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keep these concepts distinct, some of the old guardi-ails 
have begun to look a little battered. Take general jurisdic­
tion. If it made sense to speak of a corporation having one 
or two "homes" in 1945, it seems almost quaint in 2021 
when corporations with global reach often have massive op­
erations spread across multiple States: To cope with these 
changing economic realities, this Court has begun cau­
tiously expanding the old rule in "'exceptional case[s]."' 
BNSF R. Co. v. Tyrrell, 581 U.S._,_ (2017) (slip op., 
at 10). 

Today's case tests the old boundaries from another direc­
tion. Until now, many lower courts have proceeded on the 
premise that specific jurisdiction requires two things. First, 
the defendant must "purposefully avail" itself of the chance 
to do business in a State. Second, the plaintiff's suit must 
"arise out of or relate to" the defendant's in-state activities. 
Typically, courts have read this second phrase as a unit re­
quiring at least a but-for causal link between the defend­
ant's local activities and the plaintiff's injuries. E.g., Tam­
buro v. Dworkin, 601 F. 3d 693, 708-709 (CA7 2010) 
(collecting cases); see also Biirger King, 471 U.S., at 475 
(discussing "proximate[] results"). As every first year law 
student learns, a but-for causation test isn't the most de­
manding. At a high level of abstraction, one might say any 
event in the world would not have happened ''but for'' 
events far and long removed. 

Now, though, the Court pivots away from this under­
standing. Focusing on the phrase "arise out of or relate to" 
that so often appears in our cases, the majority asks us to 
parse those words "as though we were dealing with lan­
guage of a statute." Reiterv. Sonotone C01p., 442 U.S. 330, 
341 (1979). In particular, the majority zeros in on the dis­
junctive conjunction "or," and proceeds to build its entire 
opinion around that linguistic feature. Ante, at 8-9. The 
majority admits that "arise out of" may connote causation. 
But, it argues, "relate to" is an independent clause that does 
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not. 

3 

Where this leaves us is far from clear. For a case to "re­
late to" the defendant's fo1·um contacts, the majority says, 
it is enough if an "affiliation" or "relationship" or "connec­
tion" exists between them. Ante, at 6, 12, 16. But what does 
this assortment of nouns mean? Loosed from any causation 
standard, we are left to guess. The majority promises that 
its new test "does not mean anything goes," but that hardly 
tells us what does. Ante, at 9. In some cases, the new test 
may prove more forgiving than the old causation rule. But 
it's hard not to wonder whether it may also sometimes turn 
out to be more demanding. Unclear too is whether, in cases 
like that, the majority would tl'eat causation and "affilia­
tion" as alternative routes to specific ju1·isdiction, or 
whether it would deny jurisdiction outright. 

For a glimpse at the complications invited by today's de­
cision, consider its treatment of North Dakota and Wash­
ington. Those are the States where Ford ffrst sold the al­
legedly defective Cal's at issue in the cases before us. The 
majority seems to suggest that, if the plaintiffs had sought 
to bring their suits in those States, they would have failed. 
The majority stresses that the "only connection" between 
the plaintiffs' claims and North Dakota and Washington is 
the fact that former owners once bough~ ~he .. aile.gedly <;l,El·. 
fective cars there. Ante, at 16. But the majority never tells 
us why that "connection" isn't enough. Surely, North Da­
kota and Washington would conte'nd they have a strong in­
terest in ensuring they don't become marketplaces for un­
re!J.sooably dangerous products. Nor is it clear why the 
majority casts doubt on the availability of specific jurisdic­
tion in these States without bothering to consider whether 
the old causation test might allow it. After all, no one 
doubts Ford purposef},llly availed itself of those markets. 
The plaintiffs' injuries, at least arguably, "arose from" (or 
were caused by) the sale of defective cars in those places. 
Even if the majority's new affiliation test isn't satisfied, 
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don't we still need to ask those causation questions, or are 
they now to be abandoned? 

Consider, too, a hypothetical the majority offers in a foot­
note. The majority imagines a retiree in Maine who starts 
a one-man business, carving and selling wooden duck de­
coys. In time, the man sells a defective decoy ove1· the In­
ternet to a purchaser in another State who is injured. See 
ante, at 13, n. 4. We 'aren't told how, (Yvas the decoy coated 
in lead paint?) But put that aside. The majority says this 
hypothetical supplies a useful study in contrast with our 
cases. On the majority's telling, Ford's "continuous" con­
tacts with Montana and Minnesota are enough to establish 
an "affiliation" with those States; by comparison, the decoy 
seller's contacts may be too "isolated" and "sporadic" to en­
title an injured buyer to sue in his home State. But if this 
comparison highlights anything, it is only the litigation 
sure to follow. For between the poles of "continuous" and 
"isolated" contacts lie a virtually infinite number of "affilia­
tions" waiting to be explored. And when it comes to that 
vast terrain, the majority supplies no meaningful guidance 
about what kind or how much of an "affiliation" will suffice, 
Nor, once more, does the majority tell us whether its new 
affiliation test supplants or merely supplements the old 
causation inquiry, 

Not only does the majority's new test risk adding new lay­
ers of confusion to our personal jurisdiction jurisprudence. 
The whole project seems unnecessary. Immediately after 
disavowing any need for a causal link between the defend­
ant's forum activities and the plaintiffs' injtuies, the major­
ity proceeds to admit that such a link may be present here. 
Ante, at 14. The majority stresses that the Montana and 
Minnesota plaintiffs before u.s "might'' have purchased their 
cars because of Ford's activities in their home States. They 
"may" have relied on Ford's local advertising. And they 
"may" have depended on Ford's promise to furnish in-state 
servicers and dealers. If the majority is right about these 

11111 
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things, that would be more than enough to establish a but­
for causal link between Ford's in-state activities and the 
plaintiffs' decisions to purchase their allegedly defective ve­
hicles. Nor should that result come as a sm·prise: One 
might expect such causal links to be ~asy to prove in suits 
against corporate behemoths like Ford. All the new euphe­
misms-"affiliation," "relationship," "connection"-thus 
seem pretty pointless. 1 

* 
With the old International Shoe dichotomy looking in­

creasingly uncertain, it's hard not to ask how we got here 
and where we might be headed. 

Before International Shoe, it seems due process was usu­
ally understood to guarantee that only a court of competent 
jurisdiction could deprive a defendant of his life, liberty, or 
property. In turn, a court's competency normally depended 
on the defendant's presence in, or consent to, the sover­
eign's jurisdiction. But once a plaintiff was able to "tag" the 
defendant with process in the ju1·isdiction, that State's 
courts were generally thought competent to render judg­
ment on any claim against the defendant, whether it in­
volved events inside or outside the State. Pennoyer v. Neff, 
95 U. S. 714, 733 (1878); Burnham v. Superior Court of Cal., 

1The majority says personal jurisdiction should not turn on a plain­
tiffs abiliLy to "allege" or "establish" bis or her reasons for doing business 
with the defendant. Ante, at 14. But the implicit assumption here-that 
the plaintiff bears the burden of proving personal jurisdiction-is often 
mistaken. Perhaps because a lack of personal jurisd.ictio.n is a waivable 
affirmative defense, some States place the burden of proving the defense 
on the defendant. Even in places where. the plaintiff bears the burden, I 
fail to see why it would be so terrible (or burdensome) to require an indi­
vidual to plead and prove his or her reasons for purchase. Frequently, 
doing so may be simple-far simpler than showing how the defendant's 
connections with the jurisdiction satisfy a new and amorphous "affilia­
tion" test. 

-
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County of Marin, 495 U. S. 604, 610-611 (1990); J. Story, Commentaries on the Conflict of Laws 912-913 (3d ed. 1846); Massiev. Watts, 6 Cranch 148,157, 161-162 (1810).2 
International Shoe's emergence may be attributable to many influences, but at least part of the story seems to in­volve the rise of corporations and interstate trade. See Honda Motor Co. v. Oberg, 512 U. S. 415, 431 (1994). A corporation doing business in its State of incorporation is one thing; the old physical presence rules for individuals seem easily adaptable to them. But what happens when a corporation, created and able to operate thanks to the laws of one State, seeks the privilege of sending agents or prod­ucts into another State? 

Early on, many state courts held conduct like that ren­ders an out-of-state corporation present in the second juris­diction. And a present company could be sued for any claim, so long as the plaintiff served an employee doing corporate business within the second State. E.g., Pennsylvania Lum­bermen's Mut. Pirelns. Co. v.Meyer, 197 U.S. 407, 413-415 (1905). Other States sought to obviate any potential ques­tion about corporate jurisdiction by requfring an out-of­state corporation to incorporate under their laws too, or at least designate an agent for service of process. Either way, the idea was to secure the out-of-state company's presence or consent to suit. E.g., Penn,syluania Fire Ins. Co. of Phil­adelphia v. Gold Issue Mining & Milling Co., 243 U.S. 93, 

2 Some disagree that due process requires even this much. Recent scholarship, for example, contends Pennoyer's territorial account of sov• ereign power is mostly right, but the rules it embodies are not "fixed in constitutional amber"-that is, Congress might be able to change them. Sachs, Pennoyer Was Right, 95 Texas L. Rev. 1249, 1265 (2017). Others suggest that fights over personal jurisdiction would be more sensibly waged under the Full Faith and Credit Clause. Jackson, Full Faith and Credit-The Lawyer's Clause of the Constitution, 45 Colum. L. Rev. 1, 3 (1945). Whether these theories are right or wrong, they at least seek to answer the right question-what the Constitution as originally under­stood requires, not what nine judges consider "fail"" and ''just." 

-
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Unsurprisingly, corporations soon looked for ways 
around rules like these. No one, after all, has ever liked 
greeting the process server. For centuiies, individuals fac­
ing imminent suit sought to avoid it by fleeing the court's 
territorial jurisdiction. But this tactic proved "too crude for 
the American business genius," and it held some obvious 
disadvantages. See Jackson, What Price "Due Process," 5 
N. Y. L. Rev. 435, 436 (1927). Corporations wanted to re­
tain the privilege of sending their personnel and products 
to other jurisdictions where they lacked a charter to do busi­
ness. At the same time, when confronted with lawsuits in 
the second forum, they sought to hide behind their foreign 
charters and deny their presence. Really, their strategy 
was to do business without being seen to do business. Id., 
at 438 ("No longer is the foreign corporation confronted with 
the problem 'to be or not to be'-it can both be and not be!"). 

