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J USTICE ALITO delivered the opin ion  of the Cour t . 

Th is case presen ts the quest ion  whether  r esponden t

Robins has st anding to main ta in  an  act ion  in  federa l cour t  

aga inst  pet it ioner  Spokeo under  the Fa ir  Credit  Repor t ing

Act  of 1970 (FCRA or  Act), 84 Sta t . 1127, a s amended, 15 

U. S. C. §1681 et seq.

Spokeo opera tes a  “people sea rch  engine.”  If an  individ-

ua l visit s Spokeo’s Web sit e and inpu ts a  per son’s name, a  

phone number , or  an  e-mail address, Spokeo conduct s a  

computer ized sea rch  in  a  wide va r iety of da tabases and 

provides in format ion  abou t  the subject  of the sea rch .

Spokeo performed such  a  sea rch  for  in format ion  abou t

Robins, and some of the in format ion  it  ga thered and then

dissemina ted was incorrect . When  Robins lea rned of these 

inaccuracies, he filed a  compla in t  on  h is own beha lf and on

beha lf of a  cla ss of simila r ly situa ted individua ls. 

The Dist r ict  Cour t  dismissed Robins’ compla int  for  lack 

of st anding, bu t  a  panel of the Nin th  Circu it  r ever sed.  Th e 

Nin th  Circu it  noted, fir st , t ha t  Robins had a lleged tha t

“Spokeo viola t ed h is st a tu tory r igh t s, not  just  the st a tu -

tory r igh t s of other  people,” and, second, tha t  “Robins’s

per sona l in t erest s in  the handling of h is credit  in format ion  
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are individualized ra ther  than  collect ive.” 742 F . 3d 409, 

413 (2014). Based on  these two observa t ions, the Nin th  

Circu it  held tha t  Robins had adequa tely a lleged in ju ry in

fact , a  r equ irement  for  standing under  Ar t icle III of the

Const itu t ion . Id ., a t  413–414. 

Th is ana lysis was incomplete.  As we have expla ined in  

our  pr ior  opin ions, the in ju ry-in -fact  r equ irement  requ ires

a  pla in t iff t o a llege an  in jury th a t  is both  “concrete a n d  

par t icu la r ized.”  F r ien ds of the Ea r th , Inc. v. La id la w 

Environmen ta l Services (TOC), Inc., 528 U. S. 167, 180– 

181 (2000) (emphasis added). The Nin th  Circu it ’s ana lysis 

focused on  the second character ist ic (pa r t icu la r ity), bu t  it

over looked the fir st  (concreteness).  We therefore vaca te 

the decision  below and remand for  the Nin th  Circu it  t o 

consider  both  aspects of the in ju ry-in -fact  r equirement . 

I 

The FCRA seeks to ensure “fa ir  and accura te credit  

r epor t ing.” §1681(a )(1). To ach ieve th is end, the Act  

r egu la tes the crea t ion  and the use of “consumer  r epor t [s]”1 

by “consumer  r epor t in g agenc[ies]”2 for  cer ta in  specified 

—————— 

1 The Act  defines the term “consumer  r epor t” a s:

“any wr it ten , ora l, or  other  communica t ion  of any in format ion  by a

consumer  r epor t ing agency bear ing on a  consumer’s credit  wor th iness, 

cr edit  standing, cr edit  capacity, character , general repu ta t ion , per sona l 

charact er ist ics, or  mode of living which  is used or  expected to be used or

collected in  whole or  in  pa r t  for  t he purpose of serving as a  factor  in

establish ing the consumer’s eligibilit y for— 

“(A) credit  or  insurance to be used pr imar ily for  persona l, family, or  

household purposes;

“(B) employment  purposes; or

“(C) any other  purpose au thor ized under  sect ion  1681b of th is t it le.”

15 U. S. C. §1681a(d)(1). 
2 “The term ‘consumer  repor t ing agency’ means any person  which , for

monetary fees, dues, or  on  a  coopera t ive nonprofit  basis, r egu la r ly

engages in  whole or  in  pa r t  in  the pract ice of assembling or  evalua t ing

consumer  credit  in format ion  or  other  in format ion  on consumers for  the 

purpose of fu rn ish ing consumer  repor ts to th ird pa r t ies, and which  uses 
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purposes, including credit  t ransact ions, insurance, licens-

ing, consumer -in it ia t ed business t r ansact ions, and em-

ployment . See §§1681a(d)(1)(A)–(C); §1681b.  Enacted 

long before the adven t  of the In ternet , t he FCRA applies to 

companies tha t  r egu la r ly dissemina te in format ion  bea r ing 

on  an  individua l’s “credit  wor th iness, credit  standing,

credit  capacity, cha racter , genera l r epu ta t ion , per sona l 

cha racter ist ics, or  mode of living.” §1681a(d)(1).

The FCRA imposes a  host  of r equ irements concern ing 

the crea t ion  and use of consumer  r epor ts.  As releva n t  

here, the Act  r equ ires consumer  r epor t ing agencies to

“follow reasonable procedures to a ssure maximum possible

accuracy of ” consumer  repor t s, §1681e(b); to not ify provid-

er s and user s of consumer  in format ion  of their  r esponsibil-

it ies under  the Act , §1681e(d); to lim it  the cir cumstances

in  which  such  agencies provide consumer  repor t s “for

employment  purposes,” §1681b(b)(1); and to post  toll-free

numbers for  consumers to r equest  r epor ts, §1681j(a ).

The Act  a lso provides tha t  “[a ]ny person  who willfu lly 

fa ils to comply with  any requ irement  [of the Act ] with

respect  to any [individua l3] is liable to tha t  [individua l]” 

for , among other  th ings, either  “actua l damages” or  st a tu -

tory damages of $100 to $1,000 per  viola t ion , cost s of the 

act ion  and a t torney’s fees, and possibly pun it ive damages. 

§1681n(a ).

Spokeo is a lleged to qua lify as a  “consumer  r epor t in g

agency” un der  the FCRA.4  It  opera tes a  Web site tha t

a llows users to sea rch  for  in format ion  abou t  other  individ-

ua ls by name, e-mail address, or  phone number .  In  r e-

sponse to an  inqu iry submit t ed on line, Spokeo sea rches a  

—————— 

any means or  facility of in ter st a te commerce for  the purpose of prepar-

ing or  furnish ing consumer  repor ts.”  §1681a(f ). 
3 This sta tutory provision  uses the t erm “consumer ,” bu t  t ha t  term is

defined to mean  “an  individual.” §1681a(c). 
4 For  purposes of t his opin ion , we assume that  Spokeo is a  consumer  

repor t ing agency. 
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wide spect rum of da tabases and ga ther s and provides 

in format ion such  as the individua l’s address, phone num-

ber , mar it a l st a tus, approximate age, occupa t ion , hobbies, 

fin ances, shopping habit s, and mu sica l preferences.  App.

