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Respondent Paul Gibbs was awarded compensatory and punitive damages in this action 
against petitioner United Mine Workers of America (UMW) for alleged violations of 303 
of the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, 61 Stat. 158, as amended, and of the 
common law of  Tennessee. The case grew out of the rivalry between the United Mine 
Workers and the Southern Labor Union over representation of workers in the southern 
Appalachian coal fields. Tennessee Consolidated Coal Company, not a party here, laid 
off 100 miners of the UMW's Local 5881 when it closed one of its mines in southern 
Tennessee during the spring of 1960. Late that summer, Grundy Company, a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Consolidated, hired respondent as mine superintendent to attempt to 
open a new mine on Consolidated's property at nearby Gray's Creek through use of 
members of the Southern Labor Union. As part of the arrangement, Grundy also gave 
respondent a contract to haul the mine's coal to the nearest railroad loading point. 

On August 15 and 16, 1960, armed members of Local 5881 forcibly prevented the 
opening of the mine, threatening respondent and beating an organizer for the rival union. 
The members of the local believed Consolidated had promised them the jobs at the new 
mine; they insisted that if anyone would do the work, they would. At this time, no 
representative of the UMW, their international union, was present. George Gilbert, the 
UMW's field representative for the area including Local 5881, was away at Middlesboro, 
Kentucky, attending an Executive Board meeting when the members of the local 
discovered Grundy's plan; he did not return to the area until late in the day of August 16. 
There was uncontradicted testimony that he first learned of the violence while at the 
meeting, and returned with explicit instructions from his international union superiors to 
establish a limited picket line, to prevent any further violence, and to see to it that the 
strike did not spread to neighboring mines. There was no further violence at the mine site; 
a picket line was maintained there for nine months; and no further attempts were made to 
open the mine during that period. 

Respondent lost his job as superintendent, and never entered into performance of his 
haulage contract. He testified that he soon began to lose other trucking contracts and 
mine leases he held in nearby areas. Claiming these effects to be the result of a concerted 



union plan against him, he sought recovery not against Local 5881 or its members, but 
only against petitioner, the international union. The suit was brought in the United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of Tennessee, and jurisdiction was premised on 
allegations of secondary boycotts under 303. The state law claim, for which jurisdiction 
was based upon the doctrine of pendent jurisdiction, asserted "an unlawful conspiracy 
and an unlawful boycott aimed at him and [Grundy] to maliciously, wantonly and 
willfully interfere with his contract of employment and with his contract of haulage." 

The trial judge refused to submit to the jury the claims of pressure intended to cause 
mining firms other than Grundy to cease doing business with Gibbs; he found those 
claims unsupported by the evidence. The jury's verdict was that the UMW had violated 
both 303 and state law. Gibbs was awarded $60,000 as damages under the employment 
contract and $14,500 under the haulage contract; he was also awarded $100,000 punitive 
damages. On motion, the trial court set aside the award of damages with respect to the 
haulage contract on the ground that damage was unproved. It also held that union 
pressure on Grundy to discharge respondent as supervisor would constitute only a 
primary dispute with Grundy, as respondent's employer, and hence was not cognizable as 
a claim under 303. Interference with the employment relationship was cognizable as a 
state claim, however, and a remitted award was sustained on the state law claim. 220 F. 
Supp. 871. The Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit affirmed. 343 F.2d 609. We 
granted certiorari. 382 U.S. 809. We reverse. 

I. 

A threshold question is whether the District Court properly entertained jurisdiction of the 
claim based on Tennessee law. There was no need to decide a like question in Teamsters 
Union v. Morton, 377 U.S. 252, since the pertinent state claim there was based on 
peaceful secondary activities and we held that state law based on such activities had been 
pre-empted by 303. But here respondent's claim is based in part on proofs of violence and 
intimidation. "[W]e have allowed the States to grant compensation for the consequences, 
as defined by the traditional law of torts, of conduct marked by violence and imminent 
threats to the public order. United Automobile Workers v. Russell, 356 U.S. 634; United 
Construction Workers v. Laburnum Corp., 347 U.S. 656. . . . State jurisdiction has 
prevailed in these situations because the compelling state interest, in the scheme of our 
federalism, in the maintenance of domestic peace is not overridden in the absence of 
clearly expressed congressional direction." San Diego Building Trades Council v. 
Garmon, 359 U.S. 236, 247.  