Initially and routinely, state courts rejected ploys like 
these. See, e.g., Pullman Palace Cm· Co. v. Lawrence, 7 4 
Miss. 782, 796-799, 22 So. 53, 55-56 (Miss. 1897). But, in 
a series of decisions at ~he turn of the last century, this 
Court eventually provided a more receptive audience. On 
the one hand, the Court held that an out-of-state corpora­
tion often has a right to do business in another State unen­
cumbered by that State's registration rules, thanks to the 
so-called dormant Commerce Clause. International Text­
book Co. v. Pigg, 217 U.S. 91, 107-112 (1910). On the other 
hand, the Court began invoking the Due Process Clause to 
restrict the circumstances in which an out-of-state corpora­
tion could be deemed present. So, for example, the Court 
ruled that even an Oklahoma corporation purchasing a 
large portion of its merchandise in New York was not "doing 
business" there. Rosenberg Bros. & Co. v. Curtis Brown Co., 
260 U. S. 516, 517-518 (1923). Perhaps advocates of this 
arrangement thought it promoted national economic 
growth. See Dodd, Jui-isdiction in Personal Actions, 23 Ill. 
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L. Rev. 427, 444-445 (1929). But critics questioned its fi­
delity to the Constitution and traditional jurisdictional 
principles, noting that it often left injtu·ed parties with no 
practical forum for their claims too. Jackson, 5 
N. Y. L. Rev., at 436-438. 

In many ways, International Shoe sought to start over. 
The Court "cast ... aside" the old concepts of territorial ju­
risdiction that its own earlier decisions had seemingly 
twisted in favor of out-of-state corporations. Burnham, 495 
U. S., at 618. At the same time, the Court also cast doubt 
on the idea, once pursued by many state courts, that a com­
pany "consents" to suit when it is forced to incorporate or 
designate an agent for receipt of process in a jurisdiction 
other than its home State. Ibid.a In place of nearly every­
thing that had come before, the Court sought to build a new 
test focused on "'traditional notions of fair play and sub­
stantial justice."' International Shoe, 326 U. S., at 316 
(quoting Millihen v. Meyer, 311 U.S. 457, 463 (1940)). 

It was a heady promise. But it is unclear how far it has 
i·eally taken us. Even today, this Court usually considers 
corporations "at home" and thus subject to general jurisdic­
tion in only one or two States. All in a world where global 
conglomerates boast of their many "headquarters." The 
Court has issued these restrictive rulings, too, even though 
individual defendants remain subject to the old "tag" rule, 
allowing them to be sued on any claim anywhere they can 
be found. Burnham, 495 U.S., at 610-611. 4 Nearly 80 

s It is uncleu what remains of the old "consent" theory after Interna­
tional Shoe's criticism. Some courts read International Shoe and the 
cases that follow as effectively foreclosing it, while othexs insist it re­
mains viable. Compare Lanham v. BNSF R. Co., 306 Neb. 124, 130-186, 
939 N. W. 2d 363, 868-371 (Neb. 2020), with Rodrigiiez v. Ford Motor 
Co., 2019-NMCA-023, 112-,114, 458 P. 3d 669, 576-676 (N. M. Ct. App. 
2018). 

4 Since Burnham, some courts have sought to revive the tag rule for 
a1-tificial entities while others argue that doing so would be inconsistent 
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years removed from Intemational Shoe, it seems corpora­
tions continue to receive special jurisdictional protections 
in the name of the Constitution. Less clea1: is why. 

Maybe, too, International Shoe just doesn't work quite as 
well as it once did. For a period, its specific jurisdiction test 
might have seemed a reasonable new substitute for as­
sessing corporate "presence," a way to identify those out-of. 
state corporations that were simply pretending to be absent 
from jurisdictions where they were really transacting busi­
ness. When a company "purposefully availed" itself of the 
benefits of another State's market in the 1940s, it often in­
volved sending in agents, advertising in local media, or de­
veloping a network of on-the-ground dealers, much as Ford 
did in these cases. E.g., International Shoe, 326 U. S., at 
313-314, 320. But, today, even an individual retiree carv­
ing wooden decoys in Maine can "purposefully avail'' him­
self of the chance to do business across the continent after 
drawing online orders to his e-Bay "store" thanks to Inter­
net advertising with global reach. Ante, at 12-13, n. 4. A 
test once aimed at keeping corporations honest about their 
out-of-state operations now seemingly risks hauling indi­
viduals to jurisdictions where they have never set foot. 

Perhaps this is the real reason why the majority intro· 
duces us to the hypothetical decoy salesman. Yes, he argu­
ably availed himself of a new market. Yes, the plaintiff's 

·injuries arguably arose from (or were caused by) the prod­
uct he.sold there. Yes, International Shoe's old causation 
test would seemingly allow for personal jurisdiction. But 
maybe the majority resists that conclusion because the old 
test no longer seems as reliable a proxy for determining cor­
porate presence as it once did. Maybe that's the intuition 

with International Shoe. Compare First Am. Corp. v. Price Waterhouse 
LLP, 164 F. 3d 16, 20-21 (CA2 1998), with Martinez v. Aero Caribbean, 
764 F. 3d 1062, 1067-1069 (CA9 2014). 
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lying behind the majority's introduction of its new "affilia­
tion" rule and its comparison of the Maine retiree's "spo­
radic" and "isolated" sales in the plaintiff's State and Ford's 
deep "relationships" and "connections" with Montana and 
Minnesota. Ante, at 13, n. 4. 

If that is the logic at play here, I cannot help but wonder 
if we are destined to return where we began. Perhaps all of 
this Court's efforts since International Shoe, including 
those of today's majority, might be understood as seeking to 
recreate in new terms a jurisprudence about corporate ju­
risdiction that was developing before this Court's muscular 
interventions in the early 20th century. Perhaps it was, is, 
and in the end always will be about trying to assess fairly a 
corporate defendant's presence or consent. International 
Shoe may have sought to move past those questions. But 
maybe all we have done since is struggle for new words to 
express the old ideas. Perhaps, too, none of this should 
come as a surprise. New technologies and new schemes to 
evade the process server will always be with us. But if our 
concern is with "'traditional notions of fair play and sub­
stantial justice,"' International Shoe, 326 U.S., at 316 (em­
phasis added), not just our personal and idiosyncratic im­
pressions of those things, perhaps we will always wind up 
asking variations of the same questions. 6 

None of this is to cast doubt on the outcome ofthe_se cases. 

5The majority worries that the thoughts expressed here threaten t:o 
"transfigure our specific judsdiction standard as applied to corporations" 
and "return [us] to the mid-19th century." Ante, at 7, n. 2; ante, at 9, n. 8. 
But it bas become a tired trope to criticize any refexence to the Constitu­
tion's original meaning as (somehow) both radical and antiquated. Seek• 
ing to understand the Constitution's original meaning is part of our 
job. What's the majority's real worry anyway-that corporations might 
lose special protections? The Constitution has always allowed suits 
against individuals on any issue in any State where they set foot. Supra, 
at 8-9. Yet the majority seems to recoil at even entertaining the possi­
bility the Constitution might tolerate similar results for "nationwide cor­
poration[s]," whose "business is everywhere." Ante, at 2; ante, at 9, n. 3. 

-
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The parties have not pointed to anything in the Constitu­
tion's original meaning or its history that might allow Ford 
to evade answering the plaintiffs' claims in Montana or 
Minnesota courts. No one seriously questions that the com­
pany, seeking to do business, entered those jurisdictions 
through the front door. And I cannot see why, when faced 
with the process server, it should be allowed to escape out 
the back. Jackson, 5 N. Y. L. Rev., at 439. The real struggle 
here isn't with settling on the right outcome in these cases, 
but with making sense of our personal jurisdiction jurispru • 
dence and International Shoe's increasingly dou,btful di­
chotomy. On those scores, I readily admit that I finish these 
cases with even more questions than I had at the start. 
Hopefully, future litigants and lower courts will help us face 
these tangles and sort out a responsible way to address the 
challenges posed by our changing economy in light of the 
Constjtution's text and the lessons of history. 

-
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APPEAL°FROM THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCUIT 
463 ·453 Joel S. Perwfn argued the cause end filed brjefs for appellant. 

Thomas H. Oehmke argued the cause ~nd filed a brief for appellee. 

JUSTICE BRENNAN de8vered the opinion or lhe Court. 

