would offend the fundamental fairness which is
the touchstone of due process.” 1bid.

Burger King appealed the Eleventh Circuit’s judgment to this Court pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1254(2), and we postponed probable jurisdiction. 469 U.S. 814, 105 S.Ct. 77, 83
L.Ed.2d 25 (1984). Because it is unclear whether the Eleventh Circuit actually held that
Fla.Stat. § 48.193(1)g) (Supp.1984) ifself is unconstitutional as applied to the
circumstances of this case, we conclude that jurisdiction by appeal does not properly lie
and therefore dismiss the appeal.'? Treating the jurisdictional *471 statement as a petition
for a writ of certiorari, see 2 8 U.S.C. § 2103, we grant the petition and now reverse.

II

A
The Due Process Clause protects an individual’s liberty interest in not being subject to
the binding judgments of a *472 forum with which he has established no meaningful
“contacts, ties, or relations.” **2182 International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S., at
319, 66 S.Ct., at 160.° By requiring that individuals have “fair warning that a particular
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activity may subject [them] to the jurisdiction of a foreign sovereign,” Shaffer v. Heitner,
433 U.S. 186, 218, 97 S.Ct. 2569, 2587, 53 L.Ed.2d 683 (1977) (STEVENS, I,
concurring in judgment), the Due Process Clause “gives a degree of predictability to the
legal system that allows potential defendants to structure their primary conduct with some
minimum assurance as to where that conduct will and will not render them liable to suit,”

World-Wide Vollkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286, 297, 100 S.Ct. 559, 567, 62
L.Ed.2d 490 (1980).

Where a forum seeks to assert specific jurisdiction over an out-of-state defendant who
has not consented to suit there,'* this “fair warning” requirement is satisfied if the
defendant has “purposefully directed” his activities at residents of the forum, Keeton v.
Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U.S. 770, 774, 104 S.Ct. 1473, 1478, 79 L.Ed.2d 790 (1984),
and the litigation results from alleged injuries that “arise out of or relate to” those
activities, *473 Helicopteros Nacionales de Colombia, S.A. v. Hall, 466 U.S. 408, 414,
104 S.Ct. 1868, 1872, 80 L.Ed.2d 404 1984)."° Thus “[t]he forum State does not exceed
its powers under the Due Process Clause if it asserts personal jurisdiction over a
corporation that delivers its products into the stream of commerce with the expectation
that they will be purchased by consumers in the forum State” and those products
subsequently injure forum consumers. World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, supra,
444 U.S., at 297-298, 100 S.Ct., at 567-568. Similarly, a publisher who distributes
magazines in a distant State may fairly be held accountable in that forum for damages
resulting there from an allegedly defamatory story. Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc.,
supra; see also Calder v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783, 104 S.Ct. 1482, 79 L.Ed.2d 8§04 (1984)
(suit against author and editor). And with respect to interstate contractual obligations, we
have emphasized that parties who “reach out beyond one state and create continuing
relationships and obligations with citizens of another state” are subject to regulation and
sanctions in the other State for the consequences of their activities. Travelers Health
Assn. v. Virginia, 339 U.S. 643, 647, 70 S.Ct. 927, 929, 94 L.Ed. 1154 (1950). See also

McGee v. International Life Insurance Co., 355 U.S. 220, 222-223, 78 S.Ct. 199,
200-201, 2 L.Ed.2d 223 (1957).

We have noted several reasons why a forum legitimately may exercise personal
jurisdiction over a nonresident who “purposefully directs” his activities toward forum
residents. A State generally has a “manifest interest” in providing its residents with a
convenient forum for redressing injuries inflicted by out-of-state actors. **2183 Id., at
223,78 S.Ct., at 201; see also Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., supra, 465 U.S., at 776,
104 S.Ct., at 1479. Moreover, where individuals “purposefully derive benefit” from their
interstate activities, ¥*474 Kulko v. California Superior Court, 436 U.S. 84, 96, 98 S.Ct.
1690, 1699, 56 L.Ed.2d 132 (1978), it may well be unfair to allow them to escape having
to account in other States for consequences that arise proximately from such activities;
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the Due Process Clause may not readily be wielded as a territorial shield to avoid
interstate obligations that have been voluntarily assumed. And because “modern
transportation and communications have made it much less burdensome for a party sued
to defend himself in a State where he engages in economic activity,” it usually will not be
unfair to subject him to the burdens of litigating in another forum for disputes relating to

such activity. McGee v. International Life Insurance Co., supra, 355 U.S., at 223, 78
S.Ct., at 201.

Notwithstanding these considerations, the constitutional touchstone remains whether the
defendant purposefully established “minimum contacts” in the forum State. International
Shoe Co. v. Washington, supra, 326 U.S., at 316, 66 S.Ct., at 158. Although it has been
argued that foreseeability of causing injury in another State should be sufficient to
establish such contacts there when policy considerations so require,'® the Court has
consistently held that this kind of foreseeability is not a “sufficient benchmark” for
exercising personal jurisdiction. World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S., at
295, 100 S.Ct., at 566. Instead, “the foreseeability that is critical to due process analysis
... is that the defendant’s conduct and connection with the forum State are such that he
should reasonably anticipate being haled into court there.” Id., at 297, 100 S.Ct., at 567.
In defining when it is that a potential defendant should “reasonably anticipate”
out-of-state litigation, the Court frequently has drawn from the reasoning of Hanson v.
Denckla, 357 U.S. 235,253, 78 S.Ct. 1228, 12391240, 2 L.Ed.2d 1283 (1958):

“The unilateral activity of those who claim some relationship with a nonresident
defendant cannot satisfy the requirement of contact with the forum State. The
application *475 of that rule will vary with the quality and nature of the defendant’s
activity, but it is essential in each case that there be some act by which the defendant
purposefully avails itself of the privilege of conducting activities within the forum
State, thus invoking the benefits and protections of its laws.”

This “purposeful availment” requirement ensures that a defendant will not be hated into
a jurisdiction solely as a result of “random,” “fortuitous,” or “attenuated” contacts,
Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U.S., at 774, 104 S.Ct., at 1478; World-Wide
Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, supra, 444 U.S., at 299, 100 S.Ct., at 568, or of the
“unilateral activity of another party or a third person,” Helicopteros Nacionales de
Colombia, S.A. v. Hall, supra, 466 U.S., at 417, 104 S.Ct., at 1873.17 Jurisdiction is
proper, however, **2184 where the contacts proximately result from actions by the
defendant himself that create a “substantial connection” with the forum State. McGee v.
International Life Insurance Co., supra, 355 U.S., at 223,78 S.Ct., at 201; see also Kulko
v. California Superior Court, supra, 436 U.S., at 94, n. 7, 98 S.Ct., at 1698, n. 7.!® Thus
where the defendant “deliberately” has *476 engaged in significant activities within a
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State, Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., supra, 465 U.S., at 781, 104 S.Ct., at 1481, or
has created “continuing obligations” between himself and residents of the forum,
Travelers Health Assn. v. Virginia, 339 U.S., at 648, 70 S.Ct., at 929, he manifestly has
availed himself of the privilege of conducting business there, and because his activities
are shielded by “the benefits and protections” of the forum’s laws it is presumptively not
unreasonable to require him to submit to the burdens of litigation in that forum as well.

Jurisdiction in these circumstances may not be avoided merely because the defendant
did not physically enter the forum State. Although territorial presence frequently will
enhance a potential defendant’s affiliation with a State and reinforce the reasonable
foreseeability of suit there, it is an inescapable fact of modern commercial life that a
substantial amount of business is transacted solely by mail and wire communications
across state lines, thus obviating the need for physical presence within a State in which
business is conducted. So long as a commercial actor’s efforts are “purposefully directed”
toward residents of another State, we have consistently rejected the notion that an
absence of physical contacts can defeat personal jurisdiction there. Keeton v. Hustler
Magazine, Inc., supra, 465 U.S., at 774-775, 104 S.Ct., at 1478; see also Calder v. Jones,
465 U.S., at 778-790, 104 S.Ct., at 1486-1487; McGee v. International Life Insurance
Co., 355 U.S., at 222-223, 78 S.Ct., at 200-201. Cf. Hoopeston Canning Co. v. Cullen,
318 U.S. 313, 317, 63 S.Ct. 602, 605, 87 L.Ed. 777 (1943).

Once it has been decided that a defendant purposefully established minimum contacts
within the forum State, these contacts may be considered in light of other factors to
determine whether the assertion of personal jurisdiction would comport with “fair play
and substantial justice.” International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S., at 320, 66
S.Ct., at 160. Thus *477 courts in “appropriate case[s]” may evaluate “the burden on the
defendant,” “the forum State’s interest in adjudicating the dispute,” “the plaintiff’s
interest in obtaining convenient and effective relief,” “the interstate judicial system’s
interest in obtaining the most efficient resolution of controversies,” and the “shared
interest of the several States in furthering fundamental substantive social policies.”
World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, supra, 444 U.S., at 292, 100 S.Ct., at 564.
These considerations sometimes serve to establish the reasonableness of jurisdiction upon
a lesser showing of minimum contacts than would otherwise be required. See, e.g.,
Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., supra, 465 U.S., at 780, 104 S.Ct., at 1481; Calder v.
Jones, supra, 465 U.S., at 788—789, 104 S.Ct., at 1486-1487; McGee v. International Life
Insurance Co., supra, 355 U.S., at 223-224, 78 S.Ct., at 201-202. On the other hand,
where a defendant who purposefully has directed his activities at **2185 forum residents
seeks to defeat jurisdiction, he must present a compelling case that the presence of some
other considerations would render jurisdiction unreasonable. Most such considerations
usually may be accommodated through means short of finding jurisdiction
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unconstitutional. For example, the potential clash of the forum’s law with the
“fundamental substantive social policies” of another State may be accommodated through
application of the forum’s choice-of-law rules.”” Similarly, a defendant claiming
substantial inconvenience may seek a change of venue’ Nevertheless, minimum
requirements inherent in the concept of “fair play and substantial *478 justice” may
defeat the reasonableness of jurisdiction even if the defendant has purposefully engaged
in forum activities. World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, supra, 444 U.S., at 292,
100 S.Ct., at 564; see also Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws §§ 36-37 (1971).
As we previously have noted, jurisdictional rules may not be employed in such a way as
to make litigation “so gravely difficult and inconvenient” that a party unfairly is at a
“severe disadvantage” in comparison to his opponent. The Bremen v. Zapata Off-Shore
Co., 407 U.S. 1, 18, 92 S.Ct. 1907, 1917, 32 L.Ed.2d 513 (1972) (re forum-selection

provisions); McGee v. International Life Insurance Co., supra, 355 U.S., at 223-224, 78
S.Ct., at 201-202.

B
(1)

Applying these principles to the case at hand, we believe there is substantial record
evidence supporting the District Court’s conclusion that the assertion of personal
jurisdiction over Rudzewicz in Florida for the alleged breach of his franchise agreement
did not offend due process. At the outset, we note a continued division among lower
courts respecting whether and to what extent a contract can constitute a “contact” for
purposes of due process analysis.?! If the question is whether an individual’s contract
with an out-of-state party alone can automatically establish sufficient minimum contacts
in the other party’s home forum, we believe the answer clearly is that it cannot. The
Court long ago rejected the notion that personal jurisdiction might turn on “mechanical”
tests, International Shoe Co. v. Washington, supra, 326 U.S., at 319, 66 S.Ct., at 159, or
on “conceptualistic ... theories of the place of contracting or of performance,” *479
Hoopeston Canning Co. v. Cullen, 318 U.S., at 316, 63 S.Ct., at 604. Instead, we have
emphasized the need for a “highly realistic” approach that recognizes that a “contract” is
“ordinarily but an intermediate step serving to tie up prior business negotiations with
future consequences which themselves are the real object of the business transaction.”
Id., at 316-317, 63 S.Ct., at 604-605. It is these factors—prior negotiations and
contemplated future consequences, along with the terms of the contract and the parties’
actual course of dealing—that must be evaluated in determining whether the defendant
purposefully established minimum contacts within the forum.

In this case, no physical ties to Florida can be attributed to Rudzewicz other than
MacShara’s brief training course in Miami? Rudzewicz did not maintain offices in
Florida and, for all that appears from the record, has never even visited there. Yet this
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franchise dispute grew directly out of “a contract which had a substantial connection with
that State.” McGee v. International Life Insurance Co., 355 U.S., at 223, 78 S.Ct., at 201
(emphasis added). Eschewing the option of operating an independent local enterprise,
Rudzewicz deliberately “reach[ed] out beyond” Michigan and negotiated with a Florida
corporation for the purchase of a long-term franchise and *480 the manifold benefits that
would derive from affiliation with a nationwide organization. Travelers Health Assn. v.
Virginia, 339 U.S., at 647, 70 S.Ct., at 929. Upon approval, he entered into a carefully
structured 20-year relationship that envisioned continuing and wide-reaching contacts
with Burger King in Florida. In light of Rudzewicz’ voluntary acceptance of the
long-term and exacting regulation of his business from Burger King’s Miami
headquarters, the “quality and nature” of his relationship to the company in Florida can in
no sense be viewed as “random,” “fortuitous,” or “attenuated.” Hanson v. Denckla, 357
U.S., at 253, 78 S.Ct., at 1239, Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U.S., at 774, 104
S.Ct., at 1478; World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U .S., at 299, 100 S.Ct., at
568. Rudzewicz’ refusal to make the contractually required payments in Miami, and his
continued use of Burger King’s trademarks and confidential business information after
his termination, caused foreseeable injuries to the corporation in Florida. For these

reasons it was, at the very least, presumptively reasonable for Rudzewicz to be called to
account there for such injuries.

