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Mr. Justice WHITE delivered the opinion of the Court.
The issue before us is whether, consistently with the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, an Oklahoma court may exercise in personam jurisdiction over a nonresident automobile retailer and its wholesale distributor in a products-liability action, when the defendants' only connection with Oklahoma is the fact that an automobile sold in New York to New York residents became involved in an accident in Oklahoma.
I
Respondents Harry and Kay Robinson purchased a new Audi automobile from petitioner Seaway Volkswagen, Inc. (Seaway), in Massena, N. Y., in 1976.  The following year the Robinson family, who resided in New York, left that State for a new home in Arizona.  As they passed through the State of Oklahoma, another car struck their Audi in the rear, causing a fire which severely burned Kay Robinson and her two children.
The Robinsons subsequently brought a products-liability action in the District Court for Creek County, Okla., claiming that their injuries resulted from defective design and placement of the Audi's gas tank and fuel system.  They joined as defendants the automobile's manufacturer, Audi NSU Auto Union Aktiengesellschaft (Audi); its importer Volkswagen of America, Inc. (Volkswagen); its regional distributor, petitioner World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. (World-Wide); and its retail dealer, petitioner Seaway.  Seaway and World-Wide entered special appearances,FN3 claiming that Oklahoma's exercise of jurisdiction over them would offend the limitations on the State's jurisdiction imposed by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

FN3. Volkswagen also entered a special appearance in the District Court, but unlike World-Wide and Seaway did not seek review in the Supreme Court of Oklahoma and is not a petitioner here.  Both Volkswagen and Audi remain as defendants in the litigation pending before the District Court in Oklahoma.
The facts presented to the District Court showed that World-Wide is incorporated and has its business office in New York.  It distributes vehicles, parts, and accessories, under contract with Volkswagen, to retail dealers in New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut.  Seaway, one of these retail dealers, is incorporated and has its place of business in New York.  Insofar as the record reveals, Seaway and World-Wide are fully independent corporations whose relations with each other and with Volkswagen and Audi are contractual only.  Respondents adduced no evidence that either World-Wide or Seaway does any business in Oklahoma, ships or sells any products to or in that State, has an agent to receive process there, or purchases advertisements in any media calculated to reach Oklahoma.  In fact, as respondents' counsel conceded at oral argument, there was no showing that any automobile sold by World-Wide or Seaway has ever entered Oklahoma with the single exception of the vehicle involved in the present case.
. . . [T]he District Court rejected their constitutional claim . . . .  Petitioners then sought a writ of prohibition in the Supreme Court of Oklahoma to restrain the District Judge, respondent Charles S. Woodson, from exercising in personam jurisdiction over them. . . .
The Supreme of Oklahoma denied the writ . . . .  The court's rationale was contained in the following paragraph:
“In the case before us, the product being sold and distributed by the petitioners is by its very design and purpose so mobile that petitioners can foresee its possible use in Oklahoma.  This is especially true of the distributor, who has the exclusive right to distribute such automobile in New York, New Jersey and Connecticut.  The evidence presented below demonstrated that goods sold and distributed by the petitioners were used in the State of Oklahoma, and under the facts we believe it reasonable to infer, given  the retail value of the automobile, that the petitioners derive substantial income from automobiles which from time to time are used in the State of Oklahoma.  This being the case, we hold that under the facts presented, the trial court was justified in concluding that the petitioners derive substantial revenue from goods used or consumed in this State.”
We granted certiorari to consider an important constitutional question with respect to state-court jurisdiction and to resolve a conflict between the Supreme Court of Oklahoma and the highest courts of at least four other States.  We reverse.
II
. . . .