The Slate of Florida's long-arm statute extends Jurlsdlclion lo ''{a]ny person, whether or not a citizen or residen! of this state," who, In/era/la, "(b]reach(esJ a conlract i11 lhls stale by felling to perform acts required by the contract lo be 464 performed In this slate;' so long as the cause of actlon '464 arlses from the alleged contractual breach. Fla. Slat: § 48.193 (1)(g) (Supp. 1984). The United States Distrlcl Court for lhe Southern Olstrlct of Florida, sltling ln diversity. relied on this provision in exercising personal Jurisdiction over a Mchlgan resident who allegedly had breached a franchise agreement with a Florida corporation by fafllng 19 make required P.ayments In Florlda, The question presented ls whelher this exercise of long-arm Jurtsdlctlon offended "traditional concepllon{s] or fair play and subslanllal justice• embodied in the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendm~L international Shoe Co v 

465 

Washington, 326U. S.310. 320 (1945}. · 

A 

Burger.King Corporatton is a Florida corporation whose principal offices are ln Miami. lt ls one of the world's largest restaurant organizat1ons. with over 3,000 ou11els In the 60 States, !he Cammonweallh of Puerto Rico, and 6 foreign nations, Burger King co_ndu~sapproxll'T)<llely 80% of its busll')esS through a franchise operaHon thal lhe company styles lhe •Burger King System" - ''a comprehensive restaurant format and opera ling system for the sale of uniform an·d quallly food products." App. 46,Ul. Burger King licenses its franchisees to use Its lrademarks and service marks for a period of 20 years and leases standardized restaurant facllilles lo lhem for the same term. In addltion. franchisees acquire a variety of proprietary Information concerning the "1;1tandards, specifications; procedures and methods for operallng ·465 a Burger King Reslauranl" Id:, al 52. Th_ey also recel_ve market research and adv~~islng assistance, ongoing lraintng in re~taurant managem~nt;tal and acc~unth:19, cost-control, and lnvento~-c()nltol guidance. By permittlng franchisees to tap in~o Burger King's establshed national reputation and to ben!!fil from proven .Procedures for dispensing standardized fare. this system enables them to go Into the resta~ranl busines~ with-significantly lowered barriers lo entry.ID · • · · 

In exchange for these benefits, franchisees pay Burger King·an lnitral $40,000 franchise fee and commit themselves to payment of monlJ:ily royalties, advertising and sales promolion fees, and rent compule9 in part from monthly gross sales. Franchisees also agree lo submit to the national organlzatlon'i, exacting regulation of virtually every conceivable -
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aspect of their opera lions.Iii Burger King imposes these standards end undertakes Its rlgld regulation out or conviction ( · 
that ''[u]nlformlty of service, appearance, and quality of producl Is essential lo Iha preservation of the Burger King 
Image and Iha benefits accruing therefrom lo bolh franchisee and Franchisor." Id,. at 31. 

466 Burger King oversees Its franchise system through a two-Uered administrative structure. The governing contracts ·4¼ 
provide Iha! the franchise relallonshlp Is establlshe<l In Miami and govemE:d by Florida law, 13nd call for payment or all 
required fees and forwarding of all relevant notices to the Miami headquarters.Iii The Miami headquarters sets policy 
and works directly with its franchisees In attempting lo resolve major problems. See nn. 7, 9, Infra. Oay•to-day 
monltori[lg_pf franchiseell. how..e"ef, !S co_nd~cled through a network ofJO pis_trict offices which in tum ceport lo the 
Miami headquarters. 

The Instant litlgallon grows out of Burger King's lermin~tion of one of Its franchisees, and is aplly described by the 
franchisee as "a divorce proce~ding among commercial partners." 6 Record 4. The appeUee John Rudzewicz, a 
Michigan citizen and resident, fs the senior partner In a Detroit accountJng firm. ln 1978, he was approached by Brian 
MacShara, the son or a business acquaintance, who suggested that !hey jolnlly apply lo Burger King for a franchise in 
the Detroit area. MacShara proposed lo serve as the manager of the restaurant if Rudzewicz would put up the 
Investment capital; In exchange, the two VIOU!d evenly share the profits. Believing Iha\ MacShara'a Idea offered 
attractive investment and tax-deferral opportunltfas, Rudz:ewlcz agreed to the venture. 6 Id., et 438-439, 444, 460. 

Rudzewicz and MacShara Jointly applied for a franchise to B_urger Klng's Birmingham, Michlgan, district office in the 
autumn _oft 978. Their appTicafion was forwarded to Burger King's Miami headquarters, which entered inla a 
preliminary agreement with them ln February 1979. Du~ng the ensuing four months II was agreed that Rudzewicz and 
MacShara would assume operation of an existing facility in Drayton Plains, Michigan. MacShara attended the 
prescribed management courses in Miami during lhls period, see n. 2, supra, and the franchisees purchased $165.000 

46 7 worth of restaurant equipment from Burger King's Davmor Industries division in •45; Miami. Even before the final 
agraemenls were signed, however, the artles be en to dis a ree over site-develo m~nt fees buildin desi n 
computation of monthly ren~ and whether the fran,chiseas would be able to assign their liabilities to a corporat7on they 
had formed.tru During lhese disputes Rudzewicz and MacShara negotiated both wlth the Birmingham district office and 
with.the Miami headquarters.t!I Wllh some misgivings, Rudzewlc2: and MacShara finally obtained·llmited concessions 
from the Miami headquarters,l!I signed the final agreements, and com~enced operat1ons in June 1979. By signing the 
final agreements, Rudzewlcz obligated himself personally to payments exceeding $1 rnilllon O'ler the 20-year franchise 
rela1Jonshlp. 

468 • 468 The Drayton Plains facility apparently enjoyed s\eady business·durfng the summer of 1979, bu! patronage 
declined alter a recession began later that year. Rudzewlc:z and MacShara soon fell far behind in their monthly 
payments to Miami. Headquarters sent nollces or default, and an extended period of negotiations began among the 
franchisees, the Bi~ingham district office, and the Miami headquarters. After se11eral ~urger King officials In Miami 
had engaged In prolonged but ultimately unsuccessful negotiations with the franchisees by mail and by talephone,lfil 
headquarters tenninaled the franchise and o<dered Rudzewicz and MacShara to vacale the premises. They refused 
and continued lo occupy and operate the fadllly as a Burger King restaurant. 

B 

Burger Klng commenced t~e instant ac!ion in the Uolted States Oistrtct Court for the Southern District of Florida in May 
1981, Invoking Iha! court's diversity jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S. C. § 1332(a) and 11s original jurisdiction over 
federal trademark disputes pursuant to§ 1338{a).illl Burger Kin.9 alleged lhat Rudzewlcz and MacShara had breached 
their franchise obligations ''within ~he Jurlsdiciion on this district court" by failing to maka the required payments ''at 

r 

plalnt!ffs place of busfness In Miami, Dade County. Florida,"~ 6, App. 121, and also charged that they were lcrtiously ( 
469 Infringing '469 lts trademarl<s and service marks through their continued, unauthorized operation ·es a Burger King .. 

restaurant, 1~ 35-53, App. 130-~35. Burger King sought damages, Injunctive reOef, and costs and allomey's fees. 

-
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Rudzewlcz. and MacShara entered special appearances and argued, inter al/a, 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 jurisdicltcn over them. The Dlslrlcl Court denied thelr mollons after a hearing, holding that, pursuant to Florlda's long.arm statute, •a non-resident Burger King franchisee Is subject lo the personal jurisdiction of this Court In actions arising out of its franchise agreements.• Id., at 138. Rudzewlcz and MacShara then filed an answer and a counlerclalm seeking damages for alleged violations by Burger King of Michigan's Franchise Investment Law, Mich. Comp. LI!Ws § 445.1501 el seq. (1979). 

After a 3-day bench trlal, the court again concluded that it had "Jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties to thl.s cause." App. 159. Finding that Rudzewlcz and MacShara had breached their franchise agreements v1llh Burger King and had inrrtnged Burger King's trademarks and service marks, the court entered•Judgment against them, Jolntty and severally, for $228,876 In conlract damages The court also ordered them "lo Immediately close Burger King Restaurant Number 775 from conUnued operation or to lmmedialely give the keys and possession of said restaurant Lo Burger King Corporallon,'' Id., al 163, found that they had failed to prove any of the required elements of lheir cou.nlerclaim, and awarded costs and attorney's fees to Burger King. . 

Rudzewlcz appealed to lhe Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Clrcult.L!!l A divided panel of that Circuit reversed the 470 •470 judgment, concluding lhal the Dlslrtci Court could not properly exercise personal JurlsdlcUon over Rudzewlc:z pursuant to Fla. Stal § 48.193(1 )(9) (Supp. 1984) because "Iha circumstances of lhe Drayton Plains franchise and the negotiations which led to It left Rudzewlcz bereft of reasonable notice and financially unprepared for !he prospect of franchise llUgalion In Florida." Burger Kina Corp. v. MscShsra, 724 F, 2g 1505, 1513 !1!)841. Accordingly, the panel majority concluded lhat "[J]urisdlcllon under these circumstances would offend the fundamental fairness which ls the touchstone of due process." Ibid. · 

Burger King appealed the Eleventh Circuit's judgment lo this Court pursuant lo 28 U. S. C. § 1254{2), and we . postponed probable jurisdiction. 469 U.S. 814 (1984), Because It Is unclear whether Iha Eleventh CfrcuJt actually held that Fla. Slat§ 48.193(1)(9) (Supp, 1984} itself is unconslih.rtlonal es applied to.the circumstances of this case, we 
conclude that jurlsdictlon by appeal does nol properly Ile and therefore dismiss the appeal.~ TreaUng the jur!sdicllonat 471 ~471 statement as a peliUon for a wril of certiorari, see 28 U. S. C, § 2103, we grant the peliUon and now reverse 

11 

A 

472 The Due Process Clause, protects an lndividuars liberty Interest in nol being subject lo the blnd1ng judgments of a •J-i forum wlth which he has established no meaningful wcontacis, ties, or relations." lntemattonal Shag Co. v. Washing/on. 
320 u, s,. at 319.Wl By requiring that tnc!Mduals have "fair warning that a particular activity may subject {lhemJ to the jurisdiction of a foreign sovereign," Shafferv, Heitner. 433 U. s. 1ss; 21 e /1977) {STEVENS, J" concurring tn judgmenll, the Due Process Clause ''gives a degree of predlclablllty to the legal system that allows potential . defendants to structllre their priinaiy conduct with soma minimum assurance as lo where that conduct will and wlll not render lhern liable to suit," World-Wide Volkswagen Corp, v. Woodson. 444 U. S. 286. 297 {1980\. 