The Court of Appeals concluded, however, that in light of the supervision emanating
from Burger King’s district office in Birmingham, Rudzewicz reasonably believed that
“the Michigan office was for all intents and purposes the embodiment of Burger King”
and that he therefore had no “reason to anficipate a Burger King suit outside of
Michigan.” 724 F.2d, at 1511. See also post, at 2190 (STEVENS, J., dissenting). This
reasoning overlooks substantial record evidence indicating that Rudzewicz most certainly
knew that he was affiliating himself with an enterprise based primarily in Florida. The
contract documents themselves emphasize that Burger King’s operations are conducted
and supervised from the Miami headquarters, that all relevant notices and payments must
be sent there, and that the agreements were made in and enforced from Miami. See n. 53,
supra. Moreover, the parties’ actual course of dealing repeatedly confirmed that
decisionmaking authority was vested in the Miami headquarters *481 and that the district
office served largely as an intermediate link between the headquarters and the
franchisees. When problems arose over building design, site-development fees, rent
computation, and the defaulted payments, Rudzewicz and MacShara learned that the
Michigan office was powerless to resolve their disputes and **2187 could only channel
their communications to Miami. Throughout these disputes, the Miami headquarters and
the Michigan franchisees carried on a continuous course of direct communications by
mail and by telephone, and it was the Miami headquarters that made the key negotiating
decisions out of which the instant litigation arose. See nn. 7, 9, supra.

222



Moreover, we believe the Court of Appeals gave insufficient weight to provisions in the

various franchise documents providing that all disputes would be governed by Florida
law. The franchise agreement, for example, stated:

“This Agreement shall become valid when executed and accepted by BKC at Miami,
Florida; it shall be deemed made and entered into in the State of Florida and shall be
governed and construed under and in accordance with the laws of the State of Florida.

The choice of law designation does not require that all suits concerning this Agreement
be filed in Florida.” App. 72.

See also n. 5, supra. The Court of Appeals reasoned that choice-of-law provisions are
irrelevant to the question of personal jurisdiction, relying on Hanson v. Denckla for the
proposition that “the center of gravity for choice-of-law purposes does not necessarily
confer the sovereign prerogative to assert jurisdiction.” 724 F.2d, at 1511-1512, n. 10,
citing 357 U.S., at 254, 78 S.Ct., at 1240. This reasoning misperceives the import of the
quoted proposition. The Court in Hanson and subsequent cases has emphasized that
choice-of-law analysis —which focuses on all elements of a transaction, and not simply
on the defendant’s conduct—is distinct from minimum-contacts jurisdictional
analysis—which focuses at the threshold *482 solely on the defendant’s purposeful
connection to the forum.”®> Nothing in our cases, however, suggests that a choice-of-law
provision should be ignored in considering whether a defendant has “purposefully
invoked the benefits and protections of a State’s laws™ for jurisdictional purposes.
Although such a provision standing alone would be insufficient to confer jurisdiction, we
believe that, when combined with the 20-year interdependent relationship Rudzewicz
established with Burger King’s Miami headquarters, it reinforced his deliberate affiliation
with the forum State and the reasonable foreseeability of possible litigation there. As
Judge Johnson argued in his dissent below, Rudzewicz “purposefully availed himself of
the benefits and protections of Florida’s laws” by entering into contracts expressly
providing that those laws would govern franchise disputes. 724 F.2d, at 1513.%

(2)

Nor has Rudzewicz pointed to other factors that can be said persuasively to outweigh the
considerations discussed above and to establish the unconstitutionality of Florida’s
assertion of jurisdiction. We cannot conclude that Florida had no “legitimate interest in
holding [Rudzewicz] answerable *483 on a claim related to” the contacts he had
established in that State. Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U .S., at 776, 104 S.Ct., at
1479; see also McGee v. International Life Insurance *¥2188 Co., 355 U.S,, at 223, 78
S.Ct., at 201 (noting that State frequently will have a “manifest interest in providing
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effective means of redress for its residents™).?’ Moreover, although Rudzewicz has argued
at some length that Michigan’s Franchise Investment Law, Mich.Comp.Laws § 445.1501
et seq. (1979), governs many aspects of this franchise relationship, he has not
demonstrated how Michigan’s acknowledged interest might possibly render jurisdiction
in Florida unconstitutional®® Finally, the Court of Appeals’ assertion that the Florida
litigation “severely impaired [Rudzewicz’] ability to call Michigan witnesses who might
be essential to his defense and counterclaim,” 724 F.2d, at 1512-1513, is wholly without
support in the record.?” And even to the extent that it is inconvenient *484 for a party
who has minimum contacts with a forum to litigate there, such considerations most
frequently can be accommodated through a change of venue. See n. 20, supra. Although
the Court has suggested that inconvenience may at some point become so substantial as
to achieve constitutional magnitude, McGee v. International Life Insurance Co., supra,
355 U.S., at 223, 78 S.Ct., at 201, this is not such a case.

The Court of Appeals also concluded, however, that the parties’ dealings involved “a
characteristic disparity of bargaining power” and “elements of surprise,” and that
Rudzewicz “lacked fair notice” of the potential for litigation in Florida because the
contractual provisions suggesting to the contrary were merely “boilerplate declarations in
a lengthy printed contract.” 724 F.2d, at 1511-1512, and n. 10. See also post, at 2190
(STEVENS, J., dissenting). Rudzewicz presented many of these arguments to the District
Court, contending that Burger King was guilty of misrepresentation, fraud, and duress;
that it gave insufficient notice in its dealings with him; and that the contract was one of
adhesion. See 4 Record 687—691. After a 3-day bench trial, the District Court found that
Burger King had made no misrepresentations, that Rudzewicz and MacShara “were and
are experienced and sophisticated businessmen,” and that “at no time” did they “ac [t]
under economic duress or disadvantage imposed by” Burger King. App. 157-158. See
also 7 Record 648—-649. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 52(a) requires that “[f]indings of
fact shall not be set aside unless clearly erroneous,” and neither Rudzewicz nor the Court
of Appeals has pointed to record evidence that would support a “definite and firm
conviction” that the District Court’s findings are mistaken. United States v. United States
Gypsum Co., 333 U.S. 364, 395, 68 §.Ct. 525, 542, 92 L.Ed. 746 (1948). See also *485
**2189 Anderson v. Bessemer City, 470 U.S. 564, 573-576, 105 S.Ct. 1504, —
, 84 L.Ed.2d 518 (1985). To the contrary, Rudzewicz was represented by counsel
throughout these complex transactions and, as Judge Johnson observed in dissent below,
was himself an experienced accountant “who for five months conducted negotiations
with Burger King over the terms of the franchise and lease agreements, and who
obligated himself personally to contracts requiring over time payments that exceeded $1
million.” 724 F.2d, at 1514. Rudzewicz was able to secure a modest reduction in rent and
other concessions from Miami headquarters, see nn. 8, 9, supra; moreover, to the extent
that Burger King’s terms were inflexible, Rudzewicz presumably decided that the
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advantages of affiliating with a national organization provided sufficient commercial
benefits to offset the detriments.?®

I

Notwithstanding these considerations, the Court of Appeals apparently believed that it
was necessary to reject jurisdiction in this case as a prophylactic measure, reasoning that
an affirmance of the District Court’s judgment would result in the exercise of jurisdiction
over “out-of-state consumers to collect payments due on modest personal purchases” and
would “sow the seeds of default judgments against franchisees owing smaller debts.” 724
F.2d, at 1511. We share the Court of Appeals’ broader concerns and therefore reject any
talismanic jurisdictional formulas; “the *486 facts of each case must [always] be
weighed” in determining whether personal jurisdiction would comport with “fair play and
substantial justice.” Kulko v. California Superior Court, 436 U.S., at 92, 98 S.Ct., at
1696-1697.2 The “quality and nature” of an interstate transaction may sometimes be so
“random,” “fortuitous,” or “attenuated™’ that it cannot fairly be said that the potential
defendant “should reasonably anticipate being haled into court” in another jurisdiction.
World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S., at 297, 100 S.Ct., at 567; see also
n. 18, supra. We also have emphasized that jurisdiction may not be grounded on a
contract whose terms have been obtained through “fraud, undue influence, or
overweening bargaining power” and whose application would render litigation “so
gravely difficult and inconvenient that [a party] will for all practical purposes be deprived
of his day in court.” The Bremen v. Zapata Off-Shore Co., 407 U.S,, at 12, 18, 92 S.Ct., at
1914, 1917. Cf. Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 94-96, 92 S.Ct. 1983, 20012002, 32
L.Ed.2d 556 (1972); National Equipment Rental, Ltd. v. Szukhent, 375 U.S. 311, 329, §4
S.Ct. 411, 421, 11 L.Ed.2d 354 (1964) (BLACK, J., dissenting) (jurisdictional rules may
not be employed against small consumers $o as to “crippl[e] their defense”). Just as the
Due Process Clause allows flexibility in ensuring that commercial actors are not
effectively **2190 “judgment proof” for the consequences of obligations they voluntarily
assume in other States, McGee v. International Life Insurance Co., 355 U.S., at 223, 78
S.Ct., at 201, so too does it prevent rules that would unfairly enable them to obtain
default judgments against unwitting customers. Cf. Unifted States v. Rumely, 345 U.S. 41,

44,73 S.Ct. 543, 545, 97 L.Ed. 770 (1953) (courts must not be * “blind’ ” to what “ “[a]ll
others can see and understand’ ).

*487 For the reasons set forth above, however, these dangers are not present in the instant
case. Because Rudzewicz established a substantial and continuing relationship with
Burger King’s Miami headquarters, received fair notice from the contract documents and
the course of dealing that he might be subject to suit in Florida, and has failed to
demonstrate how jurisdiction in that forum would otherwise be fundamentally unfair, we
conclude that the District Court’s exercise of jurisdiction pursuant to Fla.Stat. §
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48.193(1)(g) (Supp.1984) did not offend due process. The judgment of the Court of
Appeals is accordingly reversed, and the case is remanded for further proceedings
consistent with this opinion.

It is so ordered.

28 We do not mean to suggest that the jurisdictional outcome will always be the same
in franchise cases. Some franchises may be primarily intrastate in character or
involve different decisionmaking structures, such that a franchisee should not
reasonably anticipate out-of-state litigation. Moreover, commentators have argued
that franchise relationships may sometimes involve unfair business practices in their
inception and operation. See H. Brown, Franchising Realities and Remedies 45 (2d
ed. 1978). For these reasons, we reject Burger King’s suggestion for “a general rule,
or at least a presumption, that participation in an interstate franchise relationship”
represents consent to the jurisdiction of the franchisor’s principal place of business.
Brief for Appellant 46.
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ANTHONY WALDEN, PETITIONER v. GINA FIORE
CET AL,

ON WRIT OF CERTIQRARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURTOF
APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

[Fehruary 95, 2014]

JUSTICE THOMAS delivered the opinion of the Court.

This case zsks us to decide whether a court in Nevada
may exerciss personal jurisdiction over a defendant onthe
basis that he knew his allegadly tortious conduct in Geor-
gia would delay the retwrn of funds to plaintiffs with
conmections to Nevada. Because the defendant had no
other contacts with Nevada, and because a plaintiff's con-
tacts with the forum State cannot be “decisive in deter-
mining whether the defendant’s due process rights are
violated,” Rush v, Savchuk, 444 U. 8. 320, 332 (1980), we
hold that the court in Nevada may not exercise personal
jurisdiction under these eireumstances.

I .

Petitioner Anthony Walden serves as a police officer for
the eity of Covington, Georgia. In Angust 2006, petitioner
was working at the Atlanta Hartsfield-Jackson Alrport as -
a deputized agent of the Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion (DEA). As part of a task foree, petitioner conducted
investigative stops and other law enforcement functions in
support of the DEA’s airport drug interdiction program.

On -August B, 2008, Transportation Security Admin.
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istration agents searched respondents Gipa_Fiore and
Keith Gipson and their carty-om bags at the Ban Juan
airport in Puerio Rico, They found almost $97,000 in
cash. Fiore explained {o DEA agentsin San Juan that she
end Gipson had been gamhling at a casino known a3 the’
El Ban Juan, and that they had residences in both Cali-
fornia and Nevada {though they provided only California
identification). After respondents were cleared for depar-
ture, a law enforcement official at the San Juan alwport
notified petitioner's task foree in Atlanta that respondents
had boarded & plane for Atlanta, where they planned o
catch = connecting flight £oLas Vegas, Nevada.

When respondents arrived in Aflanta, petitioner and
another DEA agent approached them at the departure
gate for their flizht to Las Vegas. In response to petition-
er's questioning, Fiore explained that she and Gipson were
professional gamblers. Respondents maintained that the
cash they were caryying was their gambling “‘hank'™ and

£F =3 (=3 o "~
perform a sniff test, petitioner saized the cash.! Petitioner
adyised respondents that their funds would be returned if
they latar proved a legitimate source for the cash. Re-
sponidents then boarded their plane.

