Calder v. Jones
465 U.S. 783 (1984)

Justice REHNQUIST delivered the opinion of the Court.

Respondent Shirley Jones brought suit in California Superior Court claiming that
she had been libeled in an article written and edited by petitioners in Florida. The article
was published in a national magazine with a large circulation in California. Petitioners
were served with process by mail in Florida and caused special appearances to be entered
on their behalf, moving to quash the service of process for lack of personal jurisdiction.
The superior court granted the motion on the ground that First Amendment concerns
weighed against an assertion of jurisdiction otherwise proper under the Due Process
Clause. The California Court of Appeal reversed, rejecting the suggestion that First
Amendment considerations enter into the jurisdictional analysis. We now affirm.

Respondent lives and works in California. She and her husband brought this suit
against the National Enquirer, Inc., its local distributing company, and petitioners for
libel, invasion of privacy, and intentional infliction of emotional harm. The Enquirer is a
Florida corporation with its principal place of business in Florida. It publishes a national
weekly newspaper with a total circulation of over 5 million. About 600,000 of those
copies, almost twice the level of the next highest State, are sold in California.
Respondent's and her husband's claims were based on an article that appeared in the
Enquirer's October 9, 1979 issue. Both the Enquirer and the distributing company
answered the complaint and made no objection to the jurisdiction of the California court.

Petitioner South is a reporter employed by the Enquirer. He is a resident of
Florida, though he frequently travels to California on business. South wrote the first draft
of the challenged article, and his byline appeared on it. He did most of his research in
Florida, relying on phone calls to sources in California for the information contained in
the article. Shortly before publication, South called respondent's home and read to her
husband a draft of the article so as to elicit his comments upon it. Aside from his
frequent trips and phone calls, South has no other relevant contacts with California.

Petitioner Calder is also a Florida resident. He has been to California only twice-
once, on a pleasure trip, prior to the publication of the article and once after to testify in
an unrelated trial. Calder is president and editor of the Enquirer. He “oversee[s] just
about every function of the Enquirer.” J.A., at 24. He reviewed and approved the initial
evaluation of the subject of the article and edited it in its final form. He also declined to
print a retraction requested by respondent. Calder has no other relevant contacts with
California.....

* The superior court found that South made at least one trip to California in connection with the article.
South hotly disputes this finding, claiming that an uncontroverted affidavit shows that he never visited
California to research the article. Since we do not rely for our holding on the alleged visit...we find it
unnecessary to consider the contention.



The Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution permits personal jurisdiction over a defendant in any State with which the
defendant has “certain minimum contacts ... such that the maintenance of the suit does
not offend “traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.”” In judging minimum
contacts, a court properly focuses on “the relationship among the defendant, the forum,
and the litigation.” The plaintiff's lack of “contacts” will not defeat otherwise proper
jurisdiction, but they may be so manifold as to permit jurisdiction when it would not exist
in their absence. Here, the plaintiff is the focus of the activities of the defendants out of
which the suit arises.

The allegedly libelous story concerned the California activities of a California
resident. It impugned the professionalism of an entertainer whose television career was
centered in California. [The article alleged that respondent drank so heavily as to prevent
here from fulfilling her professional obligations.] The article was drawn from California
sources, and the brunt of the harm, in terms both of respondent's emotional distress and
the injury to her professional reputation, was suffered in California. In sum, California is
the focal point both of the story and of the harm suffered. Jurisdiction over petitioners is
therefore proper in California based on the “effects” of their Florida conduct in
California. World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286, 297-298 (1980).

Petitioners argue that they are not responsible for the circulation of the article in
California. A reporter and an editor, they claim, have no direct economic stake in their
employer's sales in a distant State. Nor are ordinary employees able to control their
employer's marketing activity. The mere fact that they can “foresee” that the article will
be circulated and have an effect in California is not sufficient for an assertion of
jurisdiction. 1d. at 295. They do not “in effect appoint the [article their] agent for service
of process.” 1d. at 296. Petitioners liken themselves to a welder employed in Florida
who works on a boiler which subsequently explodes in California. Cases which hold
that jurisdiction will be proper over the manufacturer, Buckeye Boiler Co. v. Superior
Court, 71 Cal.2d 893 (1969); Gray v. American Radiator & Standard Sanitary Corp., 22
111.2d 432 (1961), should not be applied to the welder who has no control over and
derives no direct benefit from his employer's sales in that distant State.

Petitioners' analogy does not wash. Whatever the status of their hypothetical
welder, petitioners are not charged with mere untargeted negligence. Rather, their
intentional, and allegedly tortious, actions were expressly aimed at California. Petitioner
South wrote and petitioner Calder edited an article that they knew would have a
potentially devastating impact upon respondent. And they knew that the brunt of that
injury would be felt by respondent in the State in which she lives and works and in which
the National Enquirer has its largest circulation. Under the circumstances, petitioners
must “reasonably anticipate being haled into court there” to answer for the truth of the
statements made in their article. World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. at 297. An individual
injured in California need not go to Florida to seek redress from persons who, though
remaining in Florida, knowingly cause the injury in California.
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Petitioners are correct that their contacts with California are not to be judged
according to their employer's activities there. On the other hand, their status as
employees does not somehow insulate them from jurisdiction. Each defendant's contacts
with the forum State must be assessed individually. In this case, petitioners are primary
participants in an alleged wrongdoing intentionally directed at a California resident, and
jurisdiction over them is proper on that basis.....

We hold that jurisdiction over petitioners in California is proper because of their
intentional conduct in Florida calculated to cause injury to respondent in California. The
judgment of the California Court of Appeal is affirmed.



