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SUMMARY

The Ohio Supreme Court recognized false-light invasion of privacy as an actionable tort under Ohio
law and adopted the elements stated in Restatement (Second) of Torts § 652E. The court held that
liability requires publicity placing another in a false light that would be highly offensive to a
reasonable person, coupled with knowledge of or reckless disregard for the falsity and resulting false
light. The court reversed the court of appeals and remanded the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ohio recognizes a cause of action for false-light invasion of privacy.



2. If recognized, what elements govern a false-light invasion-of-privacy claim in Ohio.

HOLDINGS

1. Ohio recognizes false-light invasion of privacy as a distinct, actionable tort.

2. In Ohio, a false-light claim requires publicity placing another before the public in a false light that would
be highly offensive to a reasonable person, together with knowledge of or reckless disregard for the
falsity of the publicized matter and the false light in which the other would be placed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“From neighborhood friction that spiraled into dueling litigation has emerged a significant question for this
court: Does Ohio recognize the “false light” theory of the tort of invasion of privacy? Today we recognize
that theory of recovery.” (at 465)

“We therefore recognize the tort of false-light invasion of privacy and adopt Restatement of the Law 2d, Torts,
Section 652E.” (at 473)

“In Ohio, one who gives publicity to a matter concerning another that places the other before the public in a
false light is subject to liability to the other for invasion of his privacy if (a) the false light in which the other
was placed would be highly offensive to a reasonable person, and (b) the actor had knowledge of or acted in
reckless disregard as to the falsity of the publicized matter and the false light in which the other would be
placed.” (at 473)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Wellings lived next to Weinfeld's party center, and the neighbors engaged in ongoing disputes concerning
activities on their respective properties. After a rock was thrown through a window at the party center, Weinfeld
distributed handbills offering a reward for information leading to the perpetrator's conviction, despite admitting
that she had no proof the Wellings were responsible. The handbills were distributed at a Pepsi bottling plant
where Robert Welling and his son worked and at the school attended by the Welling children. A jury found that
Weinfeld invaded the Wellings' privacy and awarded damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Wellings counterclaimed for invasion of privacy after Weinfeld distributed handbills seeking information
about a vandalism incident and allegedly publicized the Wellings as responsible without proof. A jury found for
the Wellings and awarded compensatory and punitive damages. The trial court denied judgment notwithstanding
the verdict, remitted the punitive damages subject to acceptance, and ordered a new trial when the Wellings
rejected the remittitur. The court of appeals limited the retrial to an intrusion-upon-seclusion theory and did not
decide the false-light issue. The Supreme Court of Ohio reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded



REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The cause was remanded to the lower court for further proceedings consistent with recognition of the false-light
theory; the opinion does not provide more specific instructions.
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