Where a forum seeks to assert specific ]urtsdlcllon over an out-of-slate defendant who has nol consented lo suit there. 
Wl this "fair warning• requirement is satisfied If the defendant has "purposefully d\rected" his activiQes at residents of the fo;um, Keeton v. Husfler Magazine, Inc., 465 U. S. 770. 77411984). and the llligation resulls from alleged l.njurtes that "arise out of or relate to" those act!Vlties, Hellcocleros Nac(.onalas de Colombia, s A. v. Hall, 466 U.S. 408. 414 473 • 4 73~.!lfil Thus "[t]he forum State does not exceed Its powers under lhe Due Process Clause If It asserts 
personal Jurisdiction over a ~rporallon Iha! delivers lts products Into the stream of commerce with lhe expectation that they will be purchased by consumers In the forum State" end those products subsequently Injure forum consumers World·\"t1de Volkswagen Goro, !l-Woodson. supra, at 297-29§.. Similarly, a publisher who distributes maga2.lnes In a - . 
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distant State may fairly be held accountable In that forum for·da.magas resulting there from an allegedly defamatory 

story. Kea/on y. HusflerMaaaiine. Ina .• supra: see also Calcfgrv. Jones. 465 U.S. 78311984} (suit against author and 
editor). And with respect to lnte.rslate contracluat obfigallons, we have emphasized U,at parties who nreach out beyond 
one slate and create conllnulng relaUonshlps and obtlgalions with citizens of another slate" ere subject to regulation 
and sanctions In the other Stale for the consequences of their activllles. Travelers Health Assn. v. Virginia. 339 u. s. 
643. 647 {1950). See also Mi.Gee y. lnfemalional LJfe Insurance Go .. 355 u. S. 220. 2'2-223 !1;!57). 

Wa have noted_ several reasons why a forum legttlmately may exercise personaljurisdiciion over a nonresident who 
"purposefully directs• his activ!Ues toward forum residents. A State generally has a "mantfesl Interest'' In providing Its 
residents with ·a convenient (arum for redressing Injuries Inflicted by out-of-stale aclors, Id., al 223; see also Keeton v, 
Hustler Magazine. Inc .• suora, at 776. Moreover, where lndMduals "purposefully derive benefit" frcim their lnterslate 

474 activities. Kutko v, Calffomla Suoetfor Court. •474 436 u. S. 84. 96 <1978}. it may wen be unfair to snow them to 
escape having to account In other States for consequences that arise proximately fro'!l such actMties: the Due 
Process Clause may not readily be wielded as a terrlto!lal shield to avoid interslale obligatlons that have been 
voluntarily assumed. And because "inod_ern fransportaUon and communications have made it much less burde!Jsorne 
for a party sued ta defend himself in a State where he engages In economic activity.'' it usually will not be unfair to 
subject him lo the burdens or litigating In another forum for disputes relallng ta such activity. McGee v. lntematlonal 
Ufa Insurance Co,, supra. at 223. · 

·Notwithstanding-these considerations, the constitutional touchstone remains whether the delendant purposefully 
established "minimum contacts•· In the forum State. lntematlonal Shoe Co, v. Washinaton, supra. al 316. Although it 
has been argued that roraseeabllity of causing Injury In another Slate should be sufficient lo establish such contacts 

there.when policy conslderallons so requlr.e,llli the Court has conslstently held lhal this kind of roreseeabllity rs not a 

"suffieienl benchmark" for exercising personal jurisdiction. World-Wide Volkswagen Coro, v. Woodson. 444 u. s .. at __ ,,-
-------~si-ead-;-J'the-fer-eseeseility-lRal-is-&r+tic.a~lQ-.dye-proGSS-S-.aflalyslS-.-.-.-is-lhal..tl:le...clefei:idam's.coAduct-a,1-1U------- -?J __ 

' connection with the forum State are such U,sl he should reasonably anticipate being haled Into court there n Id., at 297 
In defining when it le lh_at a potential defendant should •reasonably anticipate• out-of-state tiUgation. the Court 
frequenUy has drawn from the reasoning of Han~on v. Denckla. 357 U. S. 235, 253 [1958)· 

''The unilateral activity of those who claim some relationship with a nonresident defendant cannot 
-175 satisfy the requirement of contact with the forum Slate. The application •475 of that rule will vary with 

the quality and nature of the defendant's activity, but ll is essential in each case that there be some act 
by which the derendant purposefully avails llself of the privilege of conducting actlvllles within lhe forum 
Slate: thus Invoking the benefits and proteciior:is of Its taws.u 

This •purposeful avallmenl" requirement ensures that a defendant will not be haled Into a Jurisdiction solely as a result 
of "random," "fortuitous," or •attenuated" contacts. Keeton v. Hustlar Magazine. Inc .• 465 U.S., at774; World-Wde 
Volkswagen Coro. y. Wagman. supra. at 299, or of lhe "unllateral activity or another party or a third person," 

He/fcopleros Naclonafes de Colombia. S. A. v. Hall, supra, at 417.l.!.1l Jurisdiction is proper, however. where the 
contacts proximately result frqfl) actions by the defendant hlmse/flhatcteaie a •substantial connection'' with the forum 
Slate. McGee v. lntematlona/ Life Insurance Co .• supra, at 223; see also Kulka v. California Supen·or C~urt, sup.rs. al 

4 76 ~.illl Thus where the defendant "deliberately" has •475 enQagec) In significant acilvllies Wi!~ln .<! Stale, Keetaa v, 
Hustler Mggazine, fnc .• supra. at 781, or has created •continuing obligations" between himself and residenls of th~ 
forum, Travelers Hea//h Assn-v. Virginia. 339 U. s:, at 648. he manifestly has avalled himself or the privil~ge of 
conducllng business lhere. and because his actMlies are shielded by "the benefits and protections" of the forum's laws 
it ie presumptively not unreasonable lo require him lo submit lo the burdens of fiUgalion in lhal forum as wi;JI.. 

Jurisdiction in these circumstances may not be avoided merely because the defendant did not physically enler the 

forum Slate. Although territorial presence rrequenUy WIii 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 

subslantlal amount of business is transacted solely by mail and wire communications across state lines, thus obviating 

-
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the need for physical presence within a State In which business ls conducted. So long as a commercial actor's efforts 
are_ •purposeruny directed" toward residents of another Slate, we have conslstenlly rejected the nollon that an absence 
of physical contacts can dereal personal Jurisdiction there. Keeton v. Husl/erMaq@zins. Inc .• suqm al 774-775; see 
also Celderv. Jones, 4§5 u, s .. at 788-79,Q: Mc;Gea v. lntematiOQgl Life lmmrsmce Co .. 355 u. s,. at 222-;?23. er. 
'HoQoestoncannlna co. v CuJ!en 318 u s. 313. 317 C1943}. 

Once It has been declded t_hat a defendant purposefully'established rf!lnlmum conlacls within Iha forum· Stale. these 
contacts may be· considered In fight of other factors to determine whether the assertion of personal Jurisdiction would 

477 comport wtlh "fair piay and substantlalJustice.• lnlemational Shoe¢~. v. Washin~l~n:·3i6 U.S .. at 320 Thu~ •47f 
courts In "appropriate case[sl" may evaluate "the burdeo pn the defendant," "the fal\lm State's interest in adjudicating 
the dispute,• •toe plaintiff's l~lerest In obtaining_ convenient and effectlve reli~f," "the ln)erstale judlclal system's Interest 
in obtaining the most efficfenl resofutlon of controversies,• and the ''shared Interest of Iha several Stales In furthering 
fundamental substantive soclal_pol\cles.• World-'Mde Volkswagen COrp. v, Woodson, 444 U. s., a) 292. These 
considerations sometimes serve to. establish Iha r.easonableness of Jurisdlc'llon upon a lesser showl_ng of minimum 
contacts than would olherwise be. required. See, e. g., Keeton v. Hustler Magazine. Inc., supra. al 780; Calder v. 
Jones. supra. at 788-789: Ms.~ee Y, lalematlone/ Ufe Insurance Qo .. supra. at 223-224. On the other hand, where a 
defendant who purposefully has directed his acllVilfes at forum residents l)eeks.to defeatjurisdictiql\ ~a must present 
a compe!Ung··case that lhe presence of ·some olh~r ~nslderatlons wo~ld render jurlscficllori unreasonable. Most ~uch 
conslderaUons us~~lly may be ~ceommoclaled thro~gh means snort of findl~g jurisdiction u;co•n~·lllutlo~~l. For 
e:xample, the potential clash of the forum's law with the· "fundamental substantive social poUcles" or another Slate may 
be accommodated through application of !he forum's chotce-of-law rules.~ Sim!larly, a defeooant claimirjg sub~tanlial 
lnconvenlenc;a ,:nay see~ a change of vent,ie.ll21 Neverthele~s. rrilnlmum requlremenis inherent in the concept of"falr 

478 play and substantial •47a Ju.slice" may defeat the reasonableness or jurisdiction even If ~e ~eren~ant has purposeMy 
engaged in forum a~Hvilias. ·woi1d-W1de Volkswagen Corp: v. Woodson, supra, at 292; see also·Restiite~enl 
(Second) of Conflfc;t or Laws §§ 36-3 7 (1971 ). As 1Ne previously have noted, Jur\sdfcllonal ruies may not be employed 
in such a way as fo r:nake litigation "so gravely difficult and l_nconvenienJ" that a party llllfair~ ~ al a "severe 
disadvantage• In comparison to his opponent. _p,e Bremen v. Zapata Off-Shore Co., 407 U, S 1, 18 ( 1972) (re forurn­
selectlon provisions}; McGee v. lntematfonal Life Insurance Co., suora. at 223--224 

B 

(1) 

Applying lhese principles to the case at hand, we beneve lhere ls substantial record evidence supporting the District 
Courfs conclusion that the ass~rfion ·of personal jur'isdlciton over Rudz.ewlcz 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 
respecUng whether and lo Yihat extent a contract .~n constitute a •con\act• for purposes of due process analysis.WI If 
the quesllon Is whether an fndlvldual's contract with an out-of-stale party alone cari automallcally eslabllsh sufficient 
minimum contacts in the other party's home _forum. we believe the answer clearly is that II cannot. The Court long ago 
rejected !he notion lhal personal Jurisdiction rnlght tum on •mechanical" tests, lnlemallaaal Shoe Co. v, Washington. supra. at 319. or on ~conceptualisUc . , • theories of lhe place of contracting or or performance," Hoooeston Canning 

4 79 Co, v. Cullen, •479 318 U. S., at 316. Instead. we have emphasized the need for a uhlghly realistic' appro~:ich. lhal 
recognizes that a "contract• Is "prdlnarily hut an lntermetjlate step 11ervlng to \le up prior business ne~oUatiqns with 
fu\ure consequences which lhemselv.es are the real object of lhe business transaciion.• Id., at 316-317 II ls these 
factors -prior negoliallons and contemplated future.cons~quenceli, aiong with the terms of the con\ract_and the 
p~rties' set~;·, ~o-~rse i?f dealing - that must be evaluat~ ln d~l~rmining whether lhe defendant purpos.efµlly 
establi~hed ml~lmum contacts wHhin the forum. 