7, 10–11. According to Robins, Spokeo market s it s ser -

vices to a  va r iety of user s, including not  on ly “employers

who want  to eva lua te prospect ive employees,” bu t  a lso

“those who want  to invest iga te prospect ive romant ic pa r t -

ner s or  seek other  persona l in format ion .”  Br ief for  Re-

sponden t  7. Per sons wish ing to per form a  Spokeo sea rch  

need not  disclose their  iden t it ies, and much  in format ion  is 

ava ilable for  fr ee. 

At  some poin t  in  t ime, someone (Robins’ compla in t  does

not  specify who) made a  Spokeo sea rch  request  for  in for-

mat ion  abou t  Robins, and Spokeo t r a wled it s sources and 

genera ted a  profile.  By some means not  deta iled in  Rob-

ins’ compla in t , he became aware of the con ten ts of tha t  

profile and discovered tha t  it  con ta ined inaccura te in for -

mat ion . H is profile, he asser t s, st a tes tha t  he is marr ied, 

has ch ildren , is in  h is 50’s, has a  job, is r ela t ively a ffluen t ,

and holds a  gradua te degree. App. 14. According to Rob-

ins’ compla in t , a ll of th is in format ion  is incorrect . 

Robins filed a  cla ss-act ion  compla in t  in  the United

Sta tes Dist r ict  Cour t  for  the Cent ra l Dist r ict  of Californ ia , 

cla iming, among other  th ings, tha t  Spokeo willfu lly fa iled 

to comply with  the F CRA requ irement s enumera ted

above. 

The Dist r ict  Cour t  in it ia lly den ied Spokeo’s mot ion  to 

dismiss the compla in t  for  lack of ju r isdict ion, bu t  la t er

reconsidered and dismissed the compla in t  with  prejudice.

App. to Pet . for  Cer t . 23a .  The cour t  found tha t  Robins 

had not  “proper ly pled” an  in ju ry in  fact , a s r equ ired by

Ar t icle III. Ibid . 

The Cour t  of Appea ls for  the Nin th  Circu it  rever sed. 
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Relying on  Circu it  precedent ,5 t he cour t  began  by st a t ing

tha t  “the viola t ion  of a  sta tu tory r igh t  is usua lly a  su ffi-

cien t  in ju ry in  fact  to confer  standing.” 742 F . 3d, a t  412. 

The cour t  r ecogn ized tha t  “the Const itu t ion  lim it s the 

power  of Congress to confer  st anding.”  Id ., a t  413. But  

the cour t  h eld tha t  those limit s were honored in  th is case 

because Robins a lleged tha t  “Spokeo viola t ed h is st a tu tory

r igh ts, not  just  the st a tu tory r igh t s of other  people,” and

because h is “persona l in terest s in  the handling of h is

credit  in format ion  a re individua lized ra ther  than  collec-

t ive.” Ibid . (emphasis in  or igina l).  The cour t  thus con-

cluded tha t  Robins’ “a lleged viola t ions of [h is] st a tu tory 

r igh ts [were] su fficien t  to sa t isfy the in ju ry-in -fact  re-

qu irement  of Ar t icle III.” Id ., a t  413–414. 

We gran ted cer t iora r i. 575 U. S. ___ (2015). 

II  

A  

The Const itu t ion  confer s lim ited au thor ity on  each  

branch  of the Federa l Government .  It  vest s Congress with

enumera ted “legisla t ive Powers,” Ar t . I, §1; it  confer s upon  

the Presiden t  “[t ]he execu t ive Power ,” Ar t . II, §1, cl. 1; and 

it  endows the federa l cour ts with  “[t ]he judicia l Power  of

the Unit ed Sta tes,” Ar t . III, §1.  In  order  to r emain  fa ith fu l 

to th is t r ipa r t it e st ructu re, the power  of the Federa l J udi-

cia ry may not  be permit t ed to in t rude upon  the powers 

given  to the other  branches. See Da imlerChrysler  Corp. v. 

Cuno, 547 U. S. 332, 341 (2006); Lu ja n  v. Defenders of 

Wild life, 504 U. S. 555, 559–560 (1992). 

Although  the Const itu t ion  does not  fu lly expla in  wha t  is 

mean t  by “[t ]he judicia l Power  of the United Sta tes,”

Ar t . III, § 1, it  does specify tha t  th is power  extends on ly to 

—————— 

5 See Edwa rds v. F ir st America n  Corp., 610 F . 3d 514 (CA9 2010), 

cer t . gran ted sub nom. F ir st Amer ica n  F ina ncia l Corp. v. Edwa rds, 564 

U. S. 1018 (2011), cer t . dism’d as improviden t ly gran ted, 567 U. S. ___ 

(2012) ( per  cur ia m). 
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“Cases” and “Cont rover sies,” Ar t . III, §2.  And “ ‘[n ]o pr in -

ciple is more fundamenta l to the judicia ry’s proper  role in  

our  system of government  than  the const itu t iona l limita -

t ion  of federa l-cour t  ju r isdict ion  to actua l cases or  con t ro-

ver sies.’ ” Ra ines v. Byrd, 521 U. S. 811, 818 (1997).

Standing to sue is a  doct r ine rooted in  the t r adit iona l

underst anding of a  case or  cont roversy.  The doct r ine 

developed in  our  case law to ensure tha t  federa l cour t s do

not  exceed their  au thor ity a s it  has been  t r adit iona lly

understood. See id ., a t  820. The doct r ine lim its the ca te-

gory of lit igan ts empowered to main ta in  a  lawsu it  in

federa l cour t  to seek redress for  a  lega l wrong.  See Va lley 

Forge Chr istia n  College v. Amer ica ns United  for  Sepa ra -

tion  of Church  a nd  S ta te, Inc., 454 U. S. 464, 473 (1982); 

Wa r th  v. Seld in , 422 U. S. 490, 498–499 (1975).  In  th is 

way, “[t ]he law of Ar t icle III standing . . . serves to preven t

the judicia l process from being used to usurp the powers of

the polit ica l branches,” Cla pper  v. Amnesty In t’l USA, 568 

U. S. ___, ___ (2013) (slip op., a t  9); Lu ja n , supra , a t  576– 

577, and confines the federa l cour ts to a  proper ly judicia l

role, see Wa rth , supra , a t  498. 

Our  cases have est ablished tha t  the “ir r educible const i-

tu t iona l min imum” of standing consist s of th ree elements. 

Lu ja n , 504 U. S., a t  560. The pla in t iff must  have (1) 

su ffered an  in ju ry in  fact , (2) tha t  is fa ir ly t r aceable to the 

cha llenged conduct  of the defendan t , and (3) tha t  is likely 

to be r edressed by a  favorable judicia l decision .  Id ., a t  

560–561; Fr iends of the Ea r th , Inc., 528 U. S., a t  180–181. 

The pla in t iff, a s the pa r ty invoking federa l jur isdict ion , 

bea r s the burden  of establish ing these element s. 

FW/ P BS, Inc. v. Da lla s, 493 U. S. 215, 231 (1990).  Where, 

a s here, a  case is a t  the pleading st age, the pla in t iff must  

“clea r ly . . . a llege fact s demonst ra t ing” ea ch  element . 