The fact that state remedies were not entirely pre-empted does not, however, answer the 
question whether the state claim was properly adjudicated in the District Court absent 
diversity jurisdiction. The Court held in Hurn v. Oursler, 289 U.S. 238, that state law 
claims are appropriate for federal court determination if they form a separate but parallel 
ground for relief also sought in a substantial claim based on federal law. The Court 
distinguished permissible from nonpermissible exercises of federal judicial power over 
state law claims by contrasting "a case where two distinct grounds in support of a single 
cause of action are alleged, one only of which presents a federal question, and a case 
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where two separate and distinct causes of action are alleged, one only of which is federal 
in character. In the former, where the federal question averred is not plainly wanting in 
substance, the federal court, even though the federal ground be not established, may 
nevertheless retain and dispose of the case upon the non-federal ground; in the latter it 
may not do so upon the non-federal cause of action." 289 U.S., at 246. The question is 
into which category the present action fell. 

Hurn was decided in 1933, before the unification of law and equity by the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure. At the time, the meaning of "cause of action" was a subject of serious 
dispute; the phrase might "mean one thing for one purpose and something different for 
another." United States v. Memphis Cotton Oil Co., 288 U.S. 62, 67-68.[Footnote 8] The 
Court in Hurn identified what it meant by the term by citation of Baltimore S. S. Co. v. 
Phillips, 274 U.S. 316, a case in which "cause of action" had been used to identify the 
operative scope of the doctrine of res judicata. In that case the Court had noted that "`the 
whole tendency of our decisions is to require a plaintiff to try his whole cause of action 
and his whole case at one time.'" 274 U.S., at 320. It stated its holding in the following 
language, quoted in part in the Hurn opinion: 

"Upon principle, it is perfectly plain that the respondent [a seaman suing for an 
injury sustained while working aboard ship] suffered but one actionable wrong 
and was entitled to but one recovery, whether his injury was due to one or the 
other of several distinct acts of alleged negligence or to a combination of some or 
all of them. In either view, there would be but a single wrongful invasion of a 
single primary right of the plaintiff, namely, the right of bodily safety, whether the 
acts constituting such invasion were one or many, simple or complex. 
"A cause of action does not consist of facts, but of the unlawful violation of a 
right which the facts show. The number and variety of the facts alleged do not 
establish more than one cause of action so long as their result, whether they be 
considered severally or in combination, is the violation of but one right by a 
single legal wrong. The mere multiplication of grounds of negligence alleged as 
causing the same injury does not result in multiplying the causes of action. `The 
facts are merely the means, and not the end. They do not constitute the cause of 
action, but they show its existence by making the wrong appear.'" Id., at 321. 

Had the Court found a jurisdictional bar to reaching the state claim in Hurn, we assume 
that the doctrine of res judicata would not have been applicable in any subsequent state 
suit. But the citation of Baltimore S. S. Co. shows that the Court found that the weighty 
policies of judicial economy and fairness to parties reflected in res judicata doctrine were 
in themselves strong counsel for the adoption of a rule which would permit federal courts 
to dispose of the state as well as the federal claims. 

With the adoption of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the unified form of action, 
Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 2, much of the controversy over "cause of action" abated. The 
phrase remained as the keystone of the Hurn test, however, and, as commentators have 
noted, has been the source of considerable confusion. Under the Rules, the impulse is 
toward entertaining the broadest possible scope of action consistent with fairness to the 
parties; joinder of claims, parties and remedies is strongly encouraged. Yet because the 
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Hurn question involves issues of jurisdiction as well as convenience, there has been some 
tendency to limit its application to cases in which the state and federal claims are, as in 
Hurn, "little more than the equivalent of different epithets to characterize the same group 
of circumstances." 289 U.S., at 246.  