As has long been settled, and as we reaffirm today, 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.  International Shoe Co. v. Washington
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.   The concept of minimum contacts, in turn, can be seen to perform two related, but distinguishable, functions.  It protects the defendant against the burdens of litigating in a distant or inconvenient forum.  And it acts to ensure that the States through their courts, do not reach out beyond the limits imposed on them by their status as coequal sovereigns in a federal system.
The protection against inconvenient litigation is typically described in terms of “reasonableness” or “fairness.”  We have said that the defendant's contacts with the forum State must be such that maintenance of the suit “does not offend ‘traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.’ ”  International Shoe Co. v. Washington, quoting Milliken v. Meyer
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, 311 U.S. 457, 463 (1940).  The relationship between the defendant and the forum must be such that it is “reasonable . . . to require the corporation to defend the particular suit which is brought there.”  Implicit in this emphasis on reasonableness is the understanding that the burden on the defendant, while always a primary concern, will in an appropriate case be considered in light of other relevant factors, including the forum State's interest in adjudicating the dispute, the plaintiff's interest in obtaining convenient and effective relief, at least when that interest is not adequately protected by the plaintiff's power to choose the forum, the interstate judicial system's interest in obtaining the most efficient resolution of controversies; and the shared interest of the several States in furthering fundamental substantive social policies.
The limits imposed on state jurisdiction by the Due Process Clause, in its role as a guarantor against inconvenient litigation, have been substantially relaxed over the years. . . .  [T]his trend is largely attributable to a fundamental transformation in the American economy:
“Today many commercial transactions touch two or more States and may involve parties separated by the full continent.  With this increasing nationalization of commerce has come a great increase in the amount of business conducted by mail across state lines.  At the same time modern transportation and communication have made it much less burdensome for a party sued to defend himself in a State where he engages in economic activity.”
The[se] historical developments . . . have only accelerated . . . .
Nevertheless, we have never accepted the proposition that state lines are irrelevant for jurisdictional purposes, nor could we, and remain faithful to the principles of interstate federalism embodied in the Constitution.  The economic interdependence of the States was foreseen and desired by the Framers.  In the Commerce Clause, they provided that the Nation was to be a common market, a “free trade unit” in which the States are debarred from acting as separable economic entities.  But the Framers also intended that the States retain many essential attributes of sovereignty, including, in particular, the sovereign power to try causes in their courts.  The sovereignty of each State, in turn, implied a limitation on the sovereignty of all of its sister States—a limitation express or implicit in both the original scheme of the Constitution and the Fourteenth Amendment.
. . . .