Wa r th , supra , a t  518.6 

—————— 

6 “Tha t  a  su it  may be a  class act ion  . . . adds noth ing to the quest ion  
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B 

This case pr imar ily concerns in ju ry in  fa ct , the “[f ]ir st

and foremost” of st anding’s th ree elements.  S teel Co. v. 

Citizen s for  Better  Environment, 523 U. S. 83, 103 (1998). 

In ju ry in  fact  is a  const itu t iona l requ irement , and “[i]t  is

set t led tha t  Congress cannot  erase Ar t icle III’s standing 

requ irement s by st a tu tor ily gran t ing the r igh t  to sue to a

pla in t iff who would not  otherwise have standing.”  Ra ines, 

supra , a t  820, n . 3; see Summers v. Ea r th  Isla nd  Institu te, 

555 U. S. 488, 497 (2009); Gla dstone, Rea ltor s v. Villa ge of 

Bellwood , 441 U. S. 91, 100 (1979) (“In  no even t  . . . may 

Congress abroga te the Ar t . III m in ima”).

To est ablish  in ju ry in  fact , a  pla in t iff must  show tha t  he 

or  she su ffered “an  invasion  of a  lega lly protected in terest ” 

tha t  is “concrete and pa r t icu la r ized” and “actua l or  immi-

nen t , not  con jectu ra l or  hypothet ica l.” Lu ja n , 504 U. S., a t  

560 (in terna l quota t ion  marks omit ted).  We discuss the 

pa r t icu la r iza t ion  and concreteness r equ irement s below. 

1 

For  an  in ju ry to be “par t icu la r ized,” it  “must  a ffect  the

pla in t iff in  a  persona l and individua l way.” Ibid ., n . 1; see 

a lso, e.g., Cuno, supra , a t  342 (“ ‘pla in t iff must  a llege 

per sona l in ju ry’ ”); Whitmore v. Arka nsa s, 495 U. S. 149, 

155 (1990) (“ ‘dist inct ’ ”); Allen  v. Wr igh t, 468 U. S. 737, 

751 (1984) (“per sona l”); Va lley Forge, supra , a t  472 (st and-

ing requ ires tha t  the pla in t iff “ ‘per sona lly has su ffered 

some actua l or  th rea tened in ju ry’ ”); United  S ta tes v. 

Richa rdson , 418 U. S. 166, 177 (1974) (not  “undifferen t i- 

a t ed”); Public Citizen , Inc. v. Na tiona l Hwy. Tra ffic Sa fety 

Admin ., 489 F . 3d 1279, 1292–1293 (CADC 2007) (collect -

—————— 

of standing, for  even  named pla int iffs who r epresen t  a  class ‘must  

a llege and show tha t  they persona lly have been  in ju red, not  that  in ju ry 

has been  suffered by other , un iden t ified members of the class to which  

they belong.’ ”  S imon v. Ea stern  Ky. Welfa re Righ ts Orga n iza tion, 426 

U. S. 26, 40, n . 20 (1976) (quot ing Wa rth , 422 U. S., a t  502). 
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ing cases).7 

Par t icu la r iza t ion  is necessa ry to establish  in ju ry in  fact ,

bu t  it  is not  su fficien t . An  in ju ry in  fact  must  a lso be 

“concrete.”  Under  the Nin th  Circu it ’s ana lysis, however , 

t ha t  independen t  r equ irement  was elided. As previously

noted, the Nin th  Circu it  concluded tha t  Robins’ compla in t  

a lleges “concrete, de fa cto” in ju r ies for  essen t ia lly two 

reasons. 742 F . 3d, a t  413.  F irst , t he cour t  noted tha t  

Robins “a lleges tha t  Spokeo viola ted h is st a tu tory r igh ts,

not  just  the sta tu tory r igh t s of other  people.” Ibid .  Sec-

ond, the cour t  wrote tha t  “Robins’s persona l in t erests in

the handling of h is credit  in format ion  a re ind ividua lized  

ra th er  tha n  collective.” Ibid . (emphasis added).  Both  of 

these observa t ions concern  pa r t icu la r iza t ion , not  con-

creteness. We have made it  clea r  t ime and t ime aga in

tha t  an  in ju ry in  fact  must  be both  concrete a nd  pa r t icu-

la r ized. See, e.g., Susa n  B. Anthony List v. Dr ieha us, 573 

U. S. ___, ___ (2014) (slip op., a t  8); Summers, supra , a t  

493; Spr in t Communica tions Co. v. APCC Services, Inc., 

554 U. S. 269, 274 (2008); Ma ssa chusetts v. EPA, 549 U. S. 

497, 517 (2007).

A “concrete” in ju ry must  be “de fa cto”; tha t  is, it  must  

actua lly exist . See Black’s Law Dict ionary 479 (9th  ed. 

2009). When  we have used the adject ive “concrete,” we

have mean t  to convey the usua l mean ing of the t erm—

“rea l,” and not  “abst ra ct .”  Webster ’s Th ird New Interna -

t iona l Dict ionary 472 (1971); Random House Dict ionary of 

the English  Language 305 (1967).  Concreteness, t here-

fore, is qu ite differen t  from par t icu la r iza t ion . 

2 

“Concrete” is not , however , necessa r ily synonymous with  

—————— 

7 The fact  that  an  in ju ry may be suffered by a  large number  of people

does not  of it self make that  in ju ry a  nonjust iciable genera lized gr iev-

ance. The vict ims’ in ju r ies from a  mass tor t , for  example, a re widely

shared, to be sure, bu t  each  individua l suffer s a  pa r t icu lar ized harm. 
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“tangible.”  Although  tangible in ju r ies a re perhaps easier

to r ecogn ize, we have confirmed in  many of our  previous

cases tha t  in tangible in ju r ies can  never theless be concrete.

See, e.g., P lea sa n t Grove City v. Summum, 555 U. S. 460 

(2009) (fr ee speech); Church  of Lukumi Ba ba lu  Aye, Inc. v. 

Hia lea h , 508 U. S. 520 (1993) (fr ee exercise).

In  determin ing whether  an  in tangible ha rm const itu tes

in ju ry in  fa ct , both  h istory and th e judgment  of Congress

play impor tan t  roles.  Because the doct r ine of st andin g

der ives from the case-or -cont rover sy requ irement , and

because tha t  r equ irement  in  tu rn  is grounded in  h istor ica l

pract ice, it  is inst ruct ive to consider  whether  an  a lleged 

in tangible ha rm has a  close rela t ionsh ip to a  ha rm th a t  

has t r adit ionally been  regarded as providing a  basis for  a

lawsu it  in  English  or  Amer ican  cour ts. See Vermont 

Agency of Na tura l Resources v. United  S ta tes ex r el. S te-

vens, 529 U. S. 765, 775–777 (2000).  In  addit ion , because 

Congress is well posit ioned to iden t ify in tangible ha rms 

tha t  meet  min imum Art icle III requ irement s, it s judgment  

is a lso inst ruct ive and impor tan t .  Thus, we sa id in  Lu ja n

that  Congress may “eleva t [e] to the st a tus of lega lly cog-

n izable in ju r ies concrete, de fa cto in ju r ies tha t  were previ-

ously inadequate in  law.”  504 U. S., a t  578.  Simila r ly,

J ust ice Kennedy’s concurrence in  tha t  case expla ined tha t  

“Congress has the power  to define in ju r ies and a r t icu la te

cha ins of causat ion  tha t  will give r ise to a  case or  con t ro-

ver sy where none exist ed before.”  Id ., a t  580 (opin ion  

concur r ing in  pa r t  and concurr ing in  judgment ). 