This limited approach is unnecessarily grudging Pendent jurisdiction, in the sense of 
judicial power, exists whenever there is a claim "arising under [the] Constitution, the 
Laws of the United States, and Treaties made, or which shall be made, under their 
Authority . . .," U.S. Const., Art. III, 2, and the relationship between that claim and the 
state claim permits the conclusion that the entire action before the court comprises but 
one constitutional "case." The federal claim must have substance sufficient to confer 
subject matter jurisdiction on the court. Levering & Garrigues Co. v. Morrin, 289 U.S. 
103. The state and federal claims must derive from a common nucleus of operative fact. 
But if, considered without regard to their federal or state character, a plaintiff's claims are 
such that he would ordinarily be expected to try them all in one judicial proceeding, then, 
assuming substantiality of the federal issues, there is power in federal courts to hear the 
whole. 

That power need not be exercised in every case in which it is found to exist. It has 
consistently been recognized that pendent jurisdiction is a doctrine of discretion, not of 
plaintiff's right. Its justification lies in considerations of judicial economy, convenience 
and fairness to litigants; if these are not present a federal court should hesitate to exercise 
jurisdiction over state claims, even though bound to apply state law to them, Erie R. Co. 
v. Tompkins, 304 U.S. 64. Needless decisions of state law should be avoided both as a 
matter of comity and to promote justice between the parties, by procuring for them a 
surer-footed reading of applicable law. Certainly, if the federal claims are dismissed 
before trial, even though not insubstantial in a jurisdictional sense, the state claims should 
be dismissed as well. Similarly, if it appears that the state issues substantially 
predominate, whether in terms of proof, of the scope of the issues raised, or of the 
comprehensiveness of the remedy sought, the state claims may be dismissed without 
prejudice and left for resolution to state tribunals. There may, on the other hand, be 
situations in which the state claim is so closely tied to questions of federal policy that the 
argument for exercise of pendent jurisdiction is particularly strong. In the present case, 
for example, the allowable scope of the state claim implicates the federal doctrine of pre-
emption; while this interrelationship does not create statutory federal question 
jurisdiction, Louisville & N. R. Co. v. Mottley, 211 U.S. 149, its existence is relevant to 
the exercise of discretion. Finally, there may be reasons independent of jurisdictional 
considerations, such as the likelihood of jury confusion in treating divergent legal 
theories of relief, that would justify separating state and federal claims for trial, Fed. Rule 
Civ. Proc. 42 (b). If so, jurisdiction should ordinarily be refused. 

The question of power will ordinarily be resolved on the pleadings. But the issue whether 
pendent jurisdiction has been properly assumed is one which remains open throughout 
the litigation. Pretrial procedures or even the trial itself may reveal a substantial 
hegemony of state law claims, or likelihood of jury confusion, which could not have been 
anticipated at the pleading stage. Although it will of course be appropriate to take account 
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in this circumstance of the already completed course of the litigation, dismissal of the 
state claim might even then be merited. For example, it may appear that the plaintiff was 
well aware of the nature of his proofs and the relative importance of his claims; 
recognition of a federal court's wide latitude to decide ancillary questions of state law 
does not imply that it must tolerate a litigant's effort to impose upon it what is in effect 
only a state law case. Once it appears that a state claim constitutes the real body of a case, 
to which the federal claim is only an appendage, the state claim may fairly be dismissed.  

We are not prepared to say that in the present case the District Court exceeded its 
discretion in proceeding to judgment on the state claim. We may assume for purposes of 
decision that the District Court was correct in its holding that the claim of pressure on 
Grundy to terminate the employment contract was outside the purview of 303. Even so, 
the 303 claims based on secondary pressures on Grundy relative to the haulage contract 
and on other coal operators generally were substantial. Although 303 limited recovery to 
compensatory damages based on secondary pressures, Teamsters Union v. Morton, supra, 
and state law allowed both compensatory and punitive damages, and allowed such 
damages as to both secondary and primary activity, the state and federal claims arose 
from the same nucleus of operative fact and reflected alternative remedies. Indeed, the 
verdict sheet sent in to the jury authorized only one award of damages, so that recovery 
could not be given separately on the federal and state claims. 