After respondents departed, petitionsr moved the cash
to & secure location and the matier was forwarded to DEA
headquarters. The next day, petitioner received a phone

call from respondents’ attorney in Nevada seeking return .

of the funds. On two oceasiens over the next month, peti-
tloner also received documentation from the attorney
regarding the legitimacy of the funds.

At somme point after petitioner seized the eash, he helped
draft an affidavit to show probable cause for forfeiture of

"Hespondents allege thot the sniff fest was “at best inconclusive,”
and there is no indication in tha pleadings that drugs or drug residus
were ever found on or with the eash. App. 2L
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the funds and forwarded that affidavit to a United States
Attorney's Office in Georgia? SAccording to respondents,
the affidavit was false and misleading because petitioner
misrepresented the encounter at the airport and omitted
excilpatory Information regarding the lack of drug evi-
dence and the legitimate source of the funds. In the end.
no forfeiture complaint was filed, and the DEA returned
the funds ta vespondents in March 2007.

Respondents Bled suit against petitioner in the United
States District Court for the District of Nevada, seeking
money damages undar Bivens v. Six Unknown Fed, Nor-
cotics Agents, 403 U. 8. 388 (1971). Respondents alleged
that petitioner violated their Fourth Amendment rights by
(1) seizing the cash without probable cause; {2} keeping
the money after concluding it did not come from drug-
related sactivity; (B} drafting snd forwarding a prohable
cause affidavit fo suppoert a forfeiture action while know-
ing the affidavit contained false statements; (4) willfully
seeking forfetture while withholding exeunlpatory informa-
tion; and () withholding that exculpstory informasion
from the United Btates Attorney's Offics.

The District Court granted petibloser's motion to dis-
miss. Rélying on this Court's decision in Calder v. Jones,
465 U.8, 783 (1984), the courk determined that petition-
er’s seaxch of respondents and his seizure of the cash in
Georgia did not establish a basis to exercise personal
jurisdiction in Nevada. The court concluded that even if
petitioner eaused harm to respondents in Nevada while
knowing they lived in Nevada, that fact alone did mot
confer jurisdiction. Becanss the court dismissed the com-
plaint for lack of personal jurisdiction, it did not determine

2The allegad affidovit is not in the recard, Bacauss this case comesto
us at the motion-to-dismnsy stege, we take respondents’ factual aliega-
tions a3 trug, includiag thelr allegations yegarding the existence and
conte st of the affidavic.
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whether venue was proper.

On appeal, a divided panel of the United States Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Cirveuit reversed. The Court of
Appeals assumed the Districk Court had correctly deter-
mined that peiitioner's search and seizure in Georgia
could not support exercize of jurisdiction in Nevada, The
courk hald, however, that the District Court could properly
exercise jurisdietion over “the false probable cause affida-
vit aspect of the case” 638 F. 3d 658, 577 (2011). Accord-
ing to the Court of Appeals, petitioner “expressly aimed”
his submission of the allegadly false affidavit at Nevada by
submitting the affidavit with knowledge that it wauld
affect persons with a “significant connection™ to Nevada.?
Id., at 581, After determining that the delay in returning
the funds to respondents caused them “foreseesbls harm”
in Nevada and that the exercise of personal jurisdiction
pver petitioner was otherwise reaso-zahle, the cam-t Ecund

—— — ——the-Bislriet Courtsexereiseof SR
praper’ Id., at 582, 585. The Ninth Cucmt de-ned re. s
hearing en bane, wit'h sight judges, in two separate opin-
ions, dissenting. 7d, at 562, 588,

We granted certiorari to decide whether due process
permits a Nevada court to exercise jurisdiction over peti-
tionexr. E68 U. 8. ___ (2018). We hold that it does not and

3Tha allegations in the complaint suggestad to the Court of Appeals
thzt petitioner “definitely knew, st som= point ofter the seizure but
heforz providing the slleged false probable rause zfSdavic, that {re-
spondents] had a significant connection to Nevada” 688 F. 8d, at 578,

tTudze lsuta dissented. In her view, the "Talse afidavitfforfeiture
procesding aspect” over whick the majority found judadichon praper
was not raised a3 a ssparate claim in the complaint, and she found i
*doubitful that such & constitutional fort even exists® I, at 593, Afer
the eourt denied rehearing en bane, the majority aﬂ;p!ained i @ post-
seript that it viewsd the Bling of the false affideviz, which effected a
“continued seizure” of the funds, as a separste Fourth Amendment

violation. Fd., st 588-589. Petitioner does nat dispute that reading
here.

N

,pwmnu.,
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11
A

‘Federal courts ordinarily follow state law in determin-
"ing the bounds of their jurisdiction over persons.” Duimler
AQG v. Bauman, 570 U.8. ___, ___ (2014} (slip op., at 6).
This is because & federal district court’s authority to assert
personal jurisdiction in most cases is linked to servite of
process on a delendant “who iz subject to the jurizdiction
of g cowrt of general jurisdietion in the siate where the
district comt is loeated.” Fed. Fule of Civ. Proe. 4{0{1MA).
Here, Nevada has authorized its vourts to exercise juris-
diction aver persons “on any basis hot inconsistent with
... khe Constitution of the United Siatea” Nev. Rev. Btat.
§14.065 (2011). 'Thus, in order to determine wheather
the Federal District Court in this case was authérized to
exercise jurisdiction over pstifioner, we ask whether the
exercigse of jurisdiction “comports with the limits imposed
by federal due process™ on the Stake of Nevada: Daimler,
supra, &t ___ {(slip ap., &t 6).

B
1

The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
constraing a Stiate's anthority to bind a nonresident
defendznt to a judgment of its courls. World-Wide
Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U. B, 286, 291 (1980).
Although az nonresident’s physical presence within the
territorial jurisdiction of the court is not required, the
nonvesident generally must have "certain minimum con-
tacts ... such that the maintenance of the suif ddes not -

iWe plan granted certiorari on the gquestion whether Nevoda 15 &
proper venae for the sult noder 28 U, 5, C. §1391(bH2). Because we
resolve the case on jurisdictional grounds, w2 do not deeide whether
venue was proper in Nevada,
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offend “traditional notions of fair play and substantial
jugtice.'” Inlernational Shoe Co.v. Washinglon, 826 U, 8.
810, 816 (1945) {guoting Milliken v. Meyer, 311 U. 8, 457,
463 (1940).

This case addresses the “minimum contacts” necessary
to create specifie jurisdiction.? The inguiry whether &
forum State may asseri specific jurisdiction over & nonres-
ident defendant “focuses on ‘the relationship emong the
defandant, the forum, and the litigation”™ Kedon v. Hus-
ter Magazine, Inc., 465 U.8. 770, 775 (1984). (quoting
Shaffer v. Heitner, 433 U. 8. 186, 204 {1977)). For a Biate
to exerche jurisdietion consistent with due process, the
defendant’s suit-related conduck must create a substantial
connection. with the fornm Btate.. Two related aspecis of
this necessary relationship are relevant in this case.

First, the relationship must arise oub of contacts that
the “defendant himself” creatss with the forum State.
Burger Eing Corp. v. Rudzewice, 471 U. 8. 482, 475 (1985).

bl

AR,

Dhie process limits on the State's adjudicative zuthority
principally protect the liberty of the nonvesident defend-
ant—not the conveniance of plaintiffs or £hird parties. See
World-Wide Volkawagen Corp,, supra, at 231-202. We have
consistently rejected aitempts fo satisfy the defendant-
focused “minimum conkacis” inquiry by demonstrating
contacts between the plaintiff (or third parties) and the
forurn State. See Helicopleros Nacionales de Colombia,
5. A v. Hall, 4688 U, £. 408, 417 (1884) {*{The] unilateral

E'Specifi’’ or “case-linked” jurisdiction *depends on an ‘affiliatio]n]
betwsen the forum and the undedying controversy' ™ (L., 2n “netivity ar
au occurrence thot tekes place in the [brum Statz and 18 theeslore
subject to tha Ssate's rezulation”). Coodyeer Dunlop Tires Oparnlions,
8 A v. Brown, 684 U.5, __, ___(2011) (slip op., £ 2). Thisis m
contrast to “general” or a1l purpess” furiadiction, which permits a courl
to assert furisdiction over a defndant based on 5 forum connechon
unrelated to the wnderlying suit (e.z., domicile). Respondents rely on
specific jurisdiction only,
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activity of another party or & third person is not an appro-
priate consideration when determining whether a defend-
ant has sufficient contacts with a forum State to justify an
assertion of jurisdiction™). We have thus rejected = plain-
tiff's argument that a Florida court could exsreise per-
sonal jurisdiction aver a trustee in Drelaware hased solely on
the conktacts of the trust's setilor, who was domiciled in
Florida and had executed powers of appointment there,
Hanson v. Denckla, 357 U, 8. 235, 253-254 {1858). We
have likewise held thut Oklahoma courts could not exer-
cise personal jurisdiction over an auiomaebile distributor
that supplies New York, New dJevsey, and Counecticut
dealers based only on an automobils purchasers act of
driving it on Oklahoma highways. World-Wide Volks-
wagen Corp., supra, at 293, Put simply, however sig-
nificant the plainiiff’s contacts with the forum may be,
those contacts cannot be “decisive in determining whether
the defendants due pracess rights are violated.” Rush
444 1J. 8., at 332, ‘

Second, our “minimum- euntams analysig, lgoks fo the
defemiant‘q contacts with the forum State itaclf, nét'the
defen&anﬁn contacts with persons wha lesxde theLe See
6.5, Inlerfidlional Shod, siprd, 3t 319 (Dué process ‘does
not contampiate that a state may meke binding a judg-
ment in personam against an individual ... with which
the state has no contacts, ties, or relations”y: Hanson,
supra, at 251 (*However minimal the burdan of defending
in a foreign txibunal, a dmendant may not he called upon
to do 50 unless he has had the ‘minimal contacts’ with that
State that are a prereguisite to its exercise of power over

m”). Aecordingly, we have upheld the aszertion of juris-
dlctmn over defendants who have purposefully “reachled]
out beyand” their State and into ancther by, for example,
entering a contractual relationship that “envisioned con-
tHnuing and wide-teaching contacts” in the forum Btate,
Burger King, supra, at 475480, or by eirculating maga-
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zines to “deliberately exploi{t]” a market in the forum
Btate, Keelon, supra, at 781, And although physical pres-
erce in the forum is mot a prevequisite to jurisdiction,
Burger King, supra, at 4776, physical entry into the State—
either by the defendant in person or through an agent,
goods, mail, or some other means—is certainly a relevant
contact. See, e.g., Kezlon, supra, at T73-774.

But the plaintiff eannot be the only link hetween the
defendant and the forum. Rather, it is the defendant’s

conduek that must form the necessary connection with the -

forum State that is the basis for its jurisdiction over him.
See Burger King, supra, st 478 (“If the question is whether
an individual's confract with en out-afstate party clone
can auntomatically establish sufficient minimum contacts
in the other party's home forum, wea believe the answer
clearly is that it cannot™); Kulko v. Superior Court of Cal.,
City and Counly of San Francisco, 438 1. S, 84, 93 (1978)

i,

" 7 T{declining to “Bnd persopal jurisdiction in g State ...

merely because [the plaintiff in & child support action] was

residing there™. To be sure, a defendant's contacts with -

the forum State may be intertwined with his transactions
or interactions with the plaintiff or other parties. Buta
defendant's relationship with a plaintiff or third party,
standing alone, is an insufficient basis for jurisdiction.
8ee Rush, supra, at 832 ("Natuislly, the parties relation-
ships with each other may be significant in evaluating
thelr ties to the forum. The requirements of International
Shoz, howsver, must he me% as to each defendant over
whom a state court exercises jurisdiction”), Due process
vequires that & defendant be haled into court in & forum
State based on his own affibation with the State, not
based on the "random, fortuitous, or attenuated” contacts
he makes by interacting with other persons affiliated with
the Btate. Burger King, 471 U. 8., at 475 (internal quota-
tion marks omitied).
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These same principles apply when intentional torts are
involved. In that context, 3t is Hkewise insuffieiant fo rely
on & defendant’s “random, fortuitous, or attenunated con-
tacts” or on the “unilatersl activity” of a plaintiff. Ibid.
{same). A forum Stafe's exercise of juriadiction over zn
pul-of-state fntentional torifeasor must be based on inten-
tional conduct by the defendant that creates the necessary
contacts with the forum.