Congress’ role in  ident ifying and eleva t ing in tangible 

ha rms does not  mean  tha t  a  pla in t iff au tomat ica lly sa t is-

fies the in ju ry-in -fact  requ irement  whenever  a  st a tu te 

gran ts a  per son  a  st a tu tory r igh t  and purpor t s to au thor -

ize tha t  person  to sue to vindica te tha t  r igh t .  Ar t icle III 

st anding requ ires a  concrete in ju ry even  in  the con text  of a  

st a tu tory viola t ion .  For  tha t  r eason , Robins cou ld not , for  

example, a llege a  ba re procedura l viola t ion , divorced from 
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any concrete ha rm, and sa t isfy the in ju ry-in -fact  r equ ire-

ment  of Ar t icle III. See Summers, 555 U. S., a t  496 

(“[D]epr iva t ion of a  procedura l r igh t  withou t  some con-

crete in terest  tha t  is a ffected by the depr iva t ion . . . is 

insufficien t  to crea te Ar t icle III standing”); see a lso Lu ja n , 

supra , a t  572. 

Th is does not  mean , however , t ha t  the r isk of rea l ha rm 

cannot  sa t isfy the r equ irement  of concreteness.  See, e.g., 

Cla pper  v. Amnesty In t’l USA, 568 U. S. ____.  For  exam-

ple, the law has long permit ted recovery by cer ta in  tor t

vict ims even  if their  ha rms may be difficu lt  to prove or  

measure. See, e.g., Resta tement  (F irst ) of Tor t s §§569

(libel), 570 (slander  per  se) (1938). J ust  a s the common 

law permit t ed su it  in  such  inst ances, the viola t ion  of a  

procedura l r igh t  gran ted by st a tu te can  be su fficien t  in  

some circumstances to const itu t e in ju ry in  fact .  In  oth er  

words, a  pla in t iff in  such  a  case need not  a llege any a dd i-

tiona l ha rm beyond the one Congress has iden t ified.  See 

Federa l E lection  Comm’n  v. Akin s, 524 U. S. 11, 20–25 

(1998) (confirming tha t  a  group of voter s’ “inability to 

obta in  in format ion” tha t  Congress had decided to make

public is a  su fficien t  in jury in  fact  to sa t isfy Ar t icle III); 

Public Citizen  v. Depa r tment of J u stice, 491 U. S. 440, 449 

(1989) (holding tha t  two advocacy organ iza t ions’ fa ilu re to

obta in  in format ion  subject  to disclosure under  the Federa l 

Advisory Commit t ee Act  “const itu t es a  su fficien t ly dist inct

in ju ry to provide st anding to sue”).

In  the con text  of th is pa r t icu la r  case, these genera l

pr inciples t ell us two th ings: On  the one hand, Congress 

pla in ly sought  to curb the dissemina t ion  of fa lse in for-

mat ion  by adopt ing procedures designed to decrease tha t  

r isk. On  the other  hand, Robins cannot  sa t isfy the de-

mands of Ar t icle III by a lleging a  ba re procedura l viola -

t ion . A viola t ion  of one of the FCRA’s procedura l requ ire-

ment s may resu lt  in  no ha rm.  For  example, even  if a

consumer  r epor t ing agency fa ils to provide the r equ ired 
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not ice to a  user  of the agency’s consumer  in format ion , tha t  

in format ion  regardless may be en t ir ely accura te.  In  addi-

t ion , not  a ll inaccuracies cause ha rm or  present  any mate-

r ia l r isk  of ha rm.  An  example tha t  comes readily to mind

is an  incorrect  zip code.  It  is difficu lt  t o imagine how the

dissemina t ion  of an  incorrect  zip code, withou t  more, cou ld

work an y concrete ha rm.8 

Because the Nin th  Circu it  fa iled to fu lly apprecia t e the

dist inct ion  between  concreteness and pa r t icu lar iza t ion , it s 

st anding a na lysis was incomplete.  It  did not  address th e 

quest ion  fr amed by our  discussion , namely, whether  the 

pa r t icu la r  procedura l viola t ions a lleged in  th is case en ta il 

a  degree of r isk su fficien t  to meet  the concreteness re-

qu irement .  We t ake no posit ion  as to whether  the Nin th

Circu it ’s u lt ima te conclusion—tha t  Robins adequa tely 

a lleged an  in ju ry in  fact—was cor rect . 

* * * 

The judgment  of the Cour t  of Appea ls is vaca ted, and

the case is r emanded for  proceedings consist en t  with  th is 

opin ion . 

It  is so ordered . 

—————— 

8 We express no view about  any other  types of fa lse in format ion  tha t

may mer it  simila r  t reatment .  We leave that  issue for  the Nin th  Circu it  

to consider  on  remand. 
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The Cour t  vaca tes an d remands to have the Cour t  of 

Appea ls determine “whether  the pa r t icu la r  procedura l

viola t ions a lleged in  th is case en ta il a  degree of r isk su ffi�

cien t  to meet  the concreteness r equ irement .” Ante, a t  11. 

In  defin ing what  const itu t es a  concrete in ju ry, the Cour t

expla ins tha t  “concrete” means “‘rea l,’” an d “not  ‘ab�

st r act ,’” bu t  is not  “necessa r ily synonymous with  ‘t an- 

gible.’”  Ante, a t  8–9. 

I join  the Cour t ’s opin ion .  I  wr it e separa tely to expla in

how, in  my view, the in ju ry-in -fact  requ irement  applies to 

differen t  types of r igh t s.  The judicia l power  of common-

law cour ts was h istor ica lly limited depending on  the na�

t u re of the pla in t iff ’s su it . Common-law cour ts more 

r eadily en ter t a ined su it s from pr iva te pla in t iffs who a l�

leged a  viola t ion  of their  own r igh ts, in  con t rast  to pr iva te 

pla in t iffs who asser ted cla ims vindica t ing pu blic r igh ts.

Those limita t ions persist  in  modern  st anding doct r ine. 

I  

A  

Standing doct r ine limits the “judicia l power” to “‘cases

and con t rover sies of the sor t  t ra dit iona lly amenable to,

and resolved by, the ju dicia l process.’”  Vermont Agency of 

Na tu ra l Resources v. United  S ta tes ex r el. S tevens, 529 

U. S. 765, 774 (2000) (quot ing S teel Co. v. Citizens for  a  
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Better  Environment , 523 U. S. 83, 102 (1998)).  To under�

st and the limit s tha t  st anding imposes on  “the judicia l

Power,” therefore, we must  “refer  direct ly to the t radit ional, 

fundamenta l limita t ions upon  the powers of common- 

law cour ts.”  Honig v. Doe, 484 U. S. 305, 340 (1988) (Scalia , 

J ., dissen t ing).  These lim ita t ions preserve separa t ion

of powers by preven t ing the judicia ry’s en ta nglement  in

dispu tes tha t  a re pr imar ily polit ica l in  na tu re.  Th is con�

cern  is genera lly absen t  when  a  pr iva te pla int iff seeks to

enforce on ly h is per sona l r igh t s aga inst  another  pr iva te 

pa r ty.