It is true that the 303 claims ultimately failed and that the only recovery allowed 
respondent was on the state claim. We cannot confidently say, however, that the federal 
issues were so remote or played such a minor role at the trial that in effect the state claim 
only was tried. Although the District Court dismissed as unproved the 303 claims that 
petitioner's secondary activities included attempts to induce coal operators other than 
Grundy to cease doing business with respondent, the court submitted the 303 claims 
relating to Grundy to the jury. The jury returned verdicts against petitioner on those 303 
claims, and it was only on petitioner's motion for a directed verdict and a judgment n. o. 
v. that the verdicts on those claims were set aside. The District Judge considered the 
claim as to the haulage contract proved as to liability, and held it failed only for lack of 
proof of damages. Although there was some risk of confusing the jury in joining the state 
and federal claims - especially since, as will be developed, differing standards of proof of 
UMW involvement applied - the possibility of confusion could be lessened by employing 
a special verdict form, as the District Court did. Moreover, the question whether the 
permissible scope of the state claim was limited by the doctrine of pre-emption afforded a 
special reason for the exercise of pendent jurisdiction; the federal courts are particularly 
appropriate bodies for the application of pre-emption principles. We thus conclude that 
although it may be that the District Court might, in its sound discretion, have dismissed 
the state claim, the circumstances show no error in refusing to do so. 
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MR. JUSTICE STEWART delivered the opinion of the Court.  

In an action in which federal jurisdiction is based on diversity of citizenship, may the 
plaintiff assert a claim against a third-party defendant when there is no independent basis 
for federal jurisdiction over that claim? The Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit held 
in this case that such a claim is within the ancillary jurisdiction of the federal courts. We 
granted certiorari, 434 U.S. 1008 , because this decision conflicts with several recent 
decisions of other Courts of Appeals. 1    

I  

On January 18, 1972, James Kroger was electrocuted when the boom of a steel crane next 
to which he was walking came too close to a high-tension electric power line. The 
respondent (his widow, who is the administratrix of his estate) filed a wrongful-death 
action in the United States District Court for the District of Nebraska against the Omaha 
Public Power District (OPPD). Her complaint alleged that OPPD's negligent 
construction, maintenance, and operation of the power line had caused Kroger's death. 
Federal jurisdiction was based on diversity of citizenship, since the respondent was a 
citizen of Iowa and OPPD was a Nebraska corporation.  

OPPD then filed a third-party complaint pursuant to Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 14 (a) 2 against 
the petitioner, Owen Equipment [437 U.S. 365, 368]   and Erection Co. (Owen), alleging that 
the crane was owned and operated by Owen, and that Owen's negligence had been the 
proximate cause of Kroger's death. 3 OPPD later moved for summary judgment on the 
respondent's complaint against it. While this motion was pending, the respondent was 
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granted leave to file an amended complaint naming Owen as an additional defendant. 
Thereafter, the District Court granted OPPD's motion for summary judgment in an 
unreported opinion. 4 The case thus went to trial between the respondent and the 
petitioner alone.  

The respondent's amended complaint alleged that Owen was "a Nebraska corporation 
with its principal place of business [437 U.S. 365, 369]   in Nebraska." Owen's answer 
admitted that it was "a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of 
Nebraska," and denied every other allegation of the complaint. On the third day of trial, 
however, it was disclosed that the petitioner's principal place of business was in Iowa, not 
Nebraska, 5 and that the petitioner and the respondent were thus both citizens of Iowa. 6 
The petitioner then moved to dismiss the complaint for lack of jurisdiction. The District 
Court reserved decision on the motion, and the jury thereafter returned a verdict in favor 
of the respondent. In an unreported opinion issued after the trial, the District Court denied 
the petitioner's motion to dismiss the complaint.  

