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Lewis v. Glendel Drilling Co., 898 F.2d 1083

willingness to find the serious burdens
on an alien defendant outweighed by
minimal interests on the part of the
plaintiff or the forum State. “Great care
and reserve should be exercised when
extending our notions of personal juris-
diction into the international field.”

Id. at 115, 107 S.Ct. at 1034-35, 94 L.Ed.2d
92 (quoting United States v. First Nat’'l
City Bank, 379 U.S. 378, 404, 85 S.Ct. 528,
542, 13 L.Ed.2d 865 (1965) (Harlan, J., dis-
senting)). Given the heavy burden on Co-
rinth to defend in Texas, Corinth’s efforts
to structure its relations to avoid the juris-
diction of Texas courts,? the minimal inter-
est of Texas in providing a forum for the
litigation, and the Supreme Court’s di-
rection to exercise caution in subjecting
alien defendants to United States courts’
jurisdiction, I conclude the district court’s
exercise of jurisdiction was unreasonable.

Corinth did not have sufficient minimum
contacts with Texas to justify an exercise
of either specific or general jurisdiction.
Even if Corinth did establish minimum con-
tacts, the district court’s exercise of juris-
diction was unreasonable under the facts of
this case. Because the exercise of jurisdic-
tion was not permissible under the due
process clause, the judgment in favor of
Guif Consolidated should be vacated and
the cause dismissed.

2. The majority suggests that Corinth’s “brisk ac-
tivity” in shipping goods to Texas made the
district court’s exercise of jurisdiction reason-
able. I think it unlikely, however, that connec-
tions with a forum that are insufficient to estab-
lish minimum contacts would be significant in
determining the reasonableness of an exercise
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of jurisdiction. To the extent Corinth’s actions
are significant in evaluating reasonableness, I
would place greater emphasis on the corpora-
tion's efforts to center its activities in Greece
than on sales to Texas businesses that sought
out the foreign corporation to purchase its
goods.
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