Common-law cour ts imposed differen t  limita t ions on  a  

pla in t iff ’s r igh t  to br ing su it  depending on  the type of 

r igh t  the pla in t iff sough t  to vindica te. H istor ica lly,

common-law courts possessed broad power to adjudicate suits

involving the a lleged viola t ion  of pr iva te r igh t s, even  when

pla in t iffs a lleged on ly the viola t ion  of those r igh t s and 

noth ing more. “Pr iva te r igh ts” a re r igh t s “belonging to 

individua ls, considered as individua ls.” 3 W. Blackstone, 

Commenta r ies *2 (hereina ft er  Blackstone). “Pr iva te 

r igh ts” have t r adit iona lly included r igh t s of persona l

secur ity (including secur ity of r epu ta t ion), proper ty r igh t s,

and con t ract  r igh ts.  See 1 id ., a t  *130–*139; Woolhander  

& Nelson , Does H istory Defea t  Standing Doct r ine?, 102 

Mich . L. Rev. 689, 693 (2004).  In  a  su it  for  the viola t ion  of 

a  pr iva te r ight , cour t s h istor ica lly presumed tha t  the

pla in t iff su ffered a  de fa cto in ju ry merely from having h is

per sona l, lega l r igh t s invaded. Thus, when  one man  

placed h is foot  on  another’s proper ty, the proper ty owner  

needed to show noth ing more to establish  a  t r adit ion a l 

case or  con t rover sy. See En tick v. Ca rr in gton , 2 Wils. 

K. B. 275, 291, 95 Eng. Rep. 807, 817 (1765).  Many t r adi�

t iona l remedies for  pr iva te-r igh ts causes of act ion—such

as for  t r espass, in fr ingement  of in t ellectua l proper ty, and

unjust  en r ichment—are not  con t ingen t  on  a  pla in t iff ’s 

a llega t ion  of damages beyond the viola t ion  of h is pr iva te 
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lega l r igh t .  See Br ief for  Rest itu t ion  and Remedies Schol�

ar s a s Amici Cur ia e 6–18; see a lso Webb v. Por tla nd  Mfg. 

Co., 29 F . Cas. 506, 508 (No. 17,322) (Me. 1838) (sta t ing 

tha t  a  lega l in ju ry “impor t s da mage in  th e na tu re of it ”

(in terna l quota t ion  marks omit t ed)).

Common-law cour t s, h owever , ha ve requ ired a  fur ther

showing of in ju ry for  viola t ions of “public r igh ts”—righ t s

tha t  involve du t ies owed “to the whole community, consid�

ered as a  community, in  it s socia l aggregate capacity.” 4 

Blackstone *5.  Such  r igh ts include “free naviga t ion  of 

wa terways, passage on  public h ighways, and genera l 

compliance with  r egu la tory law.”  Woolhander  & Nelson , 

102 Mich . L. Rev., a t  693.  Genera lly, on ly the government  

had the au thor ity to vindica te a  ha rm borne by the public

a t  la rge, such  as the viola t ion  of the cr imina l laws.  See 

id ., a t  695–700. Even  in  lim ited cases where pr iva te

pla in t iffs cou ld br ing a  cla im for  the viola t ion  of public 

r igh t s, t hey had to a llege tha t  the viola t ion  caused them 

“some ext raordina ry damage, beyond the r est  of the [com�

munity].” 3 Blackstone *220 (discussing nu isance); see 

a lso Commonwea lth  v. Webb, 27 Va . 726, 729 (Gen . Ct . 

1828).* An  act ion  to r edress a  public nu isance, for  exam�

ple, was h istor ica lly considered an  act ion  to vindica te the 

viola t ion  of a  public r igh t  a t  common law, lest  “every 

subject  in  the kingdom” be able to “ha rass the offender  

with  separa te act ions.”  3 Blackstone *219; see a lso 4 id ., 

a t  *167 (same). Bu t  if the pla in t iff cou ld a llege “specia l 

damage” as the r esu lt  of a  nu isance, the su it  cou ld pro�

ceed. The existence of specia l, individua lized damage had

the effect  of crea t ing a  pr iva te act ion  for  compensa tory 

r elief to an  otherwise pu blic-r igh ts cla im .  See 3 id ., a t  

—————— 

* The well-established except ion  for  qu i ta m act ions a llows pr iva te 

pla in t iffs to sue in  the government ’s name for  the viola t ion  of a  public

r igh t . See Vermont Agency of Na tura l Resources v. United  S ta tes ex r el. 

S tevens, 529 U. S. 765, 773–774 (2000). 
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*220. Simila r ly, a  pla in t iff had to a llege individua l dam�

age in  dispu tes over  the use of public lands. E .g., Rober t 

Ma rys’s Ca se, 9 Co. Rep. 111b, 112b, 77 Eng. Rep. 895,

898–899 (K. B. 1613) (commoner  must  est ablish  not  on ly 

in ju r ia  [lega l in ju ry] bu t  a lso da mnum [damage] to cha l�

lenge another ’s overgrazing on  the commons). 

B 

These differences between  lega l cla ims brought  by pr i�

va te pla in t iffs for  the viola t ion  of public and pr iva te r igh t s

under lie modern  st anding doct r ine and expla in  the Cour t ’s

descr ipt ion  of the in ju ry-in -fact  requ irement .  “Inju ry in

fact” is the fir st  of th ree “ir reducible” r equ irement s for  

Ar t icle III st anding.  Lu ja n  v. Defenders of Wild life, 504 

U. S. 555, 560 (1992). The in ju ry-in -fact  r equ irement

oft en  stymies a  pr iva te pla in t iff ’s a t t empt  to vindica te the 

in fr ingement  of public r igh t s. The Cour t  has sa id t ime 

and aga in  tha t , when  a  pla in t iff seeks to vindica te a  public 

r igh t , t he pla in t iff must  a llege tha t  he has su ffered a  

“concrete” in ju ry pa r t icu la r  to h imself.  See Sch lesinger  v. 