Thus, 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.”  International Shoe Co. v. Washington.  Even if the defendant would suffer minimal or no inconvenience from being forced to litigate before the tribunals of  another State; even if the forum State has a strong interest in applying its law to the controversy; even if the forum State is the most convenient location for litigation, the Due Process Clause, acting as an instrument of interstate federalism, may sometimes act to divest the State of its power to render a valid judgment.
III
Applying these principles to the case at hand, we find in the record before us a total absence of those affiliating circumstances that are a necessary predicate to any exercise of state-court jurisdiction.  Petitioners carry on no activity whatsoever in Oklahoma.  They close no sales and perform no services there.  They avail themselves of none of the privileges and benefits of Oklahoma law.  They solicit no business there either through salespersons or through advertising reasonably calculated to reach the State.  Nor does the record show that they regularly sell cars at wholesale or retail to Oklahoma customers or residents or that they indirectly, through others, serve or seek to serve the Oklahoma market.  In short, respondents seek to base jurisdiction on one, isolated occurrence and whatever inferences can be drawn therefrom:  the fortuitous circumstance that a single Audi automobile, sold in New York to New York residents, happened to suffer an accident while passing through Oklahoma.
It is argued, however, that because an automobile is mobile by its very design and purpose it was “foreseeable” that the Robinsons' Audi would cause injury in Oklahoma.  Yet “foreseeability” alone has never been a sufficient benchmark for personal jurisdiction under the Due Process Clause. . . .
If foreseeability were the criterion . . . [e]very seller of chattels would in effect appoint the chattel his agent for service of process.  His amenability to suit would travel with the chattel.  We recently abandoned [such reasoning in a different context, and] we are unwilling to endorse an analogous principle in the present case.
This is not to say, of course, that foreseeability is wholly irrelevant.  But 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.  Rather, 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.  The Due Process Clause, by ensuring the “orderly administration of the laws,” International Shoe Co. v. Washington, gives a degree of predictability to the legal system that allows potential defendants to structure their primary conduct with some minimum assurance as to where that conduct will and will not render them liable to suit.
When a corporation “purposefully avails itself of the privilege of conducting activities within the forum State,” it has clear notice that it is subject to suit there, and can act to alleviate the risk of burdensome litigation by procuring insurance, passing the expected costs on to customers, or, if the risks are too great, severing its connection with the State.  Hence if the sale of a product of a manufacturer or distributor such as Audi or Volkswagen is not simply an isolated occurrence, but arises from the efforts of the manufacturer or distributor to serve directly or indirectly, the market for its product in other States, it is not unreasonable to subject it to suit in one of those States if its allegedly defective merchandise has there been the source of injury to its owner or to others.  The forum State does not   exceed its powers under the Due Process Clause if it asserts personal jurisdiction over a corporation that delivers its products into the stream of commerce with the expectation that they will be purchased by consumers in the forum State.  Cf. Gray v. American Radiator & Standard Sanitary Corp.
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, 22 Ill.2d 432 (1961).
But there is no such or similar basis for Oklahoma jurisdiction over World-Wide or Seaway in this case.  Seaway's sales are made in Massena, N. Y.  World-Wide's market, although substantially larger, is limited to dealers in New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut.  There is no evidence of record that any automobiles distributed by World-Wide are sold to retail customers outside this tristate area.  It is foreseeable that the purchasers of automobiles sold by World-Wide and Seaway may take them to Oklahoma.  But the mere “unilateral activity of those who claim some relationship with a nonresident defendant cannot satisfy the requirement of contact with the forum State.”
In a variant on the previous argument, it is contended that jurisdiction can be supported by the fact that petitioners earn substantial revenue from goods used in Oklahoma.  The Oklahoma Supreme Court so found, drawing the inference that because one automobile sold by petitioners had been used in Oklahoma, others might have been used there also.  While this inference seems less than compelling on the facts of the instant case, we need not question the court's factual findings in order to reject its reasoning.
This argument seems to make the point that the purchase of automobiles in New York, from which the petitioners earn substantial revenue, would not occur but for the fact that the automobiles are capable of use in distant States like Oklahoma.  Respondents observe that the very purpose of an automobile is to travel, and that travel of automobiles sold by petitioners is facilitated by an extensive chain of Volkswagen service centers throughout the country, including some in Oklahoma.FN12  However, 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.  In our view, whatever marginal revenues petitioners may receive by virtue of the fact that their products are capable of use in Oklahoma is far too attenuated a contact to justify that State's exercise of in personam jurisdiction over them.
FN12. . . . [P]etitioners earn no direct revenues from these service centers.
Because we find that petitioners have no “contacts, ties, or relations” with the State of Oklahoma, the judgment of the Supreme Court of Oklahoma is
Reversed.
Mr. Justice MARSHALL, with whom Mr. Justice BLACKMUN joins, dissenting.
. . . .

