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JUSTICE WHITE delivered the opinion of the Court.
In this case, we are asked to determine if a municipality

ees. We hpid that, under certain circumstances, such liabil-
Ity is permitted by the statute.

I

In April 1978, respondent Geraldine Harris

) was arrested

by officers of the Canton Police Department. Harris was
tluthepolmesmiuninapar.ml wagon.
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vent her from falling again. No medical attention was ever
summoned for Mrs. Harris. After about an hour, Mrs. Har-
ris was released from custody, and taken by an ambulance
(provided by her family) to a nearby hospital. There, Mrs.
Harris was diagnosed as suffering from several emotional ail-
ments; she was hospitalized for one week, and received sub-
sequent outpatient treatment for an additional year.

ing many state law and constitutional claims against the city
of Canton and its officials. Among these claims was one
seeking to hold the city liable under 42 U. S. C. § 1983 for its
violation of Mrs. Harris' right, under the Due Process Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment, to receive necessary medical
attention while in police custody.

A jury trial was held on Mrs. Harris' claims. Evidence
was presented that indicated that, pursuant to a municipal
regulation,’ shift commanders were authorized to determine,
in their sole discretion, whether a detainee required medical
care. Tr. 2-139—2-143. In addition, testimony also sug-
gested that Canton shift commanders were not provided with
any special training (beyond first-aid training) to make a
determination as to when to summon medical care for an in-
jured detainee. [bid.; App. to Pet. for Cert. 4a.

At the close of the evidence, the District Court submitted
thememmejury,whjchmjectedaﬂofhlrs.}hrﬁu'chim
except one: her_ § 1983 claim against the city resulting from its
!Iﬂnretoproﬂd?herw-jth medical treatment while in cus-
tody. In rejecting the city's subsequent motion for judg-

|m . " - 5
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ment notwithstanding the verdict, the Distriet Court ex-

plained the theory of liability as follows:
& “The evidence construed in a manner most favorable to
: Mrs. Harris could be found by a jury to demonstrate that
28 the City of Canton had a custom or policy of vesting
a5 complete authority with the police supervisor of when
B medical treatment would be administered to prisoners.
Fot: Further, the jury could find from the evidence that the
: vesting of such carte blanche authority with the police
supervisor without adequate training to recognize when
medical treatment is needed was grossly negligent or so
: reckless that future police misconduct was almost inev-
itable or substantially certain to result.” App. to Pet.
for Cert. 16a.

On appeal, the Sixth Circuit affirmed this aspect of the Dis-
trict Court’s analysis, holding that “a municipality is liable for
failure to train its police force, [where] the plaintiff . . .
prove(s] that the municipality acted recklessly, intentionally,
; or with gross negligence.” [d., at 5a." The Court of Ap-
pu_ls :lm stated that an additional prerequisite of this theory
of l}_ll-!)l]]l}' was that the plaintiff must prove “that the lack of
training was so reckless or grossly negligent that depriva-
tions of persons’ constitutional rights were substantially cer-
tain to result.” J/bid. Thus, the Court of Appeals found
that !herehfd been no error in submitting Mrs. Harris' “fail-
ure to train” claim to the jury. However, the Court of Ap-
Ell reversed the Judgment for respondent, and remanded
- th'-':'!fﬂfl new trial, because it found that certain aspects
e tombelie Cuurt.a Jury instructions might have led the

ve that it could find against the city on a mere
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& respondeat superior theory. Because the jury’'s verdiet did
not state the basis on which it had ruled for Mrs. Harris on
; her § 1983 claim, a new trial was ordered.

The city petitioned fururtinrnri.n'guingthnttheﬁixth
Circuit’s holding represented an impermissible broadening of
municipal liability under §1983. We granted the petition.
485 U. 8. — (1988). B

We first address respondent’s contention that the writ of
certiorari should be dismissed as improvidently granted, be-
cause “petitioner failed to preserve for review the principal
issues it now argues in this Court.” Brief for Respondent 5.

We think it clear enough that petitioner’s three “Questions
Presented” in its petition for certiorari encompass the critical
question before us in this case: Under what circumstances
can inadequate training be found to be a “policy” that is ac-
tionable under § 19837 See Pet. for Cert. i. The petition it-
self addressed this issue directly, attacking the Sixth Cir-
cuit's “failure to train” theory as inconsistent with this
Court’s precedents. See id., at 8-12. It is also clear—as
respondent conceded at argument, Tr. of Oral Arg. M4, 54—
that her Brief in Opposition to our granting of certiorari did
not raise the objection that petitioner had failed to press its
claims on the courts below.

