SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson

444 U.S. 286 (1980) - No. No. 78-1078 - Decided January 21, 1980

SUMMARY

The Supreme Court held that Oklahoma could not exercise personal jurisdiction over a New York

automobile retailer and regional distributor whose only connection to Oklahoma was that a vehicle

sold in New York was involved in an accident there. The Court concluded that the defendants lacked

the minimum contacts, purposeful availment, and affiliating circumstances required by the Due

Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Justice Brennan dissented, emphasizing fairness, the

forum state's interests, and the burden of litigation.
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Petitioners sought review by writ of prohibition and then certiorari
after the Oklahoma Supreme Court denied relief and held that
Oklahoma could exercise personal jurisdiction over them in a

products-liability action.

De novo review of whether the exercise of personal jurisdiction

comports with the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.
binding
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Oklahoma could exercise personal jurisdiction over a nonresident automobile retailer and
regional distributor whose only connection with Oklahoma was that an automobile sold in New York to

New York residents later entered Oklahoma and was involved in an accident there.

2. Whether foreseeability that an automobile might travel to Oklahoma, or alleged revenue from goods

used in Oklahoma, satisfies the minimum-contacts requirement of the Due Process Clause.

HOLDINGS

1. Oklahoma could not constitutionally exercise personal jurisdiction over the nonresident retailer and

regional distributor because they had no minimum contacts, ties, or relations with Oklahoma.

2. Mere foreseeability that a product may find its way into the forum State is insufficient; the relevant
foreseeability is whether the defendant's conduct and connection with the forum are such that the

defendant should reasonably anticipate being haled into court there.

3. Financial benefits accruing from a collateral relationship to the forum do not support personal

jurisdiction when they do not stem from a constitutionally cognizable contact with the forum.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a state court may exercise personal jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant only so long as there exist

"minimum contacts" between the defendant and the forum State.” (444 U.S. at 291)

“the Due Process Clause "does not contemplate that a state may make binding a judgment in personam
against an individual or corporate defendant with which the state has no contacts, ties, or relations."” (444
U.S. at 294)

“the foreseeability that is critical to due process analysis is not the mere likelihood that a product will find its
way into the forum State.” (444 U.S. at 297)

“it is that the defendant's conduct and connection with the forum State are such that he should reasonably
anticipate being haled into court there.” (444 U.S. at 297-298)

“financial benefits accruing to the defendant from a collateral relation to the forum State will not support

jurisdiction if they do not stem from a constitutionally cognizable contact with that State.” (444 U.S. at 299)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Harry and Kay Robinson, New York residents relocating to Arizona, purchased an Audi from Seaway
Volkswagen in New York. While traveling through Oklahoma, their Audi was struck from behind and caught
fire, seriously injuring Kay Robinson and two children. The regional distributor, World-Wide Volkswagen,

operated only in New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut, while Seaway operated in New York; neither



conducted business, solicited sales, advertised, shipped products, or maintained an agent in Oklahoma, and the

record showed only that the one Audi involved in the accident had entered Oklahoma.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Robinsons filed a products-liability action in the District Court for Creek County, Oklahoma, against Audi,
Volkswagen, World-Wide, and Seaway. World-Wide and Seaway entered special appearances challenging
personal jurisdiction. The Oklahoma trial court rejected their constitutional claim, and the Supreme Court of
Oklahoma denied a writ of prohibition, concluding that the Oklahoma long-arm statute authorized jurisdiction.

The United States Supreme Court granted certiorari and reversed.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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