Calder v, Jones, 465 U. B, 783, fllustrates the applica-
tion of thess principles. In Colder, a California actress
brought = libel sult in California state court sgainst o
reporter and an editor, both of whom worked for the Na-
{ional Enguirer ot #is headquarters in Flovida., The plain- -
- tiff's libel elaims were based on an article written and
edited by the deferidants in Florida for publication in the
National Bnauirer, & national weekly newspaper with a
Celifornia circulation of roughly 600,000,

We held that California’s asseriion of jurisdietion over
the defendants was consistent with due process. Although-
werecognized that the defendants’ activities “focusfed]” on
the plaintiff, our jurisdictional inguiry “focuseld] on ‘the
relationship among the defendant, the forum, and the
litigation.” Id., at 788 (quoting Shaffer, 4328 U, 8., at 204).
Specifically, we examined the varions contacts the defend-
ants had created with California (and not just with the
plaintiff) by writing the dllegedly libelous story, ,

We found those forum contacts to be ample: The defend-
ants relied on phone calls to “California sources™ for the
information in thelr article; they wrote the story about Ehe
plaintiff’s activities in Califorpia; they caused repuba-
tional injury in Celifornia by writing an allegedly libelous
article that was widely cizculated in the State; and the
“brunt” of that injury was suffered by the plaintlif in that
State, 465 1. 5, at 788788, *In sum, Californiz [wals
the focal point both of the story and of the harm suffered.”
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fore proper in California based on the ‘effects’ of their
Florida conduct in California” Ibid,

The cpux of Colder was that the reputation-baged “ef-

facts™. of the aﬂeged libel connected the defendants to

California, not jusk to the plamtiﬁ The strength of that
connection was largely 2 function of the nature of the libel
tort. However acandalous a newspaper article might he, it
can lead to a loas of reputation only if communicated to
(znd read and understood by} third persons. See Restate-
ment {Second) of Torts §577, Comment b (1076); see also
ibid. {"[Blepnutation is the estimation in which one's chai-
acter is held by his neighbars or associates™). Accordingly,
the reputational injury caused by the defendants’ story
would not have ocourred but for the faet that the defend-
ants wrote an article for publication in Californiz that was
read by a large number of California citizens. Tndeed,

Id., at 789. Jurisdiction over the defendants was “there-

L
f

because pubheation o third persons is a necessary ele-

ment of lihel, see id., §558, the defendants’ intentional tovt
actually accurred in California. Keefon, 4865 U. B, at 777
("The tort of libel is genervally held {o oceur wherever the
offending material is civenlated™). In this way, the “ef
facts” caused by the defendants’ article—i.e., the injury to
the plaintiff’s reputation in the estimation of the Califor-
nia publie—connected the defendants' conduet ta Califor-
nia, oot just to a plainkif who Lived there. That connec-
tiont, combined with the various facts that gave the article
a Calforniz focus, sufficed to suthorize the . California
court’s exercise of jurisdietion.”

*The defendants 1n Caldar argued that no contacts they had with
California ware sufficieatly purpeszfild because bthew smployer was
responsible for eirculation of the article. Ses Calder v. Jones, 465 UL 8
783, 799 {1984). We refected that argument. Even though the defend.
ents did not efrulate the article themselves, they “expressly mmed”
“therr intentional, and allegedly tortious, achions™ at .Celiforuia be-
eauss they knew the National Enquirer “hald] its largest crreulation™ w
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341

Agplying the forepoing principles, we conclude that
petitioner lacks the “minimal contacts” with Nevada that
are a prereguisite to the exercise of jurisdiction over him.
Haonson, 857 U. S., at 251, It is undisputed that no part of
pefitioner’s eourse of conduct occurred in Nevada.  Peti-
tioner approached, questioned, and searched respondents,
and seized the cash at issue, in the Atlanta airport. 1t is
alleged that petitioner later helped draft & “false prabable
cause effidavit” in Georgia and forwarded that affdayit ko
a United States Attorpey's Office in Georgla to suppoit &
potential action for forfeitwre of the maized funds. 888
F.3d, at 563. Petitioner never fraveled %o, conducted
activities within, eontacted anyone in, or sent anything or
anyone to Nevada. In shert, when viewed through the
proper lens—whether the defendont’s actions connect him
to the forum—petitioner forméd no jurisdictionally rele-
vant contacts with Nevada. S

The Court of Appeals reached 2 contrary conclasion by
shifting the analytical focus from petitioner’s contacts with
the forum to his contacts with respondents. See Rush, 414
U.85., at 332, Rather than azssessing pefitioners own
contacts with Nevada, the Court of Appeals looked te
petitioner’s knowledge of respondents “strong forum
comnectibns.” 688 F. 34, at B77-579, 531, In the couwrt's
view, that kunowledge, combined with its conclusion that
respondents suffered foreseeable harm in Nevada, salis-
fied the “minimum contacts” inquiry® Jd., at 582

This approach to the “minimum contacts” analysis

Californis, and that the srticls would “have a potentially devastaiing
impact” there. Id., at F83-730.

BRespondents propase a substantially similar analysis. They suggest
that "a defendant creates sufficient minfmum conlaets with z forum
when he (1} intentionally targets () 2 known resident of the forum (31
for imposiion of an injury (4) to be suflered by the plabntiff while she f2
tesiding in the brum state” Brielfor Respondents 26-27.
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impermissibly allows 2 plaingiff's cantacts with the de-
fendant and forum to drive the jurisdictional analysis.
Petitioner's actions in Georgia did not ereate sufficient
contacts with Nevada simply because he allegedly directed
his condnet at plaintiffs whom he knew had Nevada con-
nections. Such reasoning improperly attributes a plain-
tiff’s forum connections to the defendant and makes thase
conneckions “decisive” in the jurisdictional analysis. See
Eush, supra, st 332, It zlso obscures the reality that nane
of petitioner’s challenged conduct had anything to do with
Nevada itself.

Relying on Colder, respondents emphasize that they
suffered the "injury” caused by petitioner's allegedly tor-
tious conduct {i.e, the delayed retwrn of their gambling
funds) while they were residing in the forum. Brief for
Hespondents 14. This emphasis is likewise misplaced. As
previously noted, Celder made clear that mere injury toa
forum resident Is not 2 sufficient connection fo the forum.

J,A&LW)E,'\

Regardiess of where a plaintiff lives or works, an injury is
jurisdictionally felevant only insofar as it shows that the
defendant has formed a contact with the forum State. The
proper question is not where the plainiiff experienced a
particular injury er effect but whether the defendant’s
conduet connects him to the forum in a meaningful way.
Respondents’ claimed injury doss not evinee 2 connee-
tion hetween petitioner and Mevada. Even if we consider
the continuation of the seizure in Georgla to be 2 distinet
injury, it is not the sort of effect that is tetheved fo Nevada
in any meaningful way. Respondenis {and only respond-
ents) lacked mccess to their funds in Nevada not because
anything independently occurred there, but because Ne-
vada is where respondents chose to be at a time when they
desired to use the funds seized by petitioner, Respondents
wauld have experienced this same lack of access in Cali-
fornia, Mississippi, or wherever else they might have
traveled and found themselves wanting roore money than
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they had. Unlike the broad publication of the forum-
focused story in Colder, the effects of petitioner’s con-
duct on respondents are not connected fe the forum Btate
in a way that makes thase effects a proper basi for
jurisdickion

The Court of Appeals pointed to other possible eontacts
with Nevada. cach ultimately unavafling. Respondents’
Nevada aktorney contactad petitioner in Georgia, but that
is precisely the sort of “unilateral activity” of a third party
that “eannol satisfy the requirement of contact with the
forum Btate” Hanson, 367 U. 8, at 253. Hesponderits
allege that some of the cash sexved in Georgin “originated”
in Nevada, but that altenuated connection was nof created
by petitioner. and the cash was in Geargla, not Nevada
when petitioner assized it. Finally, the funds were eventu-
ally returned to respondents in Nevada, but petitioner had
nothing to do with that veburn (indeed, if seems likely thal

it was respondents” unilateral decision ta have then funds
sent 1o Nevada).

% k3 *

Well-established principles of personal jurisdiction are
sufficient to decide this case. Thé proper focus -of the-

8 Raspondents wam that if we decude pelitioner lacks mininum con-
tacts In this case, if will bring ahout unfabrness In cases whers mten-
tional torts ars commitied wa the Tnterner or other slectrome means
te.g., fraudulen! access of Anencial accounts or "phishmg” schemes). Az
art initial matier, we reiterate that the "mnbmum contacts” mquine
principally protects the bberty of the nonresident dafendant, wi the
wterests of che plaintiff. World-Wide Valkswogen Corp. v. $uodsan,
© LM U B, 286, 291262 (1980} Inany event, this case does not present
the very differsnt guestions whethar aud how a defendant's virtual
“prasanes” and conduct translaiz into “contacts™ with a parhculor
State, To thz rontrary, there is no quesdoun whare the conduct gang
rise to this Htigntion took place: Petithmer szized physien! cash fom
respondents in the Atlanta alrport, and he Iatey drafted nud forwnrded

an alfidavit 1n Genrgia. We leave queshons shoul virtusl esnbicts fur
another day.
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“minimum contacts” inguiry in intentional-tort cases is
“‘the relationship among the defendant, the forum, and
- the Btigation.”"” Colder, 465 U. 8., at 7868. And it is the
defendant, not the plaintiff or third parties, who must
create confacks with the forum State. In this case, the
application of those principles is clear: Pelitioner's rele-
vant conduct accurred entizely in Georgia, and the mere
fact that his conduct affected plaintiffs with connections
to the forum State does net suffice to authorize juvisdic-
tion. We thevefore reverse the judgment of the Cowrt of
Appeals.

It is so ordered.

"

; i,
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BRISTOL-MYERS SQUIBB v. SUPERIOR CT. OF CA 1773
Cite as 137 5.Ct. 1773 (2017)

stances. Sawyer, 505 U.S., at 336, 112
S.Ct. 2514, In fact, the trial court, Ohio
Court of Appeals, and Ohio Supreme
Court each independently weighed those
factors and concluded that the death pen-
alty was justified. On the facts of this
case, the Sixth Circuit was wrong to hold
that it could review Hutton’s claim under
the miscarriage of justice exception to pro-
cedural default.

The . petition for certiorari and motion
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis are
granted, the judgment of the United
States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Cir-
cuit is reversed, and the case is remanded
for further proceedings consistent with
this opinion.

It 1s s0 ordered.

w
© £ KEY NUMBER SYSTEM
T

BRISTOL-MYERS SQUIBB
COMPANY, Petitioner

V.

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY, et al.
No. 16-466.

Argued April 25, 2017.
Decided June 19, 2017.

Background: Consumers brought prod-
uets liability action against preseription
drug manufacturer in California state
court. The Superior Court, City and Coun-
ty of San Francisco, JCCP. No. 4748, John
E. Munter, J., entered an order denying
manufactorer’s motion to quash service of
summons on nonresident consumers’
claims. Manufacturer petitioned for a writ
of mandate, which the Court of Appeal
summarily denied. Manufacturer peti-
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tioned for review, which the Supreme
Court of California granted, transferring
matter back to the Court of Appeal. The
Court of Appeal denied petition, and man-
ufacturer petitioned for review. The Su-
preme Court of California granted review,
superseding the opinion of the Court of
Appeal. The Supreme Court of California,
Cantil-Sakauye, CJ., 1 Cal.bth 783, 206
Cal.Rptr3d 636, 377 P.3d 874, affirmed.
Certiorari was granted.

Holding: The Supreme Court, Justice Ali-
to, held that due process did not permit
exercise of specific personal jurisdiction in
California over nonresident consumers’
claims.

Reversed and remanded.

Justice Sotomayor filed a dissenting opin-
ion.

1. Constitutional Law ¢=3963

The Fourteenth Amendment's due
process clause limits the personal jurisdie-
tion of state courts. U.S.C.A. Const.
Amend. 14.

2. Constitutional Law &=3964

Because a state court's assertion of
jurisdiction exposes defendants to the
state’s coercive power, it is subject to re-
view for compatibility with the Fourteenth
Amendment’s due process clause, which
limits the power of a state court to render
a valid personal judgment against a non-
resident defendant. U.S.C.A. Const.
Amend. 14.

3. Courts &13.3(1)

The primary focus of the personal ju-
risdiction inquiry is the defendant’s rela-
tionship to the forum state.

4. Courts &13.3(7, 8)

Two types of personal jurisdiction are
recognized: general, sometimes called all-
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purpose, jurisdiction, and specific, some-
times called case-linked, jurisdiction.

5. Courts &13.3(7), 13.4(3)

For an individual, the paradigm forum
for the exercise of general jurisdiction is
the individual’s domicile; for a corporation,
it is an equivalent place, one in which the
corporation is fairly regarded as at home.

6. Courts e=13.3(7)

A court with general jurisdiction may
hear any claim against the defendant, even
if all the incidents underlying the claim
oceurred in a different state.

7. Courts &13.3(7)

Only a limited set of affiliations with a
forum will render a defendant amenable to
general jurisdiction in a state.

8. Courts €=13.3(8)

In order for a state court to exercise
specific jurisdietion, the suit must arise out
of or relate to the defendant’s contaets
with the forum.

9. Courts €=13.3(8)

For a state court to exercise specific
jurisdiction, there must be an affiliation
between the forum and the underlying
controversy, principally, an activity or an
occurrence that takes place in the forum
state and is therefore subject to the state’s
regulation.

10. Courts &=13.3(8)

Specific jurisdiction is confined to ad-
judication of issues deriving from, or con-
nected with, the very controversy that es-
tablishes jurisdiction.