As to respondent’s contention that the claims made by peti-
tioner here were not made in the same fashion below, that
failure, if it mrreq:lj,'ddm not affect our jurisdiction: and

respondent did not oppose our t of review at
that time based on her contention that thef::lninu were not
pressed below, we will not dismiss the wri

nMnMMWNuhmmu
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position: “Nonjurisdictional defects of this sort should be
brought to our attention no later than in respondent’s brief in
opposition to the petition for certiorari; if not, we consider it
within our discretion to deem the defect waived.” Tuftle,
supra, at 816.

It is true that petitioner’s litigation posture with respect to
the questions presented here has not been consistent; most
importantly, petitioner conceded below that “‘inadequate
training’ [is] a means of establishing municipal liability under
Section 1983." Reply Brief for Petitioner 4, n. 3; see also
Petition for Rehearing in No. 85-3314 (CA6), p. 1. How-
ever, at each stage in the proceedings below, petitioner con-
tested any finding of liability on this ground, with objections
of varying specificity. It opposed the Distriet Court's jury
instructions on this issue, Tr. 4-369; claimed in its judgment
notwithstanding verdict motion that there was “no evidence
of a . .. policy or practice on the part of the City . . . [of)
den(ying] medical treatment to prisoners,” Motion for Judg-
ment Notwithstanding Verdict in No. C80-18-A (ND Ohio),
p. 1; and argued to the Court of Appeals that there was no
hl_nii for ﬂ.ru:lmg a policy of denying medical treatment to
prisoners in this case. See Brief for Appellant in
No. 85-3314 (CAS), pp- 26-29. Indeed, petitioner specifi-
nl_llr contended that the Sixth Circuit precedents that per-
mitted lll-?de;q'lllte training to be a basis for municipal liability
on fletllumlu' to these, see n. 3, supra, were in conflict with
our duumn in Tuttle. Brief for Appellant, supra, at 29,
m various presentations of the issues below might have

80 inexact that we would have denied certiorari had this
matter been brought to our attention at the appropriate
stage in the here. But they were at least ade-

Quate to yield a decision by the Sixth Circuit questions
presented for our review now. .
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in a deprivation of constitutional rights that was “substan-
tially certain to result”— § 1983 permits that municipality to
be held liable for its actions. Petitioner’s petition for cer-
tiorari challenged the soundness of that conclusion, and re-
spondent did not inform us prior to the time that review was
below. Consequently, we will not abstain from addressing
the question before us.
I

In Monell v. New York City Dept. of Social Services, 436

U. S. 658 (1978), we decided that a municipality can be found
liable under § 1983 only where the municipality itself causes
the constitutional violation at issue. Respondeat superior or
vicarious liability will not attach under §1983. Jd., at
604-695. “It is only when the ‘execution of the government's
policy or custom . . . inflicts the injury’ that the municipality
may be held liable under §1983." Springfield, Mass. v.
Kibbe, 480 U. 8. 257, 267 (1987) (O'CONNOR, J., dissenting)
(quoting Monell, supra, at 694).
_ Thus, our first inquiry in any case alleging municipal liabil-
ity Imder § 1983 is the question of whether there is a direct
causal link between a municipal policy or custom, and the al-
leged constitutional deprivation. The inquiry is a difficult
one; one that has left this Court deeply divided in a series of
cases that have followed Monell:* one that is the principal
foeus of our decision again today.

.;..&.Mnhﬂ,ﬂﬂ.l—llﬂk&nw
muu.&mtmhmm.mu. 8. T96 (1986);
Oklahoma (1985).

§
f
-
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Whether such a rule is a valid construction of § 1983 is a ques-
tion the Court has left unresolved. See, e. g., St. Louis v.
Praprotnik, 485 U. S., at —— (BRENNAN, J., concurring in
judgment); Oklahoma City v. Tuttle, 471 U. 8., at 824, n. 7.
Under such an approach, the outcome here would be rather
clear: we would have to reverse and remand the case with in-
structions that judgment be entered for petitioner." There
ean be little doubt that on its face the city’s policy regarding
medical treatment for detainees is constitutional. The policy
states that the City Jailer “shall . . . have [a person needing
medical care] taken to a hospital for medical treatment, with
permission of his supervisor . . . ." App. 33. It is difficult
to see what constitutional guarantees are violated by such a

Nor, without more, would a city automatically be liable
under § 1983 if one of its employees happened to apply the
policy in an unconstitutional manner, for liability would then
rest on respondeat superior. The claim in this case, how-
ever, is that if a concededly valid policy is unconstitutionally
applied by a municipal employee, the city is liable if the em-
ployee has not been adequately trained and the constitutional
wrong has been caused by that failure to train. For reasons
explained below, we conclude, as have all the Courts of Ap-