Reservists Comm. to S top the Wa r , 418 U. S. 208, 221–223 

(1974) (expla in ing th is where pla in t iffs sough t  to enforce

the Incompat ibility Clause, Ar t . I, §6, cl. 2, aga inst  Mem�

bers of Congress holding reserve commissions in  the

Armed Forces); see a lso Lu ja n , supra , a t  572–573 (eva lua t�

ing st anding where pla in t iffs sough t  to enforce the E ndan�

gered Species Act ); F r iends of the Ea r th , Inc. v. La id la w 

Environmenta l Services (TOC), Inc., 528 U. S. 167, 183– 

184 (2000) (Clean  Water  Act ).  Th is requ irement  applies

with  specia l force when  a  pla in t iff files su it  to r equ ire an

execu t ive agency to “follow the law”; a t  t ha t  poin t , t he 

cit izen  must  prove that  he “has susta ined or  is immedia tely 

in  danger  of susta in ing a  direct  in jury as a  resu lt  of tha t  

[cha llenged] act ion  and it  is not  su fficien t  tha t  he has

merely a  genera l in t erest  common to a ll members of the

public.” Ex pa r te Levitt, 302 U. S. 633, 634 (1937) (per  
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cur ia m). Thus, in  a  case where pr iva te pla in t iffs sough t  to

compel the U. S. Forest  Service to follow cer t a in  proce�

dures when  it  r egu la ted “small fir e-rehabilit a t ion  and 

t imber -sa lvage project s,” we held tha t  “depr iva t ion  of a

procedura l r igh t  withou t  some concrete in t erest  tha t  is

a ffected by the depr iva t ion  . . . is insufficien t  to crea te 

Ar t icle III standing,” even  if “accorded by Congress.” 

Summers v. Ea r th  Isla nd  Institu te, 555 U. S. 488, 490, 

496–497 (2009).

But  the concrete-ha rm requ irement  does not  apply as

r igorously when  a  pr iva te pla in t iff seeks to vindica te h is 

own pr iva te r igh t s.  Our  con tempora ry decisions have not

requ ired a  pla in t iff to a sser t  an  actua l in ju ry beyond th e 

viola t ion  of h is personal lega l r igh ts to sa t isfy the “in ju ry�

in -fact” r equ irement .  See, e.g., Ca rey v. P iphus, 435 U. S. 

247, 266 (1978) (holding tha t  nomina l damages a re appro�

pr ia t e when  a  pla in t iff ’s const itu t iona l r igh ts have been

infr inged bu t  he cannot  show fur ther  in jury).

The separa t ion-of-powers concerns underlying our public-

r igh ts decisions a re not  implica ted when  pr iva te indi- 

vidua ls sue to r edress viola t ions of their  own pr iva te

r igh ts. Bu t , when  they a re implica ted, st anding doct r ine 

keeps cour ts ou t  of polit ica l dispu tes by denying pr iva te 

lit igan t s the r igh t  to test  t he abst ract  lega lity of govern�

ment  act ion . See Sch lesinger , supra , a t  222. And by

limit ing Congress’ ability to delega te law enforcement

au thor ity to pr iva te pla in t iffs and the cour t s, st andin g 

doct r ine preserves execu t ive discret ion .  See Lu ja n , supra , 

a t  577 (“‘To permit  Congress to conver t  the undifferen t i�

a ted public in t erest  in  execu t ive officer s’ compliance with

the law in to an  ‘individua l r igh t ’ vindicable in  the cour t s is

to permit  Congress to t ransfer  from the Presiden t  to the 

cour t s the Chief Execu t ive’s most  impor tan t  const itu t iona l

du ty, to ‘ta ke Care tha t  the Laws be fa ith fu lly execu ted’”).

But  where one pr iva te par ty has a lleged tha t  another  

pr iva te pa r ty viola t ed h is pr ivate r igh t s, t here is genera lly 
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no danger  tha t  the pr iva te pa r ty’s su it  is an  impermissible 

a t tempt  to police the act ivity of th e polit ica l branches or ,

more broadly, tha t  the legisla t ive branch  has impermissi�

bly delega ted law enforcement  au thor ity from the execu�

t ive to a  pr ivate individua l.  See Hessick, Stan ding, In ju ry 

in  Fact , and Pr iva te Righ t s, 93 Cornell L. Rev. 275, 317–

321 (2008). 

C 

When  Congress crea tes new pr iva te causes of act ion  to 

vindica te pr iva te or  public r igh ts, t hese Ar t icle III pr inci�

ples circumscr ibe federa l cour t s’ power  to adjudica te a  su it  

a lleging the viola t ion  of those new lega l r igh ts.  Congress

can  crea te new pr iva te r igh t s and au thor ize pr iva te pla in�

t iffs to sue based simply on  the viola t ion  of those pr iva te 

r igh ts. See Wa r th  v. Seld in , 422 U. S. 490, 500 (1975).  A 

pla in t iff seeking to vindica te a  st a tu tor ily crea ted pr iva te

r igh t  need not  a llege actua l ha rm beyond the invasion  of 

tha t  pr iva te r igh t . See Ha vens Rea lty Corp. v. Colema n , 

455 U. S. 363, 373–374 (1982) (r ecogn izing standing for  a  

viola t ion  of the Fa ir  Housing Act); Tennessee E lec. Power  

Co. v. TVA, 306 U. S. 118, 137–138 (1939) (r ecogn izing 

tha t  st anding can  exist  where “th e r igh t  invaded is a  lega l 

r igh t ,—one of proper ty, one a r ising ou t  of con t ract , one

protected aga inst  tor t ious invasion , or  one founded on  a  

st a tu te which  confer s a  pr ivilege”).  A pla in t iff seeking to

vindica te a  public r igh t  embodied in  a  federa l st a tu te, 

however , must  demonst ra t e tha t  the viola t ion  of tha t  

public r igh t  has caused h im  a  concrete, individua l harm

dist inct  from the genera l popu la t ion .  See Lu ja n , supra , a t  

578 (not ing tha t , wha tever  the scope of Congress’ power  to

crea te new lega l r igh t s, “it  is clear  tha t  in  su it s aga inst  the 

Government , a t  least , the concrete in ju ry r equ irement

must  r emain”). Thus, Congress cannot  au thor ize pr iva te

pla in t iffs to enforce public r igh ts in  their  own names, 

absen t  some showing tha t  the pla in t iff has su ffered a  
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concrete ha rm par t icu la r  to h im. 

II 

Given  these pr inciples, I agree with  the Cour t ’s decision  

to vaca te and remand.  The Fa ir  Credit  Repor t ing Act

crea tes a  ser ies of r egu la tory du t ies.  Robins has no st and�

ing to sue Spokeo, in  h is own name, for  viola t ions of the 

du t ies tha t  Spokeo owes to the public collect ively, absen t  

some showing tha t  he has su ffered concrete and par t icu la r

ha rm. See supra , a t  4–5. These consumer  protect ion

requirement s include, for  example, the r equ irement  to

“post  a  toll-free t elephone number  on  [Spokeo’s] website 

th rough  which  consumers can  request  fr ee annua l file

disclosures.” App. 23, F irst  Amended Compla in t  ¶ 74; see

15 U. S. C. §1681j; 16 CFR §610.3(a )(1) (2010). 

Bu t  a  r emand is r equ ired because one cla im in  Robins’ 

compla in t  r est s on  a  sta tu tory provision  tha t  cou ld a rgu- 

ably est ablish  a  pr iva te cause of act ion  to vindicate th e

viola t ion  of a  pr iva tely held r igh t .  Sect ion  1681e(b) r e�

quires Robins to “follow reasonable procedures to a ssure

maximum possible accuracy of th e in format ion  concern ing 

the ind ividua l a bou t whom the r epor t r ela tes.” §1681e(b)

(emphasis added).  If Congress has crea ted a  pr iva te du ty

owed per sona lly to Robins to protect  h is in format ion , then  

the viola t ion  of the lega l du ty su ffices for  Ar t icle III in ju ry 

in  fact . If tha t  provision , however , vest s any and a ll con�

sumers with  the power  to police the “reasonable proce�

dures” of Spokeo, withou t  more, then  Robins has no st and�

ing to sue for  it s viola t ion  absent  an  a llega t ion  tha t  he has 

su ffered individua lized ha rm.  On  remand, the Cour t  of 

Appea ls can  consider  the na tu re of th is cla im . 
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J USTICE GINSBURG, with  whom J USTICE SOTOMAYOR 

joins, dissen t ing. 