This is a difficult case, and reasonable minds may differ as to whether respondents have alleged a sufficient “relationship among the defendant[s], the forum, and the litigation,” to satisfy the requirements of International Shoe.  I am concerned, however, that the majority has reached its result by taking an unnecessarily narrow view of petitioners' forum-related conduct. . . .  [T]he basis for the assertion of jurisdiction is not the happenstance that an individual over whom petitioner had no control made a unilateral decision to take a chattel with him to a distant State.  Rather, jurisdiction is premised on the deliberate and purposeful actions of the defendants themselves in choosing to become part of a nationwide, indeed a global, network for marketing and servicing automobiles.
Petitioners are sellers of a product whose utility derives from its mobility. . . .  Petitioners know that their customers buy cars not only to make short trips, but also to travel long distances.  In fact, the nationwide service network with which they are affiliated was designed to facilitate and encourage such travel.  Seaway would be unlikely to sell many cars if authorized service were available only in Massena, N. Y. . . .  It is apparent that petitioners have not attempted to minimize the chance that their activities will have effects in other States; on the contrary, they have chosen to do business in a way that increases that chance, because it is to their economic advantage to do so.
To be sure, petitioners could not know in advance that this particular automobile would be driven to Oklahoma.  They must have anticipated, however, that a substantial portion of the cars they sold would travel out of New York. . . .  This knowledge should alert a reasonable businessman to the likelihood that a defect in the product might manifest itself in the forum State-not because of some unpredictable, aberrant, unilateral action by a single buyer, but in the normal course of the operation of the vehicles for their intended purpose.
It is misleading for the majority to characterize the argument in favor of jurisdiction as one of “ ‘foreseeability’ alone.” . . .  [Petitioners] intentionally became part of an interstate economic network, which included dealerships in Oklahoma, for pecuniary gain.  In light of this purposeful conduct I do not believe it can be said that petitioners “had no reason to expect to be haled before a[n Oklahoma] court.”
. . . .

[Justice BLACKMUN’s separate dissenting opinion is omitted.]
Justice BRENNAN, dissenting.

. . .  Because I believe that the Court reads International Shoe and its progeny too narrowly, and because I believe that the standards enunciated by those cases may already be obsolete as constitutional boundaries, I dissent.
I
The Court's opinions focus tightly on the existence of contacts between the forum and the defendant.  In so doing, they accord too little weight to the strength of the forum State's interest in the case and fail to explore whether there would be any actual inconvenience to the defendant. . . .
The existence of contacts, so long as there were some, was merely one way of giving content to the determination of fairness and reasonableness.
Surely International Shoe contemplated that the significance of the contacts necessary to support jurisdiction would diminish if some other consideration helped establish that jurisdiction would be fair and reasonable.  The interests of the State and other parties in proceeding with the case in a particular forum are such considerations. . . .
Another consideration is the actual burden a defendant must bear in defending the suit in the forum.  Because lesser burdens reduce the unfairness to the defendant, jurisdiction may be justified despite less significant contacts. . . .  [T]he constitutionally significant “burden” to be analyzed relates to the mobility of the defendant's defense.  For instance, if having to travel to a foreign forum would hamper the defense because witnesses or evidence or the defendant himself were immobile, or if there were a disproportionately large number of witnesses or amount of evidence that would have to be transported at the defendant's expense, or if being away from home for the duration of the trial would work some special hardship on the defendant, then the Constitution would require special consideration for the defendant's interests.
. . . .

II
. . .  I would find that the forum State has an interest in permitting the litigation to go forward, the litigation is connected to the forum, the defendant is linked to the forum, and the burden of defending is not unreasonable.  Accordingly, I would hold that it is neither unfair nor unreasonable to require these defendants to defend in the forum State.
. . . .