_'hmmmﬂmmwmuﬂﬁthﬂmmm
its officers amounted to a “policy” that resulted in the denial of medical
ﬂlmmwtmm&dtyhﬂl“m'id&
“mmmhmmmmmum
ailments. &-ngﬂupuﬂemal-az;h.arﬂmm.:m—ai. As
thih-dninhﬂhrhﬂmdunmmt.thhdﬁmdmm
mm"wmhmmm-mmm
a8 policy” claim. See [hid.
hvu.hthul‘lhﬂt&dﬁmpuunﬁwﬁmhﬁhﬂhmr‘l
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peals that have addressed this issue,’ that there are limited
circumstances in which an allegation of a “failure to train” can
be the basis for liability under § 1983. Thus, we reject peti-
tioner’s contention that only unconstitutional policies are ac-
tionable under the statute. F,

Though we agree with the court below that a city can be

can be held liable under the “failure to train” theory. Unlike
the question of whether a municipality’s failure to train em-
ployees can ever be a basis for § 1983 liability —on which the
Courts of Appeals have all agreed, see n. 6, supra, —there is
substantial division among the lower courts as to what degree
of fault must be evidenced by the municipality’s inaction be-

*In addition to the Sixth Circuit decisions discussed, n. 3, supra, most
of the other Courts of Appeals have held that a failure to train can create
liability under §1983. See, ¢. ., Spell v. McDaniel, 524 F. 24 1380,
13889-1391 (CA4 1987); Haymesworth v. Miller, 261 U. 8. App. D. C. 686,
B0-83, 820 F. 2d 1245, 1259-1262 (1987); Warren v. City of Lincoln, Neb.,
816 F. 2d 1254, 1262-1263 (CAS 1987); Bergquist v. County of Cochise, 506
F. 2d 1364, 1369-1370 (CA9 1986); Wierstak v. Heffernan, 789 F. 2d 968,
74 (CA1 1988); Fiaceo v. City of Rensselaer, N. Y., 788 F. 2d a18,
26-327 (CA2 1986); Gilmere v, City of Atlanta, Ga., 774 F. 2d 1495,
15081504 (CA11 1985) (en banc): Rock v. McCoy, 763 F. 2d 394, 397-398
(CAL0 1985); Languirand v. Hayden, 717 F. 2d 220, 227-228 (CAS 1963).
m“"m“m have stopped short of expressly embracing
this rule, and have instead only implicitly endorsed it. See. ¢. g.. Colburn
% Upper Darby Township, 538 F. 2d 663, 672-673 (CA3 1968). Lemard v
Argento, 699 F. 2d 874, 885-887 (CA7 1963).
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fore liability will be permitted.” We hold today that the in-
adequacy of police training may serve as the basis for § 1983
liability only where the failure to train amounts to deliberate
indifference to the rights of persons with whom the police
come into contact." This rule is most consistent with our ad-
monition in Monell, 436 U. S., at 694, and Polk County v.
Dodson, 454 U. S. 312, 326 (1981), that a municipality can be
liable under § 1983 only where its policies are the “moving
force [behind] the constitutional violation.” Only where a
municipality’s failure to train its employees in a relevant re-
spect evidences a “deliberate indifference” to the rights of its
inhabitants can such a shortecoming be properly thought of as

' Some courts have held that a showing of “gross negligence” in a city’s
failure to train its employees is adequate to make out a claim under § 1983,
See, ¢. g., Berpquist v. County of Cochise, supra, at 1370; Herrera v. Val-
entine, 653 F. 2d 1220, 1224 (CAS 1981). But the more common rule is
that a city must exhibit “deliberate indifference” towards the constitutional
rights of persons in its domain before a § 1983 action for “failure to train” is
permissible. See, e. 9., Fiaceo v. City of Rensselaer, supra, at 326;
Patzner v. Burkett, T79 F. 2d 1363, 1367 (CAS 1985); Wellingtom v. Dan-
iels, TITF. 2d 982, 936 (CA4 1983); Languirand v. Hayden, supra, at 227,

'ﬂe“ﬁhhﬂehuﬁﬁemm'ﬂuﬂuﬂn:ﬂnﬁfnr § 1983 “failure to
h-‘ehﬂdnﬁmmmuwnthedqruoffmhiﬂmylthnlplﬁhﬁﬂ
HMmmkemmuMeﬂmm&lmmmum violation.

must be shown before the particular constitutional deprivation asserted in
ﬁﬂ—lhﬂdﬂudum right to medical care while in deten-
tion—is established. Indeed, in Revere v. Massachusetts General Hospi.
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a city “policy or custom” that is actionable under § 1983, As
JUSTICE BRENNAN's opinion in Pembaur v. Cincinnati, 475
U. S. 469, 483-484 (1986) (plurality) put it: “[MJunicipal liabil-
ity under § 1983 attaches where—and only where—a delib-
erate choice to follow a course of action is made from among
various alternatives” by city policy makers. See also Okla-
homa City v. Tuttle, 471 U. S. at 823. (opinion of REHN-
QuUIST, J.) Only where a failure to train reflects a “delib-
erate” or “conscious” choice by a municipality —a “policy” as
defined by our prior cases —can a city be liable for such a fail-
ure under § 1983.