11. Courts &=13.2

In determining whether personal ju-
risdiction is present, a court must econsider
a variety of interests, including the inter-
ests of the forum state and of the plaintiff
in proceeding with the cause in the plain-
tiff’s forum of choice.
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12. Courts &13.3(1)

The primary concern in determining
whether personal jurisdiction is present is
the burden on the defendant, the assess-
ment of which requires a court to consider
the praectical problems resulting from liti-
gating in the forum, and also encompasses
the more abstract matter of submitting to
the coercive power of a state that may
have little legitimate interest in the claims
in question.

13. Courts &13.2, 29

Restrictions on personal jurisdiction
are more than a guaranfee of immunity
from inconvenient or distant litigation;
they are a consequence of territorial limi-
tations on the power of the respective
states.

14. States &1

The states retain many essential at-
tributes of sovereignty, including, in par-
ticular, the sovereign power to try causes
in their courts; however, the sovereignty of
each state implies a limitation on the sov-
ereignty of all its sister states.

15. Constitutional Law ¢=3964

Even if a defendant would suffer mini-
mal or no inconvenience from being forced
to litigate before the tribunals of another
state, even if the forum state has a strong
interest in applying its law to the contro-
vergy, and even if the forum state is the
most convenient location for litigation, the
Fourteenth Amendment's due process
clause, acting as an instrument of inter-
state federalism, may sometimes act to
divest a state of its power to render a valid
judgment. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 14.

16. Constitutional Law ¢»3965(4)

Courts ¢13.5(8)

Nonresident consumers’ products lia-
bility claims against nonresident prescrip-
tion drug manufacturer were not connect-
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ed to California, and, thus, due process did
not permit exercise of specific personal
jurisdiction over claims there; nonresident
consumers were not prescribed drug in
California and did not purchase, ingest, or
become injured by drug there, mere fact
that resident consumers were prescribed,
obtained, and ingested drug in California
and sustained same alleged injuries as
nonresident consumers was an insufficient
basis to exercise specific jurisdiction, and
neither manufacturer's actions in conduct-
ing research unrelated to drug in Califor-
nia nor its decision to contract with a
California company to distribute drug na-
tionally were enough to exercise specific
jurisdiction. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 14.

17. Courts &=13.3(8)

Where there is not an affiliation be-
tween the forum and the underlying con-
troversy, specific jurisdietion is lacking re-
gardiess of the extent of a defendant’s
unconnected activities in the state.

18. Courts &»13.3(8)

For specifie jurisdiction, a defendant’s
general connections with the forum are not
enough.

19. Courts &13.4(3)

A corporation’s continuous activity of
some sorts within a state is not enough to
support the demand that the corporation
be amenable to suits unrelated to that
activity.

20. Courts €=13.3(1)

A defendant’s relationship with a third
party, standing alone, is an insufficient
basis for jurisdiction, even when the third
party can bring claims similar to those
brought by the nonresident.

* The syllabus constitutes no part of the opinion
of the Court but has been prepared by the
Reporter of Decisions for the convenience of
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21. Courts =132

The requirements for personal juris-
diction must be met as to each defendant
over whom a state court exercises jurisdic-
tion.

Syllabus *

A group of plaintiffs, most of whom
are not California residents, sued Bristol-
Myers Squibb Company (BMS) in Califor-
nia state court, alleging that the pharma-
ceutical company's drug Plavix had dam-
aged their health, BMS is incorporated in
Delaware and headquartered in New York,
and it maintains substantial operations in
both New York and New Jersey. Al-
though it engages in business activities in
California and sells Plavix there, BMS did
not develop, create a marketing strategy
for, manufacture, label, package, or work

on the regulatory approval for Plavix in

the State. And the nonresident plaintiffs
did not allege that they obtained Plavix
from a California source, that they were
injured by Plavix in California, or that
they were treated for their injuries in Cali-
fornia.

The California Superior Court denied
BMS’s motion to quash service of sum-
mons on the nonresidents’ claims for lack
of personal jurisdiction, concluding that
BMS’s extensive activities in the State
gave the California courts general jurisdic-
tion. Following this Court’s decision in
Daimler AG v. Bauman, 571 U.S. —,
134 S.Ct. 746, 187 1.Ed.2d 624 the State
Court of Appeal found that the California
courts lacked general jurisdiction. But the
Court of Appeal went on to find that the
California courts had specific jurisdiction
over the claims brought by the nonresident
plaintiffs. Affirming, the State Supreme
Court applied a “sliding scale approach” to

the reader. See United States v. Detroit Tim-
ber & Lumber Co., 200 U.S. 321, 337, 26 S.Ct.
282, 50 L.Ed. 499.
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specific jurisdiction, concluding that BMS’s
“wide ranging” contacts with the State
were enough to support a finding of specif-
ic jurisdiction over the claims brought by
the nonresident plaintiffs. That attenuat-
ed connection was met, the court held, in
part because the nonresidents’ claims were
similar in many ways to the California
residents’ claims and because BMS en-
gaged in other activities in the State.

Held: California courts lack specific
jurisdiction to entertain the nonresidents’
claims. Pp. 1779 - 1784,

(a) The personal jurisdiction of state
courts is “subject to review for compatibili-
ty with the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due
Process Clause.” Goodyear Dunlop Tires
Operations, S.A. v. Brown, 564 U.S. 915,
918, 131 S.Ct. 2846, 180 I..E.d.2d 796. This
Court’s decisions have "recognized two
types of personal jurisdiction: general and
specific. For general jurisdiction, the
“paradigm forum” is an “individual’s domi-
cile,” or, for corporations, “an equivalent
place, one in which the corporation is fairly
regarded as at home.” Id., at 924, 131
S.Ct. 2846. Specific jurisdiction, however,
requires “the suit” to “arisfe] out of or
relatfe] to the defendant’s contacts with
the forum.” Daimler, supra, at ——, 134
S.Ct., at 754 (internal quotation marks
omitted).

The “primary concern” in assessing
personal jurisdiction is “the burden on the
defendant.”  World-Wide Volkswagen
Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286, 292, 100
S.Ct. 559, 62 L.Ed.2d 490. Assessing this
burden obviously requires a court to con-
sider the praectical problems resulting from
litigating in the forum, but it also encom-
passes the more abstract matter of submit-
ting to the coercive power of a State that
may have little legitimate interest in the
claims in question. At times, “the Due
Process Clause, acting as an instrument of
interstate federalism, may ... divest the
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State of its power to render a valid judg-
ment.” Id., at 294, 100 S.Ct. 559. Pp.
1779 - 1781.

(b) Settled principles of specific ju-
risdiction control this ease. For a court
to exercise specific jurisdiction over a
claim there must be an “affiliation be-
tween the forum and the underlying con-
troversy, principally, [an] activity or an
occurrence that takes place in the forum
State”” Goodyear, supra, at 919, 131
3.Ct. 2346 (internal quotation marks and
brackets omitted). When no such connec-
tion exists, specific jurisdiction is lacking
regardless of the extent of a defendant’s
unconnected activities in the State. The
California Supreme Court’s “sliding scale
approach”—which resembles a loose and
spurious form of general jurisdiction-—is
thus difficult to square with this Court’s
precedents. That court found specifie ju-
risdiction without identifying any ade-
quate. link between the State and the
nonresidents’ claims. The mere fact that
other plaintiffs were prescribed, obtained,
and ingested Plavix in California does not
allow the State to assert specific jurisdie-
tion over the nonresidents’ claims. Nor
is it sufficient (or relevant) that BMS
conducted research in California on mat-
ters unrelated to Plavix. What is needed
is a connection between the forum and
the specific claims at issue. Cf Walden
v. Fiore, 571 U.S. ——, 134 S.Ct. 1115,
188 L.Ed.2d 12. Pp. 1780 - 1782.

() The nonresident plaintiffs’ reliance
on Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465
U.S. 770, 104 S.Ct. 1478, 79 L.Ed.2d 790,
and Phillips Petrolewm Co. v. Shatts, 472
U.S. 797, 105 8.Ct. 2965, 86 L.Ed.2d 628, is
misplaced. Keeton concerned jurisdiction
to determine the scope of o claim involving
in-state injury and injury to residents of
the State, not, as here, jurisdiction to en-
tertain claims involving no in-state injury
and no injury to residents of the forum
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State. And Shutts, which concerned the
due process rights of plaintiffs, has no

bearing on the question presented here.
Pp. 1782 —-1783.

(d) BMS’s decision to contract with
MeKesson, a California company, to dis-
tribute Plavix nationally does not provide a
sufficient basis for personal jurisdiction.
It is not alleged that BMS engaged in
relevant acts together with McKesson in
California or that BMS is derivatively lia-
ble for McKesson’s conduct in California.
The bare fact that BMS contracted with a
California distributor is not enough to es-
tablish personal jurisdiction in the State.
Pp. 1783 -1784.

(e) The Court's decision will not re-
sult in the parade of horribles that respon-
dents conjure up. It does not prevent the
California and out-of-state plaintiffs from
joining together in a consolidated action in
the States that have general jurisdiction
over BMS. Alternatively, the nonresident
plaintiffs could probably sue together in
their respective home States. In addition,
since this decision concerns the due pro-
cess limits on the exercise of specific juris-
diction by a State, the question remains
open whether the Fifth Amendment im-
poses the same restrictions on the exercise
of personal jurisdiction by a federal court.
Pp. 1783 - 1784.

1 Cal.bth 783, 206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636, 377
P.3d 874, reversed and remanded.

ALITQ, J., delivered the opinion of
the Court, in which ROBERTS, C.J., and
KENNEDY, THOMAS, GINSBURG,
BREYER, KAGAN, and GORSUCH, JJ.,
joined. SOTOMAYOR, J., filed a
dissenting opinion.

Neal Katyal, Washington, DC, for Peti-
tioner.
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Justice ALITO delivered the opinion of
the Court.

More than 600 plaintiffs, most of whom -
are not California residents, filed this civil
action in a California state court against
Bristol-Myers Squibb Company (BMS),
asserting a variety of state-law claims
based on injuries allegedly caused by a
BMS drug called Plavix. The California
Supreme Court held that the California
courts have specific jurisdiction to enter-

tain the nonresidents’ claims. We now
reverse.

I

A

BMS, a large pharmaceutical company,
is incorporated in Delaware and headquar-
tered in New York, and it maintains sub-
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stantial operations in both New York and
New Jersey. 1 Calb5th 783, 790, 206 Cal.
Rptr.3d 636, 377 P.3d 874, 879 (2016).
Over 50 percent of BMS’s work foree in
the United States is employed in those two
States. Ibid.

BMS also engages in business activities
in other jurisdictions, including California.
Five of the company’s regearch and labora-
tory facilities, which employ a total of
around 160 employees, are located there.
Ibid. BMS also employs about 250 sales
representatives in California and maintains
a small state-government advocacy office
in Sacramento. 1bid.

One of the pharmaceuticals that BMS
manmufactures and sells is Plavix, a pre-
scription drug that thins the blood and
inhibits blood clotting. BMS did not de-
velop Plavix in California, did not create a
marketing strategy for Plavix in Califor-
nia, and did not manufacture, label, pack-
age, or work on the regulatory approval of
the product in California. Ibid. BMS in-
stead engaged in all of these activities in
either New York or New Jersey. Ibid.
But BMS does sell Plavix in California.
Between 2006 and 2012, it sold almost 187
million Plavix pills in the State and took in
more than $900 million from those sales.
1 Calbth, at 790-791, 206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636,
377 P.3d, at 879. This amounts to a little
over one percent of the company’s nation-
wide sales revenue. Id., at 790, 206 Cal.
Rptr.3d 636, 377 P.3d, at 879.

B

A group of plaintiffs—consisting of 86
California residents and 592 residents
from 33 other States—filed eight separate
complaints in California Superior Court,
alleging that Plavix had damaged their
health. Id, at 789, 206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636,
377 P.3d, at 878. Al the complaints as-
serted 18 claims under California law, in-
cluding products liability, negligent mis-
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representation, and misleading advertising
claims. Ibid. The nonresident plaintiffs
did not allege that they obtained Plavix
through California physicians or from any
other California source; nor did they claim
that they were injured by Plavix or were
treated for their injuries in California.

Asserting lack of personal jurisdietion,
BMS moved to quash service of summons
on the nonresidents’ claims, but the Cali-
fornia Superior Court denied this motion,
finding that the California courts had gen-
eral jurisdiction over BMS “[bJecause [it]
engages in extensive activities in Califor-
nia.” App. to Pet. for Cert. 150. BMS
unsuccessfully petitioned the State Court
of Appeal for a writ of mandate, but after
our decision on general jurisdiction in Da-
imler AG v. Bauman, 571 U.S, ——, 134
S.Ct. 746, 187 L.Ed.2d 624 (2014), the Cali-
fornia Supreme Court instructed the Court
of Appeal “to vacate its order denying
mandate and to issue an order to show
cause why relief sought in the petition
should not be granted.” App. 9-10.

The Court of Appeal then changed its
decision on the question of general juris-
diction. 228 Cal.App.4th 605, 175 Cal
Rptr.3d 412 (2014). Under Daimler, it
held, general jurisdiction was clearly lack-
ing, but it went on to find that the Califor-
nia courts had specific jurisdiction over the
nonresidents’ claims against BMS. 228 Cal.
App.4th 605, 175 Cal.Rptr.3d, at 425-439.