B
. . . [T]he interest of the forum State and its connection to the litigation is strong.  The automobile accident underlying the litigation occurred in Oklahoma.  The plaintiffs were hospitalized in Oklahoma when they brought suit.  Essential witnesses and evidence were in Oklahoma.  The State has a legitimate interest in enforcing its laws designed to keep its highway system safe, and the trial can proceed at least as efficiently in Oklahoma as anywhere else.
The petitioners are not unconnected with the forum.  Although both sell automobiles within limited sales territories, each sold the automobile which in fact was driven to Oklahoma where it was involved in an accident.  It may be true, as the Court suggests, that each sincerely intended to limit its commercial impact to the limited territory, and that each intended to accept the benefits and protection of the laws only of those States within the territory.  But obviously these were unrealistic hopes that cannot be treated as an automatic constitutional shield.FN9
FN9. Moreover, imposing liability in this case would not so undermine certainty as to destroy an automobile dealer's ability to do business.  According jurisdiction does not expand liability except in the marginal case where a plaintiff cannot afford to bring an action except in the plaintiff's own State.  In addition, these petitioners are represented by insurance companies.  They not only could, but did, purchase insurance to protect them should they stand trial and lose the case.  The costs of the insurance no doubt are passed on to customers.
An automobile simply is not a stationary item or one designed to be used in one place.  An automobile is intended to be moved around.  Someone in the business of selling large numbers of automobiles can hardly plead ignorance of their mobility or pretend that the automobiles stay put after they are sold.  It is not merely that a dealer in automobiles foresees that they will move.  The dealer actually intends that the purchasers will use the automobiles to travel to distant States where the dealer does not directly “do business.”  The sale of an automobile does purposefully inject the vehicle into the stream of interstate commerce so that it can travel to distant States.
. . . .

The Court accepts that a State may exercise jurisdiction over a distributor which “serves” that State “indirectly” by “deliver[ing] its products into the stream of commerce with the expectation that they will be purchased by consumers in the forum State.”  It is difficult to see why the Constitution should distinguish between a case involving goods which reach a distant State through a chain of distribution and a case involving goods which reach the same State because a consumer, using them as the dealer knew the customer would, took them there.  In each case the seller purposefully injects the goods into the stream of commerce and those goods predictably are used in the forum State.FN12
FN12. The manufacturer in the case cited by the Court, Gray v. American Radiator & Standard Sanitary Corp.
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, 22 Ill.2d 432 (1961), had no more control over which States its goods would reach than did the petitioners in this case.
. . . .

III
It may be that affirmance of the judgments in these cases would approach the outer limits of International Shoe's jurisdictional principle.  But that principle, with its almost exclusive focus on the rights of defendants, may be outdated. . . .
. . . .

In answering the question whether or not it is fair and reasonable to allow a particular forum to hold a trial binding on a particular defendant, the interests of the forum State and other parties loom large in today's world and surely are entitled to as much weight as are the interests of the defendant. . . .  Certainly, I cannot see how a defendant's right to due process is violated if the defendant suffers no inconvenience.
The conclusion I draw is that constitutional concepts of fairness no longer require the extreme concern for defendants that was once necessary. . . .
The Court's opinion . . . suggests that the defendant ought to be subject to a State's jurisdiction only if he has contacts with the State “such that he should reasonably anticipate being haled into court there.”FN18  There is nothing unreasonable or unfair, however, about recognizing commercial reality.  Given the tremendous mobility of goods and people, and the inability of businessmen to control where goods are taken by customers (or retailers), I do not think that the defendant should be in complete control of the geographical stretch of his amenability to suit. . . .  When an action in fact causes injury in another State, the actor should be prepared to answer for it there unless defending in that State would be unfair for some reason other than that a state boundary must be crossed.
FN18. The Court suggests that this is the critical foreseeability rather than the likelihood that the product will go to the forum State.  But the reasoning begs the question.  A defendant cannot know if his actions will subject him to jurisdiction in another State until we have declared what the law of jurisdiction is.
. . . .
. . . If a plaintiff can show that his chosen forum State has a sufficient interest in the litigation (or sufficient contacts with the defendant), then the defendant who cannot show some real injury to a constitutionality protected interest, should have no constitutional excuse not to appear.
The plaintiffs in each of these cases brought suit in a forum with which they had significant contacts and which had significant contacts with the litigation.  I am not convinced that the defendants would suffer any “heavy and disproportionate burden” in defending the suits.  Accordingly, I would hold that the Constitution should not shield the defendants from appearing and defending in the plaintiffs' chosen fora.