In  the Fa ir  Credit  Repor t ing Act  of 1970 (FCRA or  Act),

15 U. S. C. §1681 et seq., Congress requ ired consumer

repor t ing agencies, whenever  prepar ing a  consumer  r e-

por t , t o “follow reasonable procedures to a ssure maximum 

possible accuracy of th e in format ion  concern ing the indi-

vidua l abou t  whom the r epor t  r ela t es.” §1681e(b).  To 

promote adherence to the Act ’s procedura l r equ irements, 

Congress gran ted adversely a ffected consumers a  r igh t

to sue noncomplying repor t ing agencies.  §1681n  (willfu l 

noncompliance); §1681o (negligen t  noncompliance).1 

Thomas Robins inst itu t ed su it  aga inst  Spokeo, Inc., a lleg-

ing tha t  Spokeo was a  repor t ing agency governed by the 

FCRA, and that  Spokeo main ta ins on  it s Web sit e an  

inaccura te consumer  repor t  abou t  Robins.  App. 13.

In  pa r t icu la r , Robins a lleged tha t  Spokeo posted “a

pictu re . . . purpor t [in g] to be an  image of Robins [tha t ] 

was not  in  fact  [of h im],” and incor rect ly r epor ted tha t  

Robins “was in  h is 50s, . . . mar r ied, . . . employed in  a

professiona l or  t echn ica l field, and . . . has ch ildren .”  Id ., 

a t  14. Robins fu r ther  a lleged tha t  Spokeo’s profile of h im

cont inues to misrepresen t  “tha t  h e has a  gra dua te degree, 

—————— 

1 Congress added the r igh t  of act ion  for  willfu l viola t ions in  1996 as

par t  of the Consumer  Credit  Repor t ing Reform Act , 110 Sta t . 3009–426. 
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t ha t  h is economic health  is ‘Very St rong[,]’ and tha t  h is

wea lth  level [is in ] the ‘Top 10%.’ ” Ibid .  Spokeo displayed 

tha t  er roneous in format ion , Robins asser ts, when  he was 

“ou t  of work” and “act ively seeking employment .”  Ibid . 

Because of the misin format ion , Robins st a t ed, he encoun-

tered “[imminen t  and ongoing] actua l ha rm to [h is] 

employment  prospects.”  Ibid .2  As Robins elabora ted on  

br ief, Spokeo’s r epor t  made h im appear  overqua lified for  

jobs he migh t  have ga ined, expectan t  of a  h igher

sa la ry than  employers would be willing to pay, and less

mobile because of family r esponsibilit ies.  See Br ief for  

Responden t  44.

I agree with  much  of the Cour t ’s opin ion .  Robins, the 

Cour t  holds, meet s the pa r t icu la r ity requ irement  for  

standing under  Ar t icle III.  See a n te, a t  8, 11 (r emanding 

on ly for  concreteness inqu iry). The Cour t  acknowledges

tha t  Congress has the au thor ity to confer  r igh t s and delin -

ea te cla ims for  r elief where none exist ed before. Ante, a t  

9; see Federa l E lection  Comm’n  v. Akins, 524 U. S. 11, 19– 

20 (1998) (holding tha t  inability to procure in format ion to

which  Congress has crea ted a  r igh t  in  the Federa l E lect ion

Campaign  Act  of 1971 qua lifies a s concrete in ju ry sa t isfy-

ing Art icle III’s standing requ irement ); Public Citizen  v. 

Depa r tment of J ustice, 491 U. S. 440, 449 (1989) (holding

that  pla in t iff advocacy organ iza t ions’ inability to obta in

in format ion tha t  Congress made subject  to disclosure

under  the Federa l Advisory Commit t ee Act  “const itu t es a  

su fficient ly dist inct  in ju ry to provide st anding to sue”); 

Ha vens Rea lty Corp. v. Colema n , 455 U. S. 363, 373 (1982) 

—————— 

2 Because th is case remain s a t  the pleading stage, the cour t  of fir st  

instance must  assume the t ru th  of Robins’ factual a llegat ions.  In  

pa r t icu lar , tha t  cour t  must  assume, subject  to la ter  proof, tha t  Spokeo

is a  consumer  r epor t ing agency under  15 U. S. C. §1681a(f ) and tha t , in

prepar ing consumer  repor ts, Spokeo does not  employ reasonable 

procedures to ensure maximum possible accuracy, in  viola t ion  of the 

FCRA. 
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(iden t ifying, a s Ar t icle III in ju ry, viola t ion  of pla in t iff ’s 

r igh t , secured by the Fa ir  Housing Act , t o “t ru th fu l infor-

mat ion  concern ing the ava ilability of housing”).3  Con-

gress’ connect ion  of procedura l requ irements to the pre-

ven t ion  of a  substan t ive ha rm, the Cour t  appear s to agree, 

is “inst ruct ive and impor tan t .”  Ante, a t  9; see Luja n v. 

Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U. S. 555, 580 (1992) (KENNEDY, 

J ., concurr ing in  pa r t  and concur r ing in  judgment ) (“As 

Government  programs and policies become more complex 

and fa r  rea ch ing, we must  be sensit ive to the a r t icu la t ion  

of new r igh t s of act ion  . . . .”); Br ief for  Rest itu t ion  and 

Remedies Schola r s et  a l. a s Amici Cur ia e 3 (“Congress 

cannot  au thor ize individua l pla in t iffs to enforce genera l-

ized r igh t s tha t  belong to the whole public. Bu t  Congress

can  crea te new individua l r igh t s, and it  can  enact  effect ive

remedies for  those r igh ts.”).  See genera lly Sunstein ,

In format iona l Regula t ion  and In format iona l Standing: 

Akins and Beyond, 147 U. Pa . L. Rev. 613 (1999). 