The judgment was affirmed on appeal. 558 F.2d 417. The Court of Appeals held that 
under this Court's decision in Mine Workers v. Gibbs, 383 U.S. 715 , the District Court 
had jurisdictional power, in its discretion, to adjudicate the respondent's claim against the 
petitioner because that claim arose from the "core of `operative facts' giving rise to both 
[respondent's] claim against OPPD and OPPD's claim against Owen." 558 F.2d, at 424. It 
further held that the District Court had properly exercised its discretion in proceeding to 
decide the case even after summary judgment had been granted to OPPD, because the 
petitioner had concealed its Iowa citizenship from the respondent. Rehearing en banc was 
denied by an equally divided court. 558 F.2d 417. [437 U.S. 365, 370]    

II  

It is undisputed that there was no independent basis of federal jurisdiction over the 
respondent's state-law tort action against the petitioner, since both are citizens of Iowa. 
And although Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 14 (a) permits a plaintiff to assert a claim against a 
third-party defendant, see n. 2, supra, it does not purport to say whether or not such a 
claim requires an independent basis of federal jurisdiction. Indeed, it could not determine 
that question, since it is axiomatic that the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure do not create 
or withdraw federal jurisdiction. 7    

In affirming the District Court's judgment, the Court of Appeals relied upon the doctrine 
of ancillary jurisdiction, whose contours it believed were defined by this Court's holding 
in Mine Workers v. Gibbs, supra. The Gibbs case differed from this one in that it 
involved pendent jurisdiction, which concerns the resolution of a plaintiff's federal-and 
state-law claims against a single defendant in one action. By contrast, in this case there 
was no claim based upon substantive federal law, but rather state-law tort claims against 
two different defendants. Nonetheless, the Court of Appeals was correct in perceiving 
that Gibbs and this case are two species of the same generic problem: Under what 
circumstances may a federal court hear and decide a state-law claim arising between 
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citizens of the same State? 8 But we believe that the Court of Appeals failed to 
understand the scope of the doctrine of the Gibbs case.  

The plaintiff in Gibbs alleged that the defendant union had violated the common law of 
Tennessee as well as the federal [437 U.S. 365, 371]   prohibition of secondary boycotts. 
This Court held that, although the parties were not of diverse citizenship, the District 
Court properly entertained the state-law claim as pendent to the federal claim. The crucial 
holding was stated as follows:  

"Pendent jurisdiction, in the sense of judicial power, exists whenever there is a 
claim `arising under [the] Constitution, the Laws of the United States, and 
Treaties made, or which shall be made, under their Authority . . .,' U.S. Const., 
Art. III, 2, and the relationship between that claim and the state claim permits the 
conclusion that the entire action before the court comprises but one constitutional 
`case.' . . . The state and federal claims must derive from a common nucleus of 
operative fact. But if, considered without regard to their federal or state character, 
a plaintiff's claims are such that he would ordinarily be expected to try them all in 
one judicial proceeding, then, assuming substantiality of the federal issues, there 
is power in federal courts to hear the whole." 383 U.S., at 725 (emphasis in 
original). 9    

It is apparent that Gibbs delineated the constitutional limits of federal judicial power. But 
even if it be assumed that the District Court in the present case had constitutional power 
to decide the respondent's lawsuit against the petitioner, 10 it does not follow that the 
decision of the Court of Appeals [437 U.S. 365, 372]   was correct. Constitutional power is 
merely the first hurdle that must be overcome in determining that a federal court has 
jurisdiction over a particular controversy. For the jurisdiction of the federal courts is 
limited not only by the provisions of Art. III of the Constitution, but also by Acts of 
Congress. Palmore v. United States, 411 U.S. 389, 401 ; Lockerty v. Phillips, 319 U.S. 
182, 187 ; Kline v. Burke Constr. Co., 260 U.S. 226, 234 ; Cary v. Curtis, 3 How. 236, 
245.  