The California Supreme Court affirmed.
The court unanimously agreed with the
Court of Appeal on the issue of general
jurisdiction, but the court was divided on
the question of specific jurisdiction. The
majority applied a “sliding scale approach
to specific jurisdiction.” 1 Cal.bth, at 806,
206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636, 377 P.3d, at 889. Un-
der this approach, “the more wide ranging
the defendant’s forum contacts, the more
readily is shown a connection between the
forum contacts and the claim.” Ibid. (in-
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ternal quotation marks omitted). Apply-
ing this test, the majority concluded that
“BMS’s extensive contacts with California”
permitted the exercise of specific jurisdic-
tion “based on a less direct connection
between BMS’s forum activities and plain-
tiffs’ claims than might otherwise be re-
quired.” Ibid. This attenuated require-
ment was met, the majority found, because
the claims of the nonresidents were similar
in several ways to the claims of the Cali-
fornia residents (as to which specific juris-
diction was uncontested). Id., at 803-806,
206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636, 377 P.3d, at 887-889.
The court noted that “[bloth the resident
and nonresident plaintiffs” claims are
based on the same allegedly defective
product and the assertedly misleading
marketing and promotion of that product.”
Id, at 804, 206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636, 377 P.3d,
at 888. And while acknowledging that
“there is no claim that Plavix itself was
designed and developed in [BMS’s Califor-
nia research facilities],” the court thought
it significant that other research was done
in the State. 7Ibid.

Three justices dissented. “The claims of

. nonresidents injured by their use of
Plavix they purchased and used in other
states,” they wrote, “in no sense arise from
BMS’s marketing and sales of Plavix in
California,” and they found that the “mere
similarity” of the residents’ and nonresi-
dents’ claims was not enough. Id, at 819,
206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636, 377 P.3d, at 898 (opin-
ion of Werdegar, J.). The dissent accused
the majority of “expand[ing] specific juris-
diction to the point that, for a large catego-
ry of defendants, it becomes indistinguish-
able from general jurisdiction.” Id., at
316, 206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636, 377 P.3d, at 896.

1. California law provides that its courts may
exercise jurisdiction “on any basis not incon-
sistent with the Constitution ... of the United
States,” Cal. Civ. Proc. Code Ann. § 410.10

247

We granted certiorari to decide whether
the California courts’ exercise of jurisdic-
tion in this case violates the Due Process
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.
580 U.S. ——, 137 S.Ct. 827, 196 L.Ed.2d
610 (2017).

II

A

[1-31 It has long been established that
the Fourteenth Amendment limits the per-
sonal jurisdiction of state courts. See, e.g.,
Daimler, supra, at ——- , 134 S.Ct,,
at 753-757; World-Wide Volkswagen
Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S, 286, 291, 100
S.Ct. 559, 62 L.Ed.2d 490 (1980); Interna-
tional Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S.
310, 316-317, 66 S.Ct. 154, 90 L.Ed. 9
(1945); Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 U.S. 714, 733,
24 L.Ed. 565 (1878). Because “[a] state
court’s assertion of jurisdietion exposes de-
fendants to the State’s coercive power,” it
is “subject to review for compatibility with
the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process
Clause,” Goodyear Dunlop Tives Opera-
fions, S.A. v. Brown, 564 U.S. 915, 918, 131
S.Ct. 2846, 180 L.Ed.2d 796 (2011), which
“limits the power of a state court to render
a valid personal judgment against a non-
resident defendant,” World-Wide Volks-
wagen, supra, at 291, 100 S.Ct. 559. The
primary focus of our personal jurisdiction
inquiry is the defendant’s relationship to
the forum State. See Walden v. Fiore,
571 US. —, — ———, 134 S.Ct. 1115,
1121-1123, 188 L.Ed.2d 12 (2014); Phillips
Petroleuwm Co. v. Shutts, 472 U.S. 797,
806-807, 105 S.Ct. 2965, 86 L.Ed.2d 628
(1985).

[4-71 Since our seminal decision in In-
ternational Shoe, our decisions have recog-

(West 2004); see Daimler AG v. Bauman, 571
USs. —— — 134 S.Ct. 746, 753, 187
L.Ed.2d 624 (2014).
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nized two types of personal jurisdiction:
“general” (sometimes called “all-purpose”)
jurisdiction and “specific” (sometimes
called “case-linked”) jurisdiction. Good-
year, 564 11.S., at 919, 131 S.Ct. 2846.
“For an individual, the paradigm forum for
the exercise of general jurisdiction is the
individual’s domicile; for a corporation, it
is an equivalent place, one in which the
corporation is fairly regarded as at home.”
Id., at 924, 181 S.Ct. 2846. A court with
general jurisdiction may hear any claim
against that defendant, even if all the inci-
dents underlying the claim occurred in a
different State. Id., at 919, 131 S.Ct. 2846.
But “only a limited set of affiliations with a
forum will render a defendant amenable
to” general jurisdiction in that State. Da-
imler, 571 U.S,, at ——, 134 S.Ct., at 760.

[8-10] Specific jurisdiction is very dif-
ferent. In order for s state court to exer-
cise specific jurisdiction, “the swift” must
“aris[e] out of or relat{e] to the defendant’s
contacts with the forum.” Id., at ——, 134
S.Ct., at 754 (internal quotation marks
omitted; emphasis added); see Burger
King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462,
472-473, 105 S.Ct. 2174, 85 L.Ed.2d 528
(1985);, Helicopteros Nacionales de Colom-
bie, S.A. v. Hall, 466 U.S. 408, 414, 104
S.Ct. 1868, 80 L.EEd2d 404 (1984). In
other words, there must be “an affiliation
between the forum and the underlying
controversy, prineipally, fan] activity or an
occurrence that takes place in the forum
State and is therefore subject to the
State’s regulation.” Goodyear, 564 U.S,,
at 919, 181 S.Ct. 2846 (internal quotation
marks and brackets omitted). TFor this
reason, “specific jurisdiction is confined to
adjudication of issues deriving from, or
connected with, the very controversy that
establishes jurisdiction.” [Ibid. (internal
quotation marks omitted).
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B

[11-15] In determining whether per-
sonal jurisdiction is present, a court must
consider a variety of interests. These in-
clude “the interests of the forum State and
of the plaintiff in proceeding with the
cause in the plaintiffs forum of choice.”
Kulko v. Superior Court of Cal, City and
County of San Francisco, 436 U.S. 84, 92,
98 S.Ct. 1690, 56 L.Ed.2d 132 (1978); see
Davmler, supra, at ——~——, n. 20, 134
S.Ct., at 762, n. 20; Asahi Metal Industry
Co. v. Superior Court of Cal, Solano Cty.,
480 U.S. 102, 113, 107 S.Ct. 1026, 94
L.Ed2d 92 (1987); World-Wide Volks-
wagen, 444 U8, at 292, 100 S.Ct. 559.
But the “primary concern” is “the burden
on the defendant.” Id., at 292, 100 S.Ct.
559. Assessing this burden obviously re-
quires a court to consider the practical
problems resulting from litigating in the
forum, but it also encompasses the more
abstract matter of submitting to the coer-
cive power of a State that may have little
legitimate interest in the claims in ques-
tion. As we have put it, restrictions on
personal jurigdietion “are more than a
guarantee of immunity from inconvenient
or distant litigation. They are a conse-
quence of territorial limitations on the
power of the respective States.” Hanson
v. Denckla, 357 U.S. 235, 251, 78 S.Ct.
1228, 2 L.Ed.2d 1283 (1958). “[TThe States
retain many essential attributes of sover-
eignty, including, in particular, the sover-
eign power to try causes in their courts.
The sovereignty of each State ... implie[s]
a limitation on the sovereignty of all its
gister States.” World-Wide Volkswagen,
444 .S, at 293, 100 S.Ct. 559. And at
times, this federalism interest may be deci-
sive. As we explained in World-Wide
Volkswagen, “[elven. if the defendant
would suffer minimal or no inconvenience
from being forced to litigate before the
tribunals of aneother State; even if the
forum State has a strong interest in apply-
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ing its law to the controversy; even if the
forum State is the most convenient loca-
tion for litigation, the Due Process Clause,
acting as an instrument of interstate feder-
alism, may sometimes act fo divest the
State of its power to render a valid judg-
ment.” Id., at 294, 100 S.Ct. 559.

11T

A

[16,17] Our settled principles regard-
ing specific jurisdiction control this case.
In order for a court to exercise specific
jurisdiction over a claim, there must be an
“affiliation between the forum and the un-
derlying econtroversy, principally, [an] ac-
tivity or an occurrence that takes place in
the forum State.” Goodyear, 564 U.S,, at
919, 131 S.Ct. 2846 (internal quotation
marks and brackets in original omitted).
When there is no such connection, specific
jurisdiction is lacking regardless of the
extent of a defendant’s unconnected activi-
ties in the State. See id, at 931, n. 6, 131
S.Ct. 2846 (“[Elven regularly occurring
sales of a product in a State do not justify
the exercise of jurisdiction over a claim
unrelated to those sales”).

[18,19] For this reason, the California
Supreme Court’s “sliding scale approach”
is difficult to square with our precedents.
Under the California approach, the
strength of the requisite econnection be-
tween the forum and the specific claims at
issue is relaxed if the defendant has exten-
sive forum contacts that are unrelated to
those claims. Our cases provide no sup-
port for this approach, which resembles a
loose and spurious form of general juris-
diction. For specific jurisdiction, a defen-
dant’s general connections with the forum
are not enough. As we have said, “[a]
corporation’s ‘continucus activity of some
sorts within a state ... is not enough to
support the demand that the corporation
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be amenable to suits unrelated to that
activity.”” Id, at 927, 131 S.Ct. 2846
(quoting International Shoe, 326 US., at
318, 66 S.Ct. 154).

{201 The present case illustrates the
danger of the California approach. The
State Supreme Court found that specific
jurisdiction was present without identify-
ing any adequate link between the State
and the nonresidents’ claims. As noted,
the nonresidents were not prescribed Pla-
vix in California, did not purchase Plavix in
California, did not ingest Plavix in Califor-
nia, and were not injured by Plavix in
California. The mere fact that other plain-
tiffs were prescribed, obtained, and in-
gested Plavix in California—and allegedly
sustained the same injuries as did the non-
residents—does not allow the State fo as-
sert specific jurisdiction over the nonresi-
dents’ claims. As we have explained, “a
defendant’s relationship with a ... third
party, standing alone, is an insufficient
basis for jurisdiction.” Walden, 571 U.S,,
at , 134 8.Ct.,, at 1123. This remains
true even when third parties (here, the
plaintiffs who reside in California) can
bring claims similar to ‘those brought by
the nonresidents. Nor is it sufficient—or
even relevant—that BMS conducted re-
search in California on matters unrelated
to Plavix. What is needed—and what is
missing here—is a connection between the
forum and the specific claims at issue.

Our decision in Walden, supra, illus-
trates this requirement. In that case, Ne-
vada plaintiffs sued an out-of-state defen-
dant for conducting an allegedly unlawful
search of the plaintiffs while they were in
Georgia preparing to board a plane bound
for Nevada. We held that the Nevada
courts lacked specific jurisdiction even
though the plaintiffs were Nevada resi-
dents and “suffered foreseeable harm in
Nevada.” Id., at — 134 S.Ct., at 1124,
Because the “relevant conduct occurred
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entirely in Georgilal ... the mere fact that
[this] conduct affected plaintiffs with con-
nections to the forum State d[id] not suf-
fice to authorize jurisdiction.” Id., at —,
134 8.Ct., at 1126 (emphasis added).

In today’s case, the connection between
the nonresidents’ claims and the forum is
even weaker. The relevant plaintiffs are
not California residents and do not claim
to have suffered harm in that State. In
addition, as in Walden, all the conduct
giving rise to the nonresidents’ claims oc-
curred elsewhere. It follows that the Cali-
fornia courts cannot claim specific jurisdie-
tion. See World-Wide Volkswagen, supra,
at 295, 100 S.Ct. 559 (finding no personal
jurisdiction in Oklahoma because the de-
fendant “carrfied] on no activity whatsoev-
er in Oklahoma” and dismissing “the for-
tuitous circumnstance that a single Audi
antomobile, sold [by defendants] in New
York to New York residents, happened to
suffer an accident while passing through
Oklahoma” as an “isolated occurrence”).

B

The nonresidents maintain that two of
our cases support the decision below, but
they misinterpret those precedents.

In Keeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inc.,
465 U.S. 770, 104 S.Ct. 1473, 79 L.Ed.2d
790 (1984), a New York resident sued Hus-
tler in New Hampshire, claiming that she
had been libeled in five issues of the maga-
zine, which was distributed throughout the
country, including in New Hampshire,
where it sold 10,000 to 15,000 copies per
month. Concluding that specific jurisdic-
tion was present, we relied principally on
the connection between the circulation of
the magazine in New Hampshire and dam-
age allegedly caused within the State. We

2. The Court held that the defendant had
standing to argue that the Kansas court had
improperly exercised personal jurisdiction
over the claims of the out-of-state class mem-
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noted that “[flalse statements of fact harm
both the subject of the falsehood and the
readers of the statement.” Id., at 776, 104
S.Ct. 1473 (emphasis deleted). This factor
amply distinguishes Keeton from the pres-
ent case, for here the nonresidents’ claims
involve no harm in California and no harm
to California residents.