I  pa r t  ways with  the Cour t , however , on  the necessity of 

a  r emand to determine whether  Robins’ pa r t icu la r ized

in ju ry was “concrete.”  See a n te, a t  11. J udged by wha t  we 

have sa id abou t  “concreteness,” Robins’ a llega t ions ca r ry 

h im across the th reshold.  The Cour t ’s opin ion  observes 

tha t  t ime and aga in , our  decisions have coupled the words

“concrete a nd  pa r t icu la r ized.”  Ante, a t  8 (cit ing as exam-

ples, S usa n  B. Anthony List v. Dr ieha us, 573 U. S. ___, ___ 

(2014) (slip op., a t  8); Summers v. Ea r th  Isla nd  Institu te, 

555 U. S. 488, 493 (2009); Spr in t Communica tions Co. v. 

APCC Services, Inc., 554 U. S. 269, 274 (2008); Ma ssa chu-

setts v. EP A, 549 U. S. 497, 517 (2007)).  True, bu t  t rue 

—————— 

3 J ust  a s the r igh t  to t ru th fu l in format ion  a t  stake in  Ha vens Rea lty 

Corp. v. Colema n, 455 U. S. 363 (1982), was closely t ied to the Fa ir

Housing Act ’s goa l of eradicat ing racia l discr imina t ion  in  housing, so

the r igh t  here a t  stake is closely t ied to t he FCRA’s goa l of protect ing

consumers aga inst  dissemin at ion  of inaccurate credit  in format ion  abou t

them. 
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t oo, in  the four  cases cited by the Cour t , and many other s,

opin ions do not  discuss the separa te offices of the terms 

“concrete” a nd “par t icu la r ized.” 

Inspect ion  of the Cour t ’s decisions suggests tha t  the

par t icula r ity r equ irement  ba rs compla in ts r a ising genera l-

ized gr ievances, seeking relief tha t  no more benefit s the 

pla in t iff than  it  does the public a t  la rge. See, e.g., Lu ja n , 

504 U. S., a t  573–574 (a  pla in t iff “seeking relief tha t  no

more direct ly and t angibly benefit s h im  than  it  does the

public a t  la rge does not  sta t e an  Ar t icle III case or  con t ro-

ver sy” (pun ctua t ion  omit ted)); Perkins v. Lukens S teel Co., 

310 U. S. 113, 125 (1940) (pla in t iffs lack standing because 

they fa iled to show in ju ry to “a  pa r t icu lar  r ight  of their

own, a s dist ingu ished from the public’s in terest  in  the

admin ist r a t ion  of the law”). Robins’ cla im  does not  pre-

sen t  a  quest ion  of tha t  cha racter . He seeks redress, not  

for  ha rm to the cit izenry, bu t  for  Spokeo’s spread of misin -

format ion  specifica lly abou t  h im.

Concreteness a s a  discrete r equ irement  for  standing, the

Cour t ’s decisions indica te, refer s to the r ea lity of an  in ju ry,

ha rm tha t  is r ea l, not  abst r act , bu t  not  necessa r ily t angi-

ble. See a n te, a t  8–9; a n te, a t  1 (THOMAS, J ., concur r ing).

Illust r a t ive opin ions include Akins, 524 U. S., a t  20 

(“[C]our t s will not  pass upon  abst ract , in tellectua l prob-

lems, but  adjudica te concrete, living con test s between

adversa r ies.” (in t erna l quota t ion  marks and a lt era t ions 

omit ted)); Dia mond v. Cha r les, 476 U. S. 54, 67 (1986) 

(pla in t iff ’s “abst ract  concern  does not  subst itu t e for  th e 

concrete in ju ry requ ired by Ar t [icle] III” (in t erna l quota -

t ion  marks and ellipsis omit t ed)); Los Angeles v. Lyons, 

461 U. S. 95, 101 (1983) (“P la in t iffs must  demonst ra te a

per sona l st ake in  the ou tcome . . . .  Abst ract  in ju ry is not  

enough .” (in terna l quota t ion  marks omit t ed)); Ba bbitt v. 

Fa rm Workers, 442 U. S. 289, 297–298 (1979) (“The differ -

ence between  an  abst ract  quest ion  and a  ‘case or  con t ro-

ver sy’ is one of degree, of course, and is not  discernable by 
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any precise test .  The basic inqu iry is whether  the conflict -

ing con ten t ions of the pa r t ies presen t  a  r ea l, substan t ia l 

con t roversy between  pa r t ies having adverse lega l in t er -

est s, a  dispu te defin it e and concrete, not  hypothet ica l or  

abst r act .” (cit a t ion , some in terna l quota t ion  marks, and 

ellipsis omit ted)); S imon  v. E a stern  Ky. Welfa re Righ ts 

Orga n iza tion , 426 U. S. 26, 40 (1976) (“organ iza t ion’s 

abst ract  concern  . . . does not  subst itu t e for  the concrete 

in ju ry r equ ired by Art . III”); Ca liforn ia  Ba nkers Assn . v. 

Shu ltz, 416 U. S. 21, 69 (1974) (“There must  be . . . con -

crete adverseness”; “[a ]bst ract  in ju ry is not  enough .” (in -

t erna l quota t ion  marks omit t ed)); Ra ilwa y Ma il Assn . v. 

Corsi, 326 U. S. 88, 93 (1945) (con t roversy must  be “defi-

n ite and concrete, not  hypothet ica l or  abst r act”); Colema n  

v. Miller , 307 U. S. 433, 460 (1939) (opin ion  of F rankfur -

t er , J .) (“[I]t  [is] not  for  cour t s to pass upon  . . . abst r act ,

in tellectua l problems bu t  only . . . concrete, living con-

test [s] between adversa r ies ca ll[ing] for  the a rbit rament  of

law.”).

Robins would not  qua lify, the Cour t  observes, if he

a lleged a  “bare” procedura l viola t ion , a n te, a t  10, one tha t  

r esu lt s in  no ha rm, for  example, “an  incor rect  zip code,” 

a n te, a t  11.  Fa r  from an  incor rect  zip code, Robins com-

pla ins of misin format ion  abou t  h is educa t ion , family situa -

t ion , and economic st a tus, inaccura te r epresen ta t ions tha t

cou ld a ffect  h is for tune in  the job market . See Br ief for  

Cen ter  for  Democracy & Technology et  a l. a s Amici Cur ia e 

13 (Spokeo’s inaccuracies bore on  Robins’ “ability to find 

employment  by crea t ing the er roneous impression  tha t  he 

was overqu alified for  the work he was seeking, tha t  he

migh t  be unwilling to r eloca te for  a  job due to family

commitment s, or  tha t  h is sa la ry demands would exceed 

wha t  prospect ive employers were prepared to offer  h im .”); 

Br ief for  Rest itu t ion  and Remedies Schola rs et  a l. a s Amici 

Cur ia e 35 (“An applica n t  can  lose [a ] job for  being over-

qua lified; a  su itor  can  lose a  woman if she r eads tha t  he is 



6 SPOKEO, INC. v. ROBINS 

GINSBURG, J ., dissen t ing 

marr ied.”).  The FCRA’s procedura l r equ irements a imed to 

preven t  such  ha rm. See 115 Cong. Rec. 2410–2415 (1969).

I therefore see no u t ilit y in  retu rn ing th is case to the

Nin th  Circu it  to underscore wha t  Robins’ compla in t  a l-

r eady conveys concretely: Spokeo’s misin format ion  

“cause[s] actua l ha rm to [h is] employment  prospects.”

App. 14. 

* * * 

F or  the reasons st a ted, I would a ffirm the Nin th  Cir -

cu it ’s judgment . 