That statutory law as well as the Constitution may limit a federal court's jurisdiction over 
nonfederal claims 11 is well illustrated by two recent decisions of this Court, Aldinger v. 
Howard, 427 U.S. 1 , and Zahn v. International Paper Co., 414 U.S. 291 . In Aldinger the 
Court held that a Federal District Court lacked jurisdiction over a state-law claim against 
a county, even if that claim was alleged to be pendent to one against county officials 
under 42 U.S.C. 1983. In Zahn the Court held that in a diversity class action under Fed. 
Rule Civ. Proc. 23 (b) (3), the claim of each member of the plaintiff class must 
independently satisfy the minimum jurisdictional amount set by 28 U.S.C. 1332 (a), and 
rejected the argument that jurisdiction existed over those claims that involved $10,000 or 
less as ancillary to those that involved more. In each case, despite the fact that federal and 
nonfederal claims arose from a "common nucleus of operative fact," the Court held that 
the statute conferring jurisdiction over the federal claim did not allow the exercise of 
jurisdiction over the nonfederal claims. 12   [437 U.S. 365, 373]    
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The Aldinger and Zahn cases thus make clear that a finding that federal and nonfederal 
claims arise from a "common nucleus of operative fact," the test of Gibbs, does not end 
the inquiry into whether a federal court has power to hear the nonfederal claims along 
with the federal ones. Beyond this constitutional minimum, there must be an examination 
of the posture in which the nonfederal claim is asserted and of the specific statute that 
confers jurisdiction over the federal claim, in order to determine whether "Congress in 
[that statute] has . . . expressly or by implication negated" the exercise of jurisdiction over 
the particular nonfederal claim. Aldinger v. Howard, supra, at 18.  

III  

The relevant statute in this case, 28 U.S.C. 1332 (a) (1), confers upon federal courts 
jurisdiction over "civil actions where the matter in controversy exceeds the sum or value 
of $10,000 . . . and is between . . . citizens of different States." This statute and its 
predecessors have consistently been held to require complete diversity of citizenship. 13 
That is, diversity jurisdiction does not exist unless each defendant is a citizen of a 
different State from each plaintiff. Over the years Congress has repeatedly re-enacted or 
amended the statute conferring diversity jurisdiction, leaving intact this rule of complete 
diversity. 14 Whatever may have been the original [437 U.S. 365, 374]   purposes of 
diversity-of-citizenship jurisdiction, 15 this subsequent history clearly demonstrates a 
congressional mandate that diversity jurisdiction is not to be available when any plaintiff 
is a citizen of the same State as any defendant. Cf. Snyder v. Harris, 394 U.S. 332, 338 -
339. 16    

Thus it is clear that the respondent could not originally have brought suit in federal court 
naming Owen and OPPD as codefendants, since citizens of Iowa would have been on 
both sides of the litigation. Yet the identical lawsuit resulted when she amended her 
complaint. Complete diversity was destroyed just as surely as if she had sued Owen 
initially. In either situation, in the plain language of the statute, the "matter in 
controversy" could not be "between . . . citizens of different States."  

It is a fundamental precept that federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction. The limits 
upon federal jurisdiction, whether imposed by the Constitution or by Congress, must be 
neither disregarded nor evaded. Yet under the reasoning of the Court of Appeals in this 
case, a plaintiff could defeat the statutory requirement of complete diversity by the simple 
expedient of suing only those defendants who were of diverse citizenship and waiting for 
them to implead nondiverse defendants. 17 If, as the Court of Appeals thought, a 
"common [437 U.S. 365, 375]   nucleus of operative fact" were the only requirement for 
ancillary jurisdiction in a diversity case, there would be no principled reason why the 
respondent in this case could not have joined her cause of action against Owen in her 
original complaint as ancillary to her claim against OPPD. Congress' requirement of 
complete diversity would thus have been evaded completely.  