The nonresident plaintiffs in this case
point to our holding in Keeton that there
was jurisdiction in New Hampshire to en-
tertain the plaintiff's request for damages
suffered outside the State, id., at 774, 104
S.Ct. 1473 but that holding concerned ju-
risdiction to determine the scope of a claim
involving in-state injury and injury to resi-
dents of the State, not, as in this case,
Jurisdiction to entertain claims involving
no in-state injury and no injury to resi-
dents of the forum State. Keefon held
that there was jurisdiction in New Hamp-
shire to consider the full measure of the
plaintiff’s claim, but whether she could ae-
tually recover out-of-state damages was a
merits question governed by New Hamp-
shire libel law. Id., at 778, n. 9, 104 S.Ct.
1473,

The Court’s decision in Phillips Petro-
lewm Co. v. Shutts, 472 U.S. 797, 105 S.Ct.
2965, 86 L.Ed2d 628 (1985), which in-
volved a class action filed in Kansas, is
even less relevant. The Kansas court ex-
ercised personal jurisdiction over the
claims of nonresident class members, and
the defendant, Phillips Petroleum, argued
that this violated the due process rights of
these class members because they lacked
minimum contacts with the State? Ac-
cording to the defendant, the out-of-state
class members should not have been kept
in the case unless they affirmatively opted
in, instead of merely failing to opt out after

bers because that holding materially affected
the defendant’s own interests, specifically, the
res judicata effect of an adverse judgment.
472 U.S., at 803-806, 105 S.Ct. 2965.
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receiving notice.
2965.

Holding that there had been no due
process violation, the Court explained that
the authority of a State to entertain the
claims of nonresident class members is
entirely different from its authority to ex-
ercise jurisdiction over an out-of-state de-
fendant. Id., at 808-812, 105 S.Ct. 2965.
Since Shutts concerned the due process
rights of plaintiffs, it has no bearing on
the question presented here.

Id, at 812, 105 S.Ct.

Respondents nevertheless contend that
Shutts supports their position because, in
their words, it would be “absurd to believe
that [this Court] would have reached the
exact opposite result if the petitioner [Phil-
lips] had only invoked its own due-process
rights, rather than those of the non-resi-
dent plaintiffs.” Brief for Respondents
28-29, n. 6 (emphasgis deleted). But the
fact remains that Phillips did not assert
that Kansas improperly exercised personal
jurisdiction over it, and the Court did not
address that issue® Indeed, the Court
stated specifically that its “discussion of
personal jurisdiction [did not] address
class actions where the jurisdiction is as-
serted against a defendant class.” Shufts,
supra, at 812, n. 3, 105 S.Ct. 2965.

C

[21] In a last ditch contention, respon-
dents contend that BMS’s “decision to
confract with a California company
[McKesson] to distribute [Plavix] national-
ly” provides a sufficient basis for personal
jurisdiction. Tr. of Oral Arg. 32. But as
we have explained, “[t]he requirements of
International Shoe ... must be met as to
each defendant over whom a state court
exercises jurisdiction.” Rush v. Savchuk,
444 U.S. 320, 332, 100 S.Ct. 571, 62

3. Petitioner speculates that Phillips did not
invoke its own due process rights because it
was believed at the time that the Kansas court
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L.Ed.2d 516 (1980); see Walden, 571 U.S,,
at —— 134 S.Ct., at 1123 (“[A} defen-
dant’s relationship with a ... third party,
standing alone, is an insufficient basis for
jurisdiction”). In this case, it is not al-
leged that BMS engaged in relevant acts
together with McKesson in California.
Nor is it alleged that BMS is derivatively
liable for McKesson'’s conduet in Califor-
nia. And the nonresidents “have adduced
no evidence to show how or by whom the
Plavix they took was distributed to the
pharmacies that dispensed it to them.” 1
Calbth, at 815, 206 Cal.Rptr.3d 636, 377
P.3d, at 895 (Werdegar, J., dissenting)
(emphasis deleted). See Tr. of Oral Arg.
33 (“It is impossible to trace a particular
pill to a particular person.... It's not
possible for us to track particularly to
McKesson”). The bare fact that BMS
contracted with a California distributor is
not enough to establish personal jurisdic-
tion in the State.

v

Our straightforward application in this
case of settled principles of personal juris-
diction will not result in the parade of
horribles that respondents conjure wup.
See Brief for Respondents 38-47. Our
decision does not prevent the California
and out-of-state plaintiffs from joining to-
gether in a consolidated action in the
States that have general jurisdiction over
BMS. BMS concedes that such suits could
be brought in either New York or Dela-
ware. See Brief for Petitioner 13. Alter-
natively, the plaintiffs who are residents of
a particular State—for example, the 92
plaintiffs from Texas and the 71 from
Ohio—could probably sue together in their
home States. In addition, since our deci-
sion concerns the due process limits on the

had general jurisdiction.
n. I

See Reply Brief 7,
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exercise of specific jurisdiction by a State,
we leave open the question whether the
Fifth Amendment imposes the same re-
strictions on the exercise of personal juris-
diction by a federal court. See Omni Cap-
ital Int’l, Lid. v. Rudolf Wolff & Co., 484
Us. 97, 102, n. 5, 108 S.Ct. 404, 98
L.Ed.2d 415 (1987).

% % *

The judgment of the California Supreme
Court is reversed, and the case is remand-
ed for further proceedings not inconsistent
with this opinion.

It is so ordered.

Justice SOTOMAYOR, dissenting.

Three years ago, the Court imposed
substantial curbs on the exercise of gener-
al jurisdiction in its decision in Daimler
AG v. Bauwman, 571 U.S. —— 134 S.Ct.
746, 187 L.Ed.2d 624 (2014). Today, the
Court takes its first step toward a similar
contraction of specific jurisdiction by hold-
ing that a corporation that engages in a
nationwide course of conduct cannot be
held accountable in a state court by a
group of injured people unless all of those
people were injured in the forum State.

I fear the consequences of the Court’s
decision today will be substantial. The
majority’s rule will make it difficult to
aggregate the claims of plaintiffs across
the country whose claims may be worth
little alone. It will make it impossible to
bring a nationwide mass action in state
court against defendants who are “at
home” in different States. And it will
result in piecemeal litigation and the bifur-
cation of claims. None of this is neces-
sary. A core concern in this Court’s per-
sonal jurisdiction cases is fairness. And
there is nothing unfair about subjecting a
massive corporation to suit in a State for a
nationwide course of conduct that injures
both forum residents and nonresidents
alike.
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I

Bristol-Myers Squibb is a Fortune 500
pharmaceutical company incorporated in
Delaware and headquartered in New York.
It employs approximately 25,000 people
worldwide and earns annual revenues of
over $15 billion. In the late 1990’s, Bris-
tol-Myers began to market and sell a pre-
scription blood thinner called Plavix. Pla-
vix was advertised as an effective tool for
reducing the risk of blood clotting for
those vulnerable to heart attacks and to
strokes. The ads worked: At the height
of its popularity, Plavix was a blockbuster,
earning Bristol-Myers billions of dollars in
annual revenues.

Bristol-Myers’ advertising and distribu-
tion efforts were national in scope. It
condueted a single nationwide advertising
campaign for Plavix, using television, mag-
azine, and Internet ads to broadeast its
message. A consumer in California heard
the same advertisement as a consumer in
Maine about the benefits of Plavix. Bris-
tol-Myers’ distribution of Plavix also pro-
ceeded through nationwide channels: Con-
sistent with its usual practice, it relied on a
small number of wholesalers to distribute
Plavix throughout the country. One of
those distributors, McKesson Corporation,
was named as a defendant below; during
the relevant time period, McKesson was
responsible for almost a quarter of Bris-
tol-Myers' revenue worldwide.

The 2005 publication of an article in the
New England Journal of Medicine ques-
tioning the efficacy and safety of Plavix
put Bristol-Myers on the defensive, as
consumers around the country began to
claim that they were injured by the drug.
The plaintiffs in these consolidated cases
are 86 people who allege they were injured
by Plavix in California and several hun-
dred others who say they were injured by
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the drug in other States.! They filed their
suits in California Superior Court, raising
product-liability claims against Bristol-
Myers and McKesson. Their claims are
“materially identical,” as Bristol-Myers
concedes. See Brief for Petitioner 4, n. 1.
Bristol-Myers acknowledged it was sub-
jeet to suit in Californis state court by the
residents of that State. But it moved to
dismiss the claims brought by the nonresi-
dent plaintiffs—respondents here—for
lack of jurisdiction. The guestion here,
accordingly, is not whether Bristol-Myers
is subject to suit in California on claims
that arise out of the design, development,
manufacture, marketing, and distribution
of Plavix—it is. The question is whether
Bristol-Myers is subject to suit in Califor-
nia only on the residents’ claims, or wheth-
er a state court may also hear the nonresi-

{3

dents’ “identical” claims.

II

A

As the majority explains, since our path-
marking opinion in International Shoe Co.
v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310, 66 S.Ct. 154,
90 L.Ed. 95 (1945), the touchstone of the
personal-jurisdiction analysis has been the
question whether a defendant has “certain
minimum contacts with [the State] such
that the maintenance of the suit does not
offend “traditional notions of fair play and
substantial justice.” Id., at 316, 66 S.Ct.

1. Like the parties and the majority, I refer to
these people as ‘residents” and “nonresi-
dents” of California as a convenient short-
hand. See ante, at 1778; Brief for Petitioner
4-5, n. 1; Brief for Respondents 2, n. 1. For
jurisdictional purposes, the important ques-
tion is generally (as it is here) where a plain-
tiff was injured, not where he or she resides.

2. Respondents do not contend that the Cali-
fornia courts would be able to exercise gener-
al jurisdiction over Bristol-Myers—a conces-
sion that follows directly from this Court’s
opinion in Daimler AG v. Bauman, 571 U.S.
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154 (quoting Milliken v. Meyer, 311 U.S.
457, 463, 61 S.Ct. 339, 85 L.Ed. 278 (1940)).
For decades this Court has considered
that question through two different juris-
dictional frames: “general” and “specific”
jurisdiction. See Helicopteros Nacionales
de Colombia, S.A. v.. Hall, 466 U.S. 408,
414, nn. 8-9, 104 S.Ct. 1868, 80 L.Ed.2d
404 (1984). Under our current case law, a
state court may exercise general, or all-
purpose, jurisdiction over a defendant cor-
poration only if its “affiliations with the
State are so ‘continuous and systematic’ as
to render [it] essentially at home in the
forum State.” Goodyear Dunlop Tives
Operations, S.A. v. Brown, 564 U.S. 915,
919, 131 S.Ct. 2846, 180 L.Ed.2d 796
(2011).%

If general jurisdiction is not appropriate,
however, a state court can exercise only
specific, or case-linked, jurisdiction over a
dispute. Id, at 923-924, 131 S.Ct. 2846.
Our cases have set out three conditions for
the exercise of specific jurisdiction over a
nonresident defendant. 4A C. Wright, A.
Miller, & A. Steinman, Federal Practice
and Procedure § 1069, pp. 22-78 (4th ed.
2015) (Wright); see also id., at 22-27, n. 10
(collecting authority). First, the defen-
dant must have “‘purposefully availled]
itself of the privilege of conducting activi-
ties within the forum State’” or have pur-
posefully directed its conduect into the fo-
rum State. J. Mclntyre Machinery, Lid.

——, 134 S.Ct. 746, 187 L.Ed.2d 624 (2014).
As I have explained, I believe the restrictions
the Court imposed on general jurisdiction in
Daimler were ill advised. See BNSF R. Co. v.
Tyrrell, 581 US. —, ——, 137 S.Ct. 1549,
— LEd.2d —— (2017) (SOTOMAYOR, I,
concurring in part and dissenting in part);
Daimler, 571 U.S., at —, 134 S.Ct. at 772—
773 (SOTOMAYOR, J., concurring in judg-
ment). But I accept respondents’ concession,
for the purpose of this case, that Bristol-
Myers is not subject to general jurisdiction in
California.
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v. Nicastro, 564 U.S. 873, 877, 131 S.Ct.
2780, 180 L.Ed.2d 765 (2011) (plurality
opinion) (quoting Hanson v. Denckla, 357
U.S. 235, 253, 78 S.Ct. 1228, 2 L.Ed.2d
1283 (1958)). Second, the plaintiff's claim
must “arise out of or relate to” the defen-
dant’s forum conduct. Helicopteros, 466
U.S., at 414, 104 S.Ct. 1868, Finally, the
exercise of jurisdiction must be reasonable
under the circumstances. Asahi Metal In-
dustry Co. v. Superior Court of Cal., Sola-
no Cty., 480 U.S. 102, 113-114, 107 S.Ct.
1026, 94 L.Ed.2d 92 (1987); Burger King
Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462, 477478,
106 S.Ct. 2174, 85 L.Ed.2d 528 (1985).
The factors relevant to such an analysis
include “the burden on the defendant, the
forum State’s inferest in adjudicating the
dispute, the plaintiff’s interest in obtaining
convenient and effective relief, the inter-
state judicial system’s interest in obtaining
the most efficient resolution of controver-
sies, and the shared interest of the several
States in furthering fundamental substan-
tive social policies.” Id., at 477, 105 S.Ct.
2174 (internal quotation marks omitted).