-
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In this case, no physical tles to Florida can be allributed to Rudzewlcz olher than MacShara's brief training course in 

MlamJ.1111 Rudzewlcz did not maintain offices In Florida and, for all that appears from the record, has neyer even visited 
lhere. Yet this franchise dispute grew directly out of "a conlract which had a subs/an/ial conneclion with that Slate." 
McGee v, lntematianal Ufe lnsunmce Co,, 355 U. S., at 223 (emphasis added). Eschewing lhe option of operating an 
independent local enterprise, Rudzewlc.i deliberately "reach[ed] out beyond" Michigan and negotiated With a Florida 

480 corpora lion for the purchase of a long•lerm franchise and •4ao Iha manifold benefits that would derive from affiliation 
with a natlonwlde organization. Travelers Health Assn, ·y. Vlrofnia. 339 U, S .. at M7. Upon approval, ha entered Into a 
carefully structured 2O-yeai' relatlon~hlp that envlsionecrciit'illhillng and Wide-reaching ·contacts with.Burger King In 
Florida. In Hght of Rudzewicz' voluntar'J acceptance of tha long-term and exacting regulation or his business from 
Burger King's Miami headquarlers, the "quailly and nature• of his relallonshlp to the company in Florida can in no 
sense be viewed as "random,0 "fortuitous," or•attenualed." Hanson Y, Denckla, 357 U, S .• al 253: Keeton y. HusUer 
Maaazine, Inc .• 465 U. s., at 774: World-Wide Volkswagen Com. v. Woodson. M4 u. s., at 299. Rudzewicz' refusal to 
make the contractually required payments In Miami, and hls continued use or Burger King's trademarks and 
conlidentlal business Information after his termination, caused foreseeable ln)urles la the corpora lion In Florida. For 
these reasons it was, al the very least, presumptively re2sonable for Rudzewlcz 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 
Binningham, Rudzewlcz reasonably belJeyed that "lhe Michigan office was for all intents and purposes the 
embodiment !)f Burger King" and that he therefore had no "reason lo anticipate a Burger King suit outside of 
Michigan.' 724 F, 2d, at 1511. See also post, at 488-489 (STEVENS, J., dissenting). This reasoning overlooks 
substanllal record evidence Indicating that Rudzewlcz most certainly knew Iha! he was affiliating himself with an 
enterprise based primarily in Florida. The conlract documents themselves emphasize Iha! Burger King's operations are 
conducted and supervised from the Miami headquarters, that all relevant no~ces and payments must be sent !here, 

--------a....,nd that-the-a-greaments-were-macre-ift-Bfld·enferced-ffe~Bl'lll.See-R.5,-supra:-MeFeever-;--the-partl es' actual oou~rs;.i:,e>---
481 of dealing repeatedly confirmed that declslonmaklng authority was vested In the Miami headquarters ·4s 1 and that the 

disUlct office served largely as an lnlerrr.edlale link between the headquarters and the franchisees. When problems 
arose over building design, sile-developmenl fees, rent computatlon. and the defaulted payments. Rudzewlcz and 
MacShara learned that Iha Michigan office was powerless to resolve their disputes and could only channel their 
communications lo Miami. Throughout these disputes, the Mlaml headquarters and the Michigan franchisees carried 
on a conllnuous course of direct communicallons by mail and by lelephime, ~nd It was the Miami headquarters lhal 
made Iha key negotiating decisions out of which lhe Instant litigation arose. See nn. 7, 9, supra. 

Moreover, we believe the Court of Appeals gave Insufficient weight ta provisions ln the various franchise documents 
providing lhal all disputes would be governed by Florida law. The franchise agreement. for example, staled: 

"This Agreement shall become vand when executed and accepted by Bl<C al Miami. Florida; It s\,all 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 d10lce of law designation does not require I.hat 
all suits concerning lhis Agreement be Oled In Florida." App. 72. 

See also n. 5, supra. The Court of Appeals reasoned that choice-of-law provisions are urelevant to .the quesUon of 
personal JurlsdlcUon, relying on fianson v. Denckla for the proposlllon that "the center of gravity for choice-of-law 
purposes does not necessarily confer the sovereign prerogative to assert jurisdicUon." 724 F. 2d, at 1511-1512 n. 10, 
citing 357 U. S ., at 254. This reasoning misperceives the import of the quoted proposllion. The Court In Hanson and 
subsequent cases has emphasized that cholC13-of-law analysis- which focuses on all elements or a transaction, and 

no\ simp~ an the defendant's conduct- ls distinct from minimum-contracts jurisdlctlonal analysis - which focuses at 

482 the lhreshold •4a2 solely on the defendant's purposeful connection to the forum.Im Nothing In our cases, however, 

f 

suggests Iha! a choice-of-law provisfon should be ignored in considering whether a defendant has "purposefully I 
Invoked the benefits and protecUons of a State's laws" for jurisdictional purposes, Although such a provision standing "·-
alone would be insufficient lo confer jurisdiction, we beHave that, when combined with the 20-yearlnterdependent 

-
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relalionshlp Rudzewlcz establlshed with Burger Klng's Mlaml headquart~rs, ll reinforced his de11berate affiliation with the forum State and the reasonable foreseeability or possible litlgallon there. As Judge Johnson argued in his dissent below, Rudzewlcz "purposefully avalled himself of the benefits end protecllons of Florida's laws" by entering Into 
contracts expressly providing that those laws wo·uld govern franchise disputes. 724 F. 2d, at 1513.rui 

(2) 

Nor has Rudzewlcz pointed to other factors that can be said persuasiyaly lo outweigh the considerations discussed above and to estabTTsh the unaonslitutiona/ity of Florlda's assertlQn of junadlctlon: We cannot conclude that Florida had 483 no •1eglllmate 1.n\erest in holding lRudZ!.!wlczJ answerable •453 on a claim related to• the contacts he had established in that State. Keeton v, HusUer Magazine. Inc .. 485 U.S., at 776: sea also McGee y. fntea;iatfonal Life Insurance Co .. 355 U. S .. at 223 (nollng that Slate freque111ly wm have a 'manifest lnteFest In providing effective means of redress for Its resld~·nts").WI Moreover, al\holigh Rudzewlcz has argued at some length lha.t Michigan's Franchise lnvestmenl Law, Mich. Comp. Laws§ 445.15:01 et seq. (1979), governs many aspecls of this franchise relationship, he has not 
demonstrated how Michigan's acknowledged Interest might possibly render jurlsdlcUon In Florida unconslitullonal.rui Finally, the Court of Appeals' assertion that !he Florida litigation •severely Impaired lRudzewlcz') abnl\y lo call Michigan witnesses who might be esse~liai to his defense an~ counlerclaim,'' 724 F, 2d at 1512-1513, Is wholl~ without support 

484· In the record:llll And even lo the extent that ll Is fnconvanle_nt •4_84 for a party whi;, has minimum contacts wilh .a forum to litigate there, su~h co~siderations most frequenUy can be accommodated through a change or venue. See n. 20, sup~. Although the Court has suggeste·d _that .Inconvenience may ai some point become so ~u~stanlial as, to achieve consliiutlodal ma~n_itude. McGee"· Jnlemallonaiure Insurance Co., supra. at 223. lhls Is not_such a case. 
The Court of Appeal~ also concluded, however, that the parties' dealings Involved •a characteristic disparity of 
bargaining power" and "elements of surprise,• and that Rudzewicz "Jacked fair notice• of the po\enllai for litlgatlon In Florida because the contractual provisions suggesting lo the contrary were merely "bollerplate declarations In a 
lengthy printed contract." 724 F. 2d, al 1511-151~. ~nd n. 1O • .See also post, at 489-490 (STEVENS, J., dissenting) Rudzewlcz presented many of these arguments to the Dislrict Court. contending that Burger King was guilty of misrepresentation, fraud, and durass; that it gave Insufficient notice in Its dealings with him; and lhat 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 misrepresenlalions, that RudZ!!wlcz and MacShara "were and are experienced and sophisticated businessmen," and that "at no Um~•· did they 0ac{tJ under economic duress or disadvantage imposed by" Burger King. App. 157-158, See also 7 Record 648-649. Federal Rule of CM Procedure 52(a) requires that "[fjindlngs of fact shall not be set aside unless· clearly erroneous," and neither Rudzewicz nor the Court or Appeals has pointed to record evidence thal would support a •definite and firm con'Jidion" lhat \he Dlstrtcl Court's findings era mistaken. l)nited States y, United States 485 · Gypsum Co., 333 U. S, 364, 39511948). See also ~485 Andemon v. Bessemer Gitv. 470 U, s. 564, 573-576 (1985}. To the contrary, Rudzewlcz was represented by counsel throughout these complex llansactlons and, as Judge Johnson observed in dissent below, was himself an experienced accountanl "who for five months conducted negoliations with Burger King over Iha 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. al 1514. Rudzewicz was able to secure a modest reduction in rent and other concessions fro.m Miami headquarters, see nn. 8, 9. supra; moreover, to the extent that Burger Klng's terms were Inflexible, Rudzewlcz presumably decided Iha! the advantages or affiliating with a national organization provided sufficient commercial benefits to ~fiset the detriments.fill 