It is true, as the Court of Appeals noted, that the exercise of ancillary jurisdiction over 
nonfederal claims has often been upheld in situations involving impleader, cross-claims 
or counterclaims. 18 But in determining whether jurisdiction [437 U.S. 365, 376]   over a 
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nonfederal claim exists, the context in which the nonfederal claim is asserted is crucial. 
See Aldinger v. Howard, 427 U.S., at 14 . And the claim here arises in a setting quite 
different from the kinds of nonfederal claims that have been viewed in other cases as 
falling within the ancillary jurisdiction of the federal courts.  

First, the nonfederal claim in this case was simply not ancillary to the federal one in the 
same sense that, for example, the impleader by a defendant of a third-party defendant 
always is. A third-party complaint depends at least in part upon the resolution of the 
primary lawsuit. See n. 3, supra. Its relation to the original complaint is thus not mere 
factual similarity but logical dependence. Cf. Moore v. New York Cotton Exchange, 270 
U.S. 593, 610 . The respondent's claim against the petitioner, however, was entirely 
separate from her original claim against OPPD, since the petitioner's liability to her 
depended not at all upon whether or not OPPD was also liable. Far from being an 
ancillary and dependent claim, it was a new and independent one.  

Second, the nonfederal claim here was asserted by the plaintiff, who voluntarily chose to 
bring suit upon a state-law claim in a federal court. By contrast, ancillary jurisdiction 
typically involves claims by a defending party haled into court against his will, or by 
another person whose rights might be irretrievably lost unless he could assert them in an 
ongoing action in a federal court. 19 A plaintiff cannot complain if ancillary jurisdiction 
does not encompass all of his possible claims in a case such as this one, since it is he who 
has chosen the federal rather than the state forum and must thus accept its limitations. 
"[T]he efficiency plaintiff seeks so avidly is available without question in the state 
courts." Kenrose Mfg. Co. v. Fred Whitaker Co., 512 F.2d 890, 894 (CA4). 20   [437 U.S. 
365, 377]    

It is not unreasonable to assume that, in generally requiring complete diversity, Congress 
did not intend to confine the jurisdiction of federal courts so inflexibly that they are 
unable to protect legal rights or effectively to resolve an entire, logically entwined 
lawsuit. Those practical needs are the basis of the doctrine of ancillary jurisdiction. But 
neither the convenience of litigants nor considerations of judicial economy can suffice to 
justify extension of the doctrine of ancillary jurisdiction to a plaintiff's cause of action 
against a citizen of the same State in a diversity case. Congress has established the basic 
rule that diversity jurisdiction exists under 28 U.S.C. 1332 only when there is complete 
diversity of citizenship. "The policy of the statute calls for its strict construction." Healy 
v. Ratta, 292 U.S. 263, 270 ; Indianapolis v. Chase Nat. Bank, 314 U.S. 63, 76 ; Thomson 
v. Gaskill, 315 U.S. 442, 446 ; Snyder v. Harris, 394 U.S., at 340 . To allow the 
requirement of complete diversity to be circumvented as it was in this case would simply 
flout the congressional command. 21    

Accordingly, the judgment of the Court of Appeals is reversed.  

It is so ordered. 

 

http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?navby=volpage&court=us&vol=427&page=14#14
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?court=us&vol=270&invol=593#610
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?court=us&vol=270&invol=593#610
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/scripts/getcase.pl?court=us&vol=437&invol=365#f19
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/scripts/getcase.pl?court=us&vol=437&invol=365#f20
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?court=us&vol=292&invol=263#270
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?navby=case&court=us&vol=314&invol=63#76
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?navby=case&court=us&vol=315&invol=442#446
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?navby=volpage&court=us&vol=394&page=340#340
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/scripts/getcase.pl?court=us&vol=437&invol=365#f21

	U.S. Supreme Court 
	MINE WORKERS v. GIBBS, 383 U.S. 715 (1966) 
	I.

	 U.S. Supreme Court 
	OWEN EQUIPMENT & ERECTION CO. v. KROGER, 437 U.S. 365 (1978) 
	I 
	II 
	III 


