UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Aaron Demarcus White v. Google, et al.

White v. Google - No. 2:25-cv-1679-ACA - Decided January 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Alabama dismissed Aaron Demarcus

White’s pro se claims for slander and libel against Walmart, Google, and Gordon Matthew Thomas

Sumner with prejudice for failure to state a claim. The court denied jurisdictional dismissal arguments

by Google and Sumner, denied White’s motion for default judgment, and found his motion to not

dismiss moot.
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Plaintiff filed a pro se complaint asserting state-law slander and libel
claims against Walmart, Google, and Gordon Matthew Thomas
Sumner. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6); plaintiff moved for default judgment

against Walmart.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the complaint must plead a claim for relief
that is plausible on its face, and the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes them in the plaintiff's favor. Subject-
matter and personal jurisdiction were addressed before the merits.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court had diversity subject-matter jurisdiction despite defendants' contention that the claims

were frivolous.

2. Whether the court had personal jurisdiction over Sumner based on his alleged performance of the song

in Alabama.
3. Whether White's allegations stated plausible claims for slander and libel under Alabama law.

4. Whether White was entitled to default judgment against Walmart.

HOLDINGS

1. The court had diversity subject-matter jurisdiction because White alleged Alabama residency, non-

Alabama residency for the defendants, and more than $75,000 in controversy.

2. The court had specific personal jurisdiction over Sumner because White alleged that Sumner committed

the claimed intentional tort while performing in Alabama.

3. White's complaint failed to state plausible claims for slander or libel, and dismissal with prejudice was

warranted because amendment would be futile.

4. White was not entitled to default judgment because Walmart appeared and filed a motion to dismiss.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Specific jurisdiction arises “out of a party’s activities in the forum state that are related to the cause of

action alleged in the complaint.”” (Discussion § 2)

“To survive a motion to dismiss, the plaintiff must plead ‘a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’”

(Discussion § 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

White alleged that he is the only true “Englishman” because he is the only person who truly knows English, and
that defendants' use of the word “Englishman” therefore slandered and libeled him. Walmart used the word in
titles of products sold online, Google search results contained the word, and Sumner's song “Englishman in New
York” repeatedly used the word. White alleged that Sumner performed the song in Alabama at Oak Mountain
Theater on August 29, 2000.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action was filed in the United States District Court for the Northern District of Alabama. The court held that
diversity subject-matter jurisdiction existed and that it had specific personal jurisdiction over Sumner, but
dismissed all claims with prejudice under Rule 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim. The court denied plaintiff's

motion for default judgment and found his motion to not dismiss moot.
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