Ill 

Notwithstanding these considerations, the Court of Appeals apparently believed that II was necessary to reject 
jurisdlcllon In this case as a prophylactic measure, reasoning that an affirmance of the District Court's judgment would result In lhe exercise of jurisdiction over "out-or-state consumers lo collect payments due on modest personal 
purchases" and would "sow the seeds of default judgments against franchisees owing smaller debts." ]24 F. 2d. at 
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1fil1. We share the Court of Appeals' broader concerns and therefore reject any talismanic jurisdictional formulas, "lhe 48ci *486 facts or each case must [always] be weighed" in determining whether personal jurisdfction would comport wilh 
"fatr play end substantial Justice.• f<u/ko v. Callfomla Supenoc Court, 436 U, S , a! 92 ID! The "quali\y and nature" of an 
Interstate transaction may sometimes be so •random," "fortuitous.• or "altenuated•tml that It cannot fairly be said that the potential defendant •should reasonably anticipate being haled Into court" In another Jurisdiction. World-v\!1de Vo/l<swegen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U. S., al 297; eee also n. 1 a, supra. We also have emphasized that Jurisdiction may nol be grounded on a contract whose terms have been obtained through "fraud, undue lnnuence ,. or overweening bargaining power"-and whGse application would render 11-Ugatlon ''so gravely difficult.and lnconvenieAI Iha\ [a party] will for aK pr~clical purposes be deprived of his day in court." The Bremen v. Zapata Off-Shore Co. 407 U S . at 12. 1 B Cf. Fuenlesv. Shevln. 407 U, S. 67, 94•96 (1972); National Equipment Renlal, Ltd. v. Siukhent. 375 U. S 3111 329 ('196'1) (Slack. J., dlssentlngl Qurisdlcllonal rules may not be employed against small consumers so as lo "crippl(el lhe1r defensa1 Just as Ille Due Process Clause allows flexibility In ensuring lhat commercial aclors ere not effectively Mjudgmenl proor for the consequences of obllgations they voluntarily assume In other Slates McGee v /nternallonal Ufa Insurance Co .• 355 U. S., at 223, so too does It prevent rules that would unfairly enable them to obtain default judgments against unwilling customers Cf. United Slates v. Rumefy. 345 U S. 41, 44 (1953} (courts must not be·• ·blind' "to whal" '[a)II others can see and understand'") 

437 ·457 For the reasons set forth above, h.awever, these dangers are not present In the Instant case. Because Rudze'wicz established a substantial and continuing relationship wilh Burger King's Miami headquarters, received fair nollce from the contract documents and the course of dealing lhal he might be subject lo suit in Florlda. and has failed to 
demonstrate how Jurisdiction In that forum would otherwise be li .. mdamentafly unfair, we conckJde that the Dislricl Court's exercise of jutisdiction pursuant to Fla Slat. § 48.193(1 )(g) (Supp 1984) did not offend due process The judgment of lhe Court of Appeals Is accordingly reversed, and the case Is remanded for further proceedings cons1stenl with lhis opinion 

It is so ordered. 

( 
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SUPREME.COURT OF THE UNITED STATES· 
No.1.2~74 

ANTHONY WALDEN, PETITIONER ti. GINA FIORE 
·ETAL. 

ON WRlT OF CERTlORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF 
APPEALS FOR TiiE ITTNTH CIRCUIT 

·[February 25, 20U} 

JUSTICET1-10r,.,IAS delivered the opin1on of the Court. 
This case ~sks ~ to decide· \Vbether a col\rt in Nevada 

may e:<ercise personaljurtsdiction over A defendant on the 
basis that he knew his· all~gedly .tprtious conduct in Geor­
gia woui~ deliy the ret.urn of funds to. plµinti.(fs with 
connections to ·N~vada. Bec~use ihe defendan~ hnd no 
either contacts with Nevada, ancl beca,use a ~lajntiff 's con­
tacts with the forum State i::a~riqt be "decisive in deter­
mining whether the defendant's d.ue process rights aFe · 
violated.," Ru.sh v .. So~chuk. 444·u. S. 320, 332 (1980), we 
hold that the coµtt in l'f~vada rµay IJ.Ot exercise .Personal 
jurisdiction unde_r tqe~e circ~miit;mcee. 

1 
Petitioner Anthony Walden serves as a police officer for 

the city of Covington, Georgia. In August 2006, petitioner 
was working at the Atlanta Hartsfield-Jackson Ail'po1t as · 
a deputized agent of the Drug Enforcement Administra• 
tion (DEA). As part of a task force, petitioner conducted 
investigative stops and other law enforcement functions in 
support of the DEA's airport dru·g interdiction program, 

On ·August 8, 2006, Transpol'tation Security Admin-
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.istration .agents searcbed resp.ondenb;I !Jina_ Fiore and 
Keith Gipson and their carry-on bags at the San Juan 
airport in .Puerto Rico. They found almost $97,000 in 
cash. Fiore explained to DEA agents in San Juan that she 
and Gipson had.been gambling at a casino known as the· 
El San 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 airport 
notified petitioner's task force in Atlanta that respondents 
had boarded a plane for Atlanta, where they planned to 
catch a connecting flight to Las Vegas, Nevada. 

When responde.nts arrived in Atlanta, petitioner and 
another DEA agent approached them at the departure 
gate for their fligbt 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 carl'ying was their gambling" 'bank"' and ,1·· 

--,-wm-nings. App. 15, 24. After using a drug-snt~·tyg--i:trro------------~ 0~~ 
. '-perform a sniff test, petitioner seized the cash. 1 Petitioner 

advised respondents that their funds would be re.turned it' 
they later proved a legitimate source fo1• the cash. Re• 
spondents then boarded their plane. 

After respondents departed, petitioner moved the cash 
to a. secm·e location and the matter 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 occasions over the next month, peti­
tioner also received documentatiqn from the attorney 
regarding the legitimacy of the funds. 

At some point after petitioner seized the casb, he helped 
d1·aft an affida~t to show probable cause for forfeitlll-e of 

1 ReapoDdenls alli!ge that the sniff .test was "at besL inconclusive," 
and there is no indication in ths pleac:hngs that drugs or drug residue 
were ever round on or with the cash. App. 21. 
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the funds and forwarded that affidavit to a. United States Attorney's Office in Georgia. 2 According to respondents, the affidavit was false and misleading because petitioner misrepi·esented the encounter at the airport and omitted exculpatory information regarding th~ lack of cl.rug evi­dence and the legitimate source of the tunds. In the end. no forfeiture complaint was filed, and the DEA 1·etumcd the funds to 1·espondents in March 2007. . 
Respondents filed suit against.petitioner in the United States District Court for the District of Nevada, seeking money damage~ under Biuens v. Six Unknown Fed.· Nar­colics Ag211ls, 403 U.S. 388 (1971). ·Respondents alleged that petitioner violateµ their Fourth Amendment 1·lghts by (1) seizing the cash without probable cause; (2) keeping the money after conc1~ding it did not come from drug­

related activity; (3) drafting and forwarding a pl'obable cause affidavit to support a forfeiture action while know­
ing the affidavit co.nta.ined false statements; (4) willfully seeking ·forfeiture wb.ile withholding exculpatory informa­
tion; and. (5) withholding that exculpatory information froITT the United States Atto.mey's Office. 

The District Court granted petitioner's motion to dis­
mfas. Relying on th.is Court's decision i.n Cald.er v. Jo11es, 465 U.S. 783 (1984), the .court determined that petition­er's search of respondents and his seizure of the cash in Georgia did not establish a basis to exercise personal jurisdiction ·.in Nevada. The court concluded th.at even if petit~oneL: caused harm to respondents in Nevada while knowing they lived in Nevada, that fact alone did not confer jurisdiction. Because the court dismiss!!d the com­plnint'for lack of p_er~onaliurisd!ction, it did not detem1in~ 

~The alleged nfficlovit is not in the record. ·Because this case comes to Ul'! at the motlon,to,dism1ss stage, we take respondents' factual allega­tions as true, including their allegations regarding tbe e.xistenc~ unt.l content of the affida ... -it. 

-
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·whether·venue· was proper-. . 
On appeal, a divided panel of the United States Cout't of 

Appeals for the Ninth Cirouit reversed. The Court of 
Appeals assumed the District Court had correctly deter· 
mined that petitioner's search and seizure in Georgia 
could not support exercise of jurisdiction in Nevada. ·The 
court held, however, that the District Court could properly 
exercise jurisdiction over "the false probable cause affida­
vit aspect of the case." 688 F. 3d 558, 577 (2011). Accord­
ing to the Court of Appeals, petitioner "expressly aimed'' 
his submission of the allegedly false affidavit at Nevada by 
submitting the affidavit with knowledge that it would 
affect persons with a "significant connecti9n" to Nevadn.J 
Id., at 681. After determining that the delay in returning 
the funds to respondents caused them "foreseeable harm" 
in Nevada and that the exercise of personal jurisdiction 
over petitioner was otherwise reasonable, the court found r- · - - --t-he-Bi.s-t.1-i-~Ol:l.·~ereise-e.E-pei'Sen-11-l-jtt1>isc:Het:ioo4fl-b..,..e------------9 
proper. 4 Id., at 582, 585. The Ninth Circuit denied re• '--
hearing en bane, with eight judges, in two separate opin-
ions, dissenting. Id., nt 562,668. 

We granted certiorari to decide whether due process 
permits a Nevada court to exercise jurisdiction over peti­
tione1·. 668 U. S; _ (2018). We hold that it does not and 

ll'I'he olfogations in the complaint suggested to the Court of Appeals 
that petitlonel' "definltely knew, at some point afl.er tho seizure but 
before providing the alleged false probable cause affidavit, that {re• 
spandeota] had a signi.ficant call.lleclioo to Nevada." 688 F. 3d, at 678. 

•Judge l.k-uta dissented. In ber view, tha "raise affidavit/forfeiture 
proceed.i.og aapecl" over which the majority found jurisdiction proper 
was not. raised as a seporote claim in the complaint, and sht! lbuntl 11 
"doubtful thnt such 11 constitutional loi:t even e:tlats." Id,, at 593. After 
t.hE> court denied rehearing en bane, the majority e:,,cplalned in a post­
script that it viewed tba filing of the Calse affidavit, which effected a 
~cont-inued seizure" of the funds, as a separate Fourth Amendment 
violation. J.d., at 688-589. Petitioner does not dispute that reading 
bere. 