B

Viewed through this framework, the
California courts appropriately exercised
specific jurisdiction over respondents’
claims.

First, there is no dispute that Bristol-
Myers “purposefully availled] itself,” Ni-
castro, 564 U.S., at 877, 131 S.Ct. 2780 of
California and its substantial pharmaceuti-
cal market. Bristol-Myers employs over
400 people in California and maintains half
a dozen facilities in the State engaged in
research, development, and policymaking.
Ante, at 1777-1778. It contracts with a
California-based distributor, McKesson,
whose sales account for a significant por-
tion of its revenue. Supra, at 1784 - 1785.
And it markets and sells its drugs, includ-
ing Plavix, in California, resulting in total
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Plavix sales in that State of nearly $1
billion during the period relevant to this
suit.

Second, respondents’ claims “relate to”
Bristol-Myers’ in-state conduct. A claim
“relates t0” a defendant’s forum conduct if
it has a “connectfion] with” that conduct.
International Shoe, 326 U.S., at 319, 66
S.Ct. 154. So respondents could not, for
instance, hale Bristol-Myers into court in
California for negligently maintaining the
sidewalk outside its New York headquar-
ters—a claim that has no connection to
acts Bristol-Myers took in California. But
respondents’ claims against Bristol-Myers
look nothing like such a claim. Respon-
dents’ claims against Bristol-Myers con-
cern conduct materially identical fo acts
the company fook in California: its mar-
keting and distribution of Plavix, which it
undertook on a nationwide basis in all 50
States. That respondents were allegedly
injured by this nationwide course of con-
duet in Indiana, Oklahoma, and Texas, and
not California, does not mean that their
claims do not “relate to” the advertising
and distribution efforts that Bristol-Myers
undertook in that State. All of the plain-
tiffs—residents and nonresidents alike—
allege that they were injured by the same
essential acts. Our cases require no con-
nection more direct than that.

Finally, and importantly, there is no ser-
ious doubt that the exercise of jurisdiction
over the nonresidents’ claims is reason-
able. Because Bristol-Myers already
faces claims that are identical to the non-
residents’ claims in this suit, it will not be
harmed by having to defend against re-
spondents’ claims: Indeed, the alternative
approach—Ilitigating those claims in sepa-
rate suits in as many as 34 different
States—would prove far more burden-
some. By contrast, the plaintiffs’ “interest
in obtaining convenient and effective re-
lief,” Burger King, 471 U8, at 477, 105
S.Ct. 2174 (internal guotation marks omit-



BRISTOL-MYERS SQUIBB v. SUPERIOR CT. OF CA 1787
Citeas 137 S.Ct. 1773 (2017)

ted), is obviously furthered by participat-
ing in a consolidated proceeding in one
State under shared counsel, which allows
them to minimize costs, share discovery,
and maximize recoveries on claims that
may be too small to bring on their own.
Ctf. American Express Co. v. Italian Col-
ors Restarrant, 570 U.S, —— —— 133
S.Ct. 2304, 2316, 186 L.Ed.2d 417 (2013)
(KAGAN, J., dissenting) (“No rational ac-
tor would bring a claim worth tens of
thousands of dollars if doing so meant
ineurring costs in the hundreds of thou-
sands”). California, too, has an interest in
providing a forum for mass actions like
this one: Permitting the nonresidents to
bring suit in California alongside the resi-
dents facilitates the efficient adjudication
of the residents’ claims and allows it to
regulate more effectively the conduct of
both nonresident corporations like Bristol-
Myers and resident ones like McKesson.

Nothing in the Due Process Clause pro-
hibits a California court from hearing re-
spondents’ claims—at least not in a case
where they are joined to identical claims
brought by California residents.

IIT

Bristol-Myers does not dispute that it
has purposefully availed itself of Califor-
nia’s markets, nor—remarkably—did it ar-
gue below that it would be “unreasonable”
for a California court to hear respondents’
claims. See 1 Calbth 783, 799, n. 2, 206
Cal.Rptr.3d 636, 377 P.8d 874, 885, n. 2
(2016). Instead, Bristol-Myers contends
that respondents’ claims do not “arise out
of or relate to” its California conduct. The
majority agrees, explaining that no “ade-
quate link” exists “between the State and
the nonresidents’ claims,” ante, at 1781 -
1782—a result that it says follows from
“settled principles [ofl specific jurisdic-
tion,” ante, at 1780 —1781. But our prece-
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dents do not require this result, and com-
mon sense says that it cannot be correct.

A

The majority casts its decision today as
compelled by precedent. Ibid. But our
cases point in the other direction.

The majority argues at length that the
exercise of specific jurisdiction in this case
would conflict with our decision in Walder
2. Fiore, 571 U.S. , 134 8.Ct. 1115, 188
L.Ed2d 12 (2014). That is plainly not
true. Walden concerned the requirement
that a defendant “purposefully avail” him-
self of a forum State or “purposefully di-
rec[t]” his conduct toward that State, Ni-
castro, 564 U.S., at 877, 131 S.Ct. 2780 not
the separate requirement that a plaintiff’s
claim “arise out of or relate to” a defen-
dant’s forum contacts. The lower court
understood the case that way. See Fiore
v. Walden, 688 F.3d 558, 576-582 (C.A.9
2012). The parties understood the case
that way. See Brief for Petitioner 17-31,
Brief for Respondent 20-44, Brief for
United States as Amicus Curice 12-18, in
Walden v. Fiore, O.T. 2013, No. 12-574.
And courts and commentators have under-
stood the case that way. See, eg, 4
Wright § 1067.1, at 388-389. Walden
teaches only that a defendant must have
purposefully availed itself of the forum,
and that a plaintiff cannot rely solely on a
defendant’s contacts with a forum resident
to establish the necessary relationship.
See 571 U.S., at —, 134 S.Ct., at 1122
(“[Tthe plaintiff cannot be the only link
between the defendant and the forum”).
But that holding has nothing to do with
the dispute between the parties: Bristol-
Myers has purposefully availed itself of
California—to the tune of millions of dol-
lars in annual revenue. Only if its lan-
guage is taken out of context, ante, at
1781 — 1782, can Walden be made to seem
relevant fo the case at hand.
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By contrast, our decision in Keeton v
Hustler Magazine, Inc., 465 U.S. 770, 104
S.Ct. 1473, 79 L.Ed2d 790 (1984), sug-
gests that there should be no such barrier
to the exercise of jurisdiction here. In
Keeton, a New York resident brought suit
against an Ohio corporation, a magazine,
in New Hampshire for libel. She alleged
that the magazine’s nationwide course of
conduet—its publication of defamatory
statements—had injured her in every
State, including New Hampshire. This
Court unanimously rejected the defen-
dant’s argument that it should not be sub-
jeet to “nationwide damages” when only a
small portion of those damages arose in
the forum State, id, at 781, 104 S.Ct.
1473; exposure to such liability, the Court
explained, was the consequence of having
“contintously and deliberately exploited
the New Hampshire market,” ibid. The
majority today dismisses Keeton on the
ground that the defendant there faced one
plaintiff’s claim arising out of its nation-
wide course of conduct, whereas Bristol-
Myers faces many more plaintiffs’ claims.
See ante, at 1782 -1783. But this is a
distinetion without a difference: In either
case, a defendant will face Hability in &
single State for a single course of conduct
that has impact in many States. Keefon
informs us that there is no unfairness in
such a result.

The majority’s animating concern, in the
end, appears to be federalism: “[Tlerrito-
rial limitations on the power of the respec-
tive States,” we are informed, may—and
today do—trump even concerns about fair-

3. Bristol-Myers urges such a rule upon us,
Brief for Petitioner 14-37, but its adoption
would have consequences far beyond those
that follow from today's factbound opinion.
Among other things, it might call into ques-
tion whether even a plaintiff injured in a State
by an item identical to those sold by a defen-
dant in that State could avail himself of that
State’s courts to redress his injuries—a result
specifically contemplated by World-Wide
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ness to the parties. Ante, at 1780. Indeed,
the majority appears to concede that this
is not, at bottom, a case about fairness but
instead a case about power: one in which
“‘the defendant would suffer minimal or
no inconvenience from being forced to liti-
gate before the tribunals of another State;
... the forum State has a strong interest
in applying its law to the controversy;
[and] the forum State is the most conve-
nient location for litigation’” but personal
jurisdiction still will not lie. Ante, at
1780 -~ 1781 (quoting World-Wide Volks-
wagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286,
294, 100 S.Ct. 559, 62 L.Ed.2d 490 (1980)).
But 1 see little reason to apply such a
principle in a case brought against a large
corporate defendant arising out of its na-
tionwide conduct. What interest could any
single State have in adjudicating respon-
dents’ claims that the other States do not
share? T would measure jurisdiction first
and foremost by the yardstick set out in
International Shoe—“fair play and sub-
stantial justice,” 326 U.S., at 316, 66 S.Ct.
154 (internal quotation marks omitted).
The majority’s opinion casts that settled
principle aside.

B

I fear the consequences of the majority’s
decision today will be substantial. Even
absent a rigid requitement that a defen-
dant’s in-state conduct must actually cause
a plaintiff's claim,? the upshot of today’s
opinion is that plaintiffs cannot join their
claims together and sue a defendant in a
State in which only some of them have

Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286,
297, 100 S.Ct. 559, 62 L.Ed.2d 490 (1980).
See Brief for Civil Procedure Professors as
Amici Curiae 14-18; see also J. Mclutyre Ma-
chinery, Ltd. v. Nicastro, 564 U.S. 873, 906-
907, 131 S.Ct. 2780, 180 L.Ed.2d 765 (2011)
(GINSBURG, J., dissenting). That question,
and others like it, appears to await another
case.
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been injured. That rule is likely to have
consequences far beyond this case.

First, and most prominently, the Court’s
opinion in this case will make it profoundly
difficult for plaintiffs who are injured in
different States by a defendant’s nation-
wide course of conduct to sue that defen-
dant in a single, consolidated action. The
holding of today’s opinion is that such an
action cannot be brought in a State in
which only some plaintiffs were injured.
Not to worry, says the majority: The
plaintiffs here could have sued Bristol-
Myers in New York or Delaware; could
“probably” have subdivided their separate
claims into 34 lawsuits in the States in
which they were injured; and might have
been able to bring a single suit in federal
court (an “open ... question”). Anfe, at
1783 -1784. Even setting aside the ma-
jority’s caveats, what is the purpose of
such limitations? What interests are
served by preventing the consolidation of
claims and limiting the forums in which
they can be consolidated? The effect of
the Court’s opinion today is to eliminate
nationwide mass actions in any State other
than those in which a defendant is “ ‘essen-
tially at home.””* See Daimler, 571 U.S,,
at ——, 134 S.Ct., at 754. Such a rule
hands one more tool to corporate defen-
dants determined to prevent the aggrega-
tion of individual claims, and forces injured
plaintiffs to bear the burden of bringing
suit in what will often be far flung jurisdic-
tions.

Second, the Court’s opinion today may
make it impossible to bring certain mass
actions at all. After this case, it is difficult
to imagine where it might be possible to
bring a nationwide mass action against two
or more defendants headquartered and in-

4. The Court today does not confront the ques-
tion whether its opinion here would also ap-
ply to a class action in which a plaintiff in-
jured in the forum State seeks to represent a
nationwide class of plaintiffs, not all of whom
were injured there. Cf. Devlin v. Scardelletti,
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corporated in different States. There will
be no State where both defendants are “at
home,” and so no State in which the suit
can proceed. What about a nationwide
mass action brought against a defendant
not headquartered or incorporated in the
United States? Such a defendant is not
“at home” in any State. Cf. id., at ——~
, 134 S.Ct., at T72-773 (SOTOMA-
YOR, J., concurring in judgment). Kspe-
cially in a world in which defendants are
stbject to general jurisdiction in only a
handful of States, see ibid., the effect of
today’s opinion will be to curtail—and in
some cases eliminate—plaintiffs’ ability to
hold corporations fully accountable for
their nationwide conduct.

The majority chides respondents for
conjuring a “parade of horribles,” ante, at
1783, but says nothing about how suits like
those described here will survive its opin-
ion in this case. The answer is simple:
They will not.

* * *

It “does not offend ‘traditional notions of
fair play and substantial justice, ” Interna-
tional Shoe, 326 U.S., at 316, 66 S.Ct. 154
to permit plaintiffs to aggregate eclaims
arising out of a single nationwide course of
conduct in a single suit in a single State
where some, but not all, were injured.
But that is exactly what the Court holds
today is barred by the Due Process
Clause.

This is not a rule the Constitution has
required before. I respectfully dissent.
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536 U.S. 1, 9-10, 122 S.Ct. 2005, 153 L.Ed.2d
27 (2002) (“Nonnamed class members ...

" may be parties for some purposes and not for
others”); see also Wood, Adjudicatory Juris-
diction and Class Actions, 62 Ind. L.J. 597,
616-617 (1987).