-
(_ 
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therefore reverse. 5 

TI 
A 

5 

"Fedei-al coiirts ordinarily follow state law in determin• 
· ing the bounds of their jurisdiction over persons," .Duimler 
AG v. Bauman, 571 U.S. _, _ (2014} (slip op., at 6). 
Thi!'i is because a federal district court's authority to assert 
personal jurisdiction jn most cases is _linked to service-of 
proc.ess oo a defendant "who 1a subject to the jurisdiction 
of a court of general jurisdiction in the state where the 
district cou1•t is located." Fed. Rule of Civ. Proc. 4(k)(l)(A). 
Here, Ne~ada. ~as authodzed ·its courts to exercise jui:is­
diction over persons "on anf· bosis not incbnsistent with 
.•. the Constitution of the United States." Nev. Rev. Stat. 
§14.065 (2011). Th!,!s, in order to determine whethe1· 
the Federal Distdct Court. in this case· was au tborized to 
e1<ercise jurisdiction over petitioner, we ask whethel' the 
exercise of jurisdiction "comports with the. limits imposed 
by fedel·al due prpcess'' on the State of Nevada: :Daimler, 
s1tpra, at_ (slip op., at 6). 

B 
1 

The Due Process Clause of the Fourte~nth Amendment 
c:onstraips a · State's authority to bind a ·nome$ide11t 
defendant .to ~ judgment of its ~ourts. World-Wide 
Voliiswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 44,1 U.S. 286, 291 (1980). 
Although a nonresident's. physicaj. p1·esence within the 
ten-itorial jurisdiction of the court i.'I not required, the 
t1onresident generally must have "certain minimum con• 
tacts ... such that tJie maintenanc~ of .the su1t does not 

.l',Ve olao granted cerUorori on the question whether ·Nevo,da 1s a 
proper yem1e for the suit under 28 U.S. C. § 1391(bJ{2). 8Pcouse we 
resolve I.he case on jurisdictional grounds, we do not decide whether 
venue was proper in Nevada. 

-
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offend 'traditional notions of fail.· play and substantial 
justice."' International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 826 U.S. 
310, 316 (1946) (quoting Millillell v. Meyer, 311 U. S, 4-67, 
463 (1940)). 

This case addresses the "minimum contacts" necessary 
to create specific jul'isd.iction. 8 The inquiry whethel' a 
forum State may assert specific jurisdiction over a nonres• 
ident .defendant "focuses on 'the relationship among the 
defendant, the. forum, and the litigation."' Keeton v. Hus­
tler Magazine, Inc., 465 U.S. 770, '775 (1984). (quoting 
Shaffer v. Heitner, 483 U.S. 186, 204 (1977)). Fot· a State 
to exercise jurisdictipn consistent wit)l. due process, the 
defendant's suit-related conduct must create a substantial 
connection. with the forum Stat_e.; Two related aspects of 
this necessary relationship are relevant in this case. 

Fh-st, the relationship must al"ise out of contacts thnt 
the "defendant himself" create!! with the forum State. 
Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462, 475 (1985). 
Due process limits on the State's adjudicative authority 
principally protect the liberty of the nonresident d<.?fend· 
ant-not the convenience of plaintiffs or thil'd pal·ties. Se<.' 
Hlorld-Wide Volllswage11 Corp., supra, at 291-292. We have 
consistently rejected attempts to satisfy the defendant­
focused · "minimum contacts" inquiry by demonstt·uting 
contacts between the plaintiff (or third pa1ties) and the 
forum State. See Helicopteros Nacionales de Cofambia, 
S. A. v. Holl, 466 U.S. 408, 417 (1084) ("[The] unilateral 

G''Specltic" or "ca·se-lin.ked" jurisdicl;ion "depends on nn 'affilintio!nl 
between the forum and the underlying controvers}, .. (i.a., no "nc:ti'llty 01· 

an o~cumnce that bikes place i.o the forum State and 1s thererore 
subject to the State's regulation"), Oood)•aar Dunlop Tires 0pl!mliortS, 
S. A. v. Brow11, 56,t U.S. _, _ (2011) (slip rip., at 2).. This 1s m 
contrast to "gEneral" or "alfpurpose" jurisdiction, which permits a court 
to assert jurisdiction over a defendant basd on a forum connection 
unrelated 10· the Ullderlyi.ng suit (e.g., domicile). Respondents rely on 
specific jurisdiction only. 

-
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activity of another party or a third person is not an Rppro­pdate conside1·ation when determining whether a defend­ant has sufficie)lt contacts with a forum State to justify an assertion of juriscliction"). We have thus reject~d a plain­tiff's ai·gument that a Florida court could exercise p_er­sonal junsdiction over a b-ustee in Delaware based solely on the contncts of the trust's settlor 1 who ,vas domiciled in Florida E1;nd had executed powers of appointment there. H01Lso11 v. Denchla, 857 U. S. 236, 253-254 (1958). We have likewise held that Oklahoma courts could nut exer­cise personal jul'isdiction o·~er e.n auto~obile distributor that supplies New York, New Jersey, and Co·nnect1cut denle.rs basec1 only on an automobile purcha~er's act of driving· it on Oklahoma highways. Wo_rld-Widr. Vnllts• wagen Cptp., ·s11pra, at 29$. · Put simply, however .sig­nificant · the plaintiff's contacts with the furum may be, those contacts cani'lqt be "decisive in determining whether .the defendant's· due process rights are violate~." Rush, 444 U.S., at 332. 
Secoµ.~,-OUl."• ~'m3nimum· contacts"; ,analys~ looks to tl).e . ·. .. • . • . .1 . _., )" ,,--;···· -.v defendant's contacts with the fo:i:um StP.,te itself; not· the defe.ndant's contacts with persons w}to\·esid~-.ther~. Si:ie, e.g.,· Iiiieriidtioual Slioii, si1piii., at 819 (Due proc·ess "do~s not contemplate t;hat a state I_l'lay make binding a judg• mant in. personam: ag~inst an individual ... \Vith which the ,state has np. contact.9, ties, · or relations"); f/anso1t, supra, at 261 fHoweve1· minimal the burden of defend_ing in a foreign tribunal, a defendant may not .be called upon 

to do so unless be has had the 'minimal contacts' with ~hnt State that a1·~ a prerequisite to its exe1·cise of power ove1· him"). Accordingly, we· have upheld the assertion of juris­diction over defendants who have purposefully ·"reach[ed] out beyond" their State and i.nto a.nether by; £01· e:<q.iµple, entering a contractual relationship that "envisioned ~on­tinuing and wide-reaching contacts" in the forn~ State, Bul'ger King, supra, at 479--480, or by circulating maga-

-
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zines to "deliberately exploi[t)" a market in the forum 
State, Keeton, s11,pra, at 781. And although physical pres­
ence in the forum is not a prel'equisite to jurisdiction, 
B1irger King, supra, at 4.76, physical entry into the State­
either by the defendant ·in person or through an agent, 
goods, mail, or some other means-is oertainly a relevant 
contact. See, e.g., Keeton, supra, at 773...q74. 

But the plaintiff cannot be the only link between the 
defendant and the forur:n. Ra.the1·, it is the defendirnt'a 
conduct that must form the necessary connectiop with the 
fot·um State that is the 'basis fot• its jurisdiction ovel' him. 
See Burger Ki.ng, sttpro, ·at 478 ('If the question is whether 
an individual's contl'act with en out-of-state pal'ty alone 
can automatically establish sufficient minimum contacts 
fo the other party's home forum, we believe the answel' 
clearly is that it cannot"); Kulka v. S1,perio,· Corirl o/ Cal., 
City and Count)• o/ Satt Fron.ci.scot 436 U.S. 84, 93 (1978) 

- Tc)echnrng to "find personal 3ur1sd1ct1on m a State ... 
merely because [the plaintiff in a child suppol't action} was 
residing there 0

). 'l'o be sure, a defenda_nt's contacts with · 
the forum State may be intel'twined with his transactions 
01· interactions with the plaintiff or other part.ies. But a 
defendant's relatfonsbip with a plaintiff or third patty, 
standing alone, is an insufficient basis for j\1risdiction. 
See RILsh, s1Lpra, at 832 ("Naturally, the parties' relntion­
ships with each other may be significant in eva1unting 
their ties to the forum. The 'requirements of lnternalio11al 
Shoe, boweve1-. must be met as to- each defendant oveL' 
whom a state court exercises jurisdiction"), Due process 
requires that a defendant be haled into court in a fornm 
State based on b,is 9wn affiliation with the State, not 
based on the "random, fortuitous, or attenuated" contacts 
be makes by interacting with o~her persons affiliated with 
the State. :Borger King, 471 U.S., at 475 (internal quota­
tion marks omitted). 

-

( 

( 
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These same principles apply when intentional tol'ts a1·e involved. In that context, it is likewise insufficient to t·ely on a defendant's "raildom, fortuitous, 01· attenuated con­tacts'' or on -the "µnilateral ai;tivity" of a plaintiff. Ibid. (same). A forum State's exercise of jurisdiction over an out-of-state intentional tortfeasor must be based on inten­tional conduct by the defendant that creates the. necessary con facts with the forum. 
Calde,-v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783, illustrates the applica­tion of these principles. In Calder, a ·california actress brought a ·libel _suit in California state coul't _against o. reporter and an editor, both· of whom worked-for the Na­t_ional Enquirer nt its headquarters in Florida.. 'I'he plain- . tiff's libel .claims were based on an article m:'itten and edited by the defenaants in Florida for publication· in the National Enquirer, a nation.al weekly news:paper with a California circulation of roughly 600,000. · 

We held that California's assertion of°judsdiction over the defendants was consistent with aue process. Although: we recognized that the defendants' activities "focus[ed)'' oil the plaintiff, ow· jurisdictional inquiry ·"focuseld] on 'the relationship among tbe defendant, the forum, and the litigation."! Id., at 788 (quoting Shaffer, 433 U.S., at_ 204). Specifically, we examined the various contacts the defend­ants had created with California (a11d not just with the plaintiff) by writing the allegedly libelous story. 
We fotlnd those·'foruro contacts to be ample: The .defend­ants relie<l on phone calls to "California sources" for the i.nlormation in theu- article; they wrote the story abo·ut the plaintiff's activities in California; they caused reputa­tional injury in Califomia by wtjting an allegedly libelous article that was widely circulated in the State;· an9 the "brunt" of that injury was suffered by the plaintiff in that State. 465 U. S., at 788-'789. "In a.um, Califomia [wa]s the focal point bpth of the 13tory and o~ the barm suffered.b 

.. 
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Id., at 789. Jurisdiction. over the defendants was "there­
fore proper in California ba~ed on the 'effects' of their 
Florida conduct in California." Ibid. 

Th~ c;1pc of Ca.lder. \lfa~ that .the _reputa~lon-based "ef-.. 
fects". of the al.leged libel oonnected the defendants to 
Calii9~:nia,. not j~st. to -~1:ie plainti~ The strength of that 
conn~ction _was la.rgely a function of the nature of the libel 
tort. However scandalous a newspaper article might be, it 
con lead to a loss of reputation only if coromunicotcd to 
(and read and understood by) third pet·sons. See Restate­
ment (Second) of Torts § 577, Comment b (1976)i see also 
ibid. ("[R]eputation is the estimation in which one's chAi'• 
acter is held by his neigh_bors or associates"). Accordingly, 
Lhe t·eputational injw:y caused by the defendants' story 
would not have occun·ed but for the fa~t that the defend· 
ants wrote an article fol' publication in Califoi-nia that was 
read by a large number qf California citizens. Indeed, 

---oecause publication to third persons 1a a necessary ele­
ment of libel, see id., §658, the defe~dants' intentional tort. 
actually occu.rred iii California. Keeton, 1165 U. S., at 'i77 
("The tort of libel is gene1:ally held to occur wherever the 
offending material is ci.r<!ulated"). In tbis way, the "ef­
fects" caused by the defendants' article-i.e., the injury to 
the plaintiff's reputation in the estimation of the Califor· 
nia public-connected the defendants' conduct to Califor­
nia, not just to a plaintiff who lived there. That connec­
tion, combined with the various facts that gave the article 
a California focus, a-ufficed to authorize the . dalifomia 
coU.1t'e exercise ofjuriadiction. 7 

1The- d!!fendanta in Calder a1gued that no contacts they hnd with 
California were sufficiently purposeful because the1.r elllployar wu~ 
respooaibla for circulation of the article. See Calder v. Jones. 465 U.S. 
783, 789 (1984}. We rejected that nrgumenL Even though the defend, 
ants did not circulate the article themselves, they "expressly 01med• 
"theu- intentiooal, nnd allegedly tortious, actiorul" at -California be­
cause they knelV the National Enquirer "hn(d] its largest circulnt.ton'' tn 

-
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Applying the foregoing principles, we conclude that petitioner lacks the "minimal contacts" with Nevada that are a prerequisite to the ex:e1·ci.se of jurisdiction over him. Hailson, 857 U.S., at 261. It is undisputed that no pai-t of petitioner's course of conduct occurred in Nevada .. Peti­tioner approached, questioned, and searched respondent&, and seized the casp at issue, in th~ At~nta airpo1-t. It is alleged that petitioner later helped draft a "false probable cause affidavit" in Georgia and forwarded that affidavit to a United States Attorney's Office in Georgia to support a potential action for (oifeitw·e of the seized funds. 688 F. 8d, at 563. Petitioriar never traveled to, conductecl activities within, contacted anyone in, or sent anything or anyone to Nevada. In short, when viewed th1~ough .. the pt·oper lens-wh~ther the defenda11t's actions .connect him t.o the forum-pe,1;itioner .formed no jurisdiction~lly rele­vant contacts with Nevada. 
The Court of Appeals 1•eached a contrary conclusio·n by shifting tho analytical focus from petitionel"s contacts with the forum to his contacts with respondent,'!. See,R11.sh, ,u4 U.S.. ,it 332. Rather than . assessing petition1n 1s own contacts with Nevada, th,e Cou1-t of Appeals looked° to petitioner's knowledge of respondents' ''stl'9ng fqrum connections." 688 F. 3d, at 677-67~, 581. .In the coutt's view, that knowledge, combined with its ~onc\uaion that respond~nts suffei-ed fol'eseeabfo h1u·m in Nevada, 11ntis­fied the 0minimu~ contacts" inquiry. 11 Id., at 082. This ap'pfoach _to the _''minimum contacts". analysis 

CallCornia, .and thnt the article would "hnve a potentially dl'vast~t1og UDpoct" there. ld., at 789-790. · . 1Respondeots propose II substanliaUy similar analysis. 'They suggest that na derendant creatas euf:licfant minimum contacts w1th n foruo1 when be (1) intentionnlly targets (2) a known resident or the !arum 131 for imposition or nn injUlj' (4) to be suifered by the plalnLill while ~her~ residing 1n the Corum state.u Brieffor Respondents 26,.27. 

-
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·1mpe1:missibly allows a plaintiff's contacts with the de­
fendant and forum to drive the jurisdictional analyais. 
Petitioner's actions in Ge01.·gia did not c1·eate sufficient 
contacts with Nevada simply because he allegedly directed 
his conduct at plaintiffs whom he knew had Nevada con­
nections. Such reasoning improperly att1;ibutes n plain­
tiff'R forum connections to the defendant and makes those 
connections "decisive" in the ju6.sdictional analysis. See 
Rush, supra., at 832. It also obscures the reality that none 
of petitioner's cha11enged conduct had anything to do with 
Novad a itself. · 

Relying on Calder, respondents emphasize that they 
suffered the "injul-y" caused. by petitioner's allegedly tor• 
tious conduct (i.l:!., the delayed retut·n of their gambling 
funds) while they were t.·esiding in the for~m. Brief for 
Respondents 14. This emphasis is likewise misplaced. As 
previously noted, Calder made clear that met·e injury to· a ______________ .,.,£.,.m .... •um..D'!.sident is not a sufficient connection to the, forum, 
Regardless of where a plaintiff lives or works, an inj~ry is 
jurisdictionally relevant only insofar as it shows that the 
defendant bas formed a contact with the forum State. The 
proper question is ·not wbere the plaintiff expeiienced a 
particular injury or effect but whether the defend.ant's 
conduct connects him to the forum in a meaningful way. 

Respondents' claimed injury does noi evince a connec• 
tion between petitioner and Nevada. Even if we consider 
the continuation of tho seizure in Georgia to be a distinct 
injury, it is not the sort of effect that is tethered to Nevada 
in any meaningful way, Responden~ (and only respond• 
ents) lacked access 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 
would have experienced this same lack of access in Cali· 
fornia, Mississippi, or wherever else they might have 
traveled and found themselves wanting _more money than 

-
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they bad. Unlike the b1·oad pnulication o'f the fornm• 
focused story in C:older, the effects of petitioner's con­
duct on respondents are not connected to tlm forum Stntc 
in a way that makes those effects R proper bosiii fo1· ' 
judsdiction.{I 

'l'he Comt oE Appoals pointed to other Jlossible tontncts 
with Nev.ida. each ultimately unavailing. Respo11dcnts' 
Nevada attorney contacted petitioner in Georgia, but Lhat 
is p\'ecisecy the soit of "unilateral activity" of a third part}· 
that "cannot satisfy the requh-ement of contact with the 
foruro Stnte." Ha.nson, 357 U.S.; nt 2:53. Rel:lponclertts 
allege that some of the cash seized in Georgia "originated,. 
in Nevada, but that attenuated conuection wa.s nut created 
by petitiooel'. and the cAsh was in Georgia, not Ne\'ncla, 
whE'l'\ petitio11e1• Aei~ed it. FinaUr. the funds were eventu. 
alls retumed to respondent.« in Nevada. but petitioner hHd 
nothing to do with that return (indeed, it seems likely thnL 
it was respondents' unilateral dacision to hnv~ their f11nrl!I 
~ent to Nevadl\). 

* 
\Yell-establic;hed principles of persounl jurisdiction art­

sufficient to decide this case.· The prope\' fucu~, .of ~h~;. 

9 Respondents wn.m Lhat i_f we dec11le µeliLloner locks 11111unn101 con­
tacts 1n this cose, 1t wUl bring ubout unfalmes::i ln cU,'Wa whN·~ mren• t1onal rorts are committed via the I nwrnet or othur eh,cri•o111c nw:111:l 
le.,_!!',, ti-audulent oc:c.es!I of financial accounts or "ph!:ihmg' !!ChelllMJ. A• 
nn initial matter, we reller11te the.I th!! "m•nimum contacts'' inqull').' 11tinc1pally protect.'! the liberl,y of the nonresident defendant, nut the interests of the plaintiff. World-Wide Volkswagen, Corp. v. t·food.~Oll, -1,l·l U S .. 286, 291-292 (1980). 1n any event, ihis COS<' does not pre.,Pnt Lha very differl"nt questions wbethei: snd how II defendant's vlt1u11l •prell':!ncc~ and conduct; translute in to "cootuct.s'' with a part1culor State. To Lhe contrruj', LhC>re ls no quesrion where the conduct g1vmg rine to this litigntion took p1o.co: Pa~ltionC!r Reized physical cush b-0111 respondents in the .Atlantll airport, l\nr\ hf.' Jntel' drnl'tecl nud forwnrdeil 11n affidavit in Georgia. \Ve }pnve questmns about virtual conlncts ful' another day. 
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"mhii.mum contacts'~ inquiry 'in· intentional-tort cases is 
"'th~ relationship among the defendant, the fo1·um, and 

· the litigation."' Calder, 4G5 U. S., at 788. And it is the 
defendant, not the plaintiff or third parties, who must 
create contacts with the forum State. In this case, the 
application of those principles is clear: Petitioner's rele­
vant conduct occurred entirely in Georgia, and the mere 
fact that his conduct affected plaintiffs with connections 

· to the forum State does not suffice to authorize jurisdic­
tion. We thei:efore reverse the judgment of the C'ourt of 
Appeals. · 

It is so ordered. 

---------- - -- ---··---------
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