Monell's rule that a city is not liable under § 1983 unless a
municipal policy causes a constitutional deprivation will not
be satisfied by merely alleging that the existing training pro-
gram for a class of employees, such as police officers, repre-
sents a policy for which the city is responsible.” That much
may be true. The issue in a case like this one, however, is
whethert_hnr,u-lin:ing]:vmgrnmiundq:qu:te;mdifitisnut+
the question becomes whether such inadequate training can
Jjustifiably be said to represent “city policy.” It may seem
contrary to common sense to assert that a municipality will
mhnvenpgﬁq ufnutht:.ﬁngreunmhleatepamuﬁn

_ yees. DBut it may happen that in light of the duties
assigned to specific officers or employees the need for more
or different training is so obvious, and the inadequacy so
2&:3 to result in the violation of constitutional rights, that

of the city can reasonably be said to have

_ ﬁuh“h:j‘rymmm
US40 was ‘caused’ by the municipal ‘policy.’”  Tuttle,
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been deliberately indifferent to the need.” In that event,
the failure to provide proper training may fairly be said to
represent a policy for which the city is responsible, and for
which the city may be held liable if it actually causes injury."

In resolving the issue of a city’s liability, the focus must be
on adequacy of the training program in relation to the tasks

have resulted from factors other than a faulty training pro-
gram. See Springfield v. Kibbe, 480 U. S, at 268 (0'Con-
NOR, J., dissenting); Oklahoma City v. Tuttle, supra, at 821
(opinion of REHNQUIST, J.). It may be, for example, that an
otherwise sound program has occasionally been negligently
administered. Neither will it suffice to prove that an injury
or accident could have been avoided if an officer had had bet-
ter or more training, sufficient to equip him to avoid the par-
ticular injury-causing conduct. Such a claim could be made
about almost any encounter resulting in injury, yet not con-
demn the adequacy of the program to enable officers to re-
spmdpropert:.rmthemmluﬂmmrringsitultimmwith
which they must deal. And plainly, adequately trained offi-

rhudmmm”mthemmummlhmiuﬁmmuwuﬂ
h:ﬁm:“ Tennessee v. Garner, 471 1. 8. 1 (1985), can be said to
obvious, Mhﬂtmmdummumdyhehﬂneﬁudu
m‘ﬂM‘hmﬁmmu.
the police, in isi ir di i
Wmm.mﬂm
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cers occasionally make mistakes; the fact that they do says
little about the training program or the legal basis for holding

Moreover, for liability to attach in this circumstance the
identified deficiency in a city’s training program must be
closely related to the ultimate injury. Thus in the case at
hand, respondent must still prove that the deficiency in train-
ing actually caused the police officers’ indifference to her
medical needs.” Would the injury have been avoided had
the employee been trained under a program that was not
deficient in the identified respect? Predicting how a hypo-
thetically well-trained officer would have acted under the cir-
cumstances may not be an easy task for the factfinder, par-
ticularly since matters of judgment may be involved, and
since officers who are well trained are not free from error and
perhaps might react very much like the untrained officer in
similar circumstances. But judge and jury, doing their re-
spective jobs, will be adequate to the task.

To adopt lesser standards of fault and causation would
open municipalities to unprecedented liability under § 1983,
In virtually every instance where a person has had his or her
constitutional rights violated by a city emplovee, a § 1983
]lllimiﬂwﬂ]benbletupointmmtlﬁngtha city “ecould
have done” to prevent the unfortunate incident. See Okla-
homa City v. Tuttle, supra, at 823 (opinion of REHNQUIST,
J.). Thus, permitting cases against cities for their “failure to
train” employees to go forward under §1983 on a lesser
ltmt!lrduﬂlnltwnuldmuhindefudn respondeat superior

¥ on municipalities —a result we rejected in Monell,
436 U. S., at 698-694. It would also engage the federal
mhumﬂhem:iunfmmdm municipal

mm--ﬂum See Tr. of Oral Arg.
H-Il:ct.ﬁnﬂhh-cht m.mumtmum-
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that would implicate serious questions of federalism. Cf.
Rizzo v. Goode, 423 U. S. 362, 378-380 (1976).

Consequently, while claims such as respondent’s —alleging
that the city’s failure to provide training to municipal employ-
ees resulted in the constitutional deprivation she suffered —
are cognizable under §1983, they can only yield liability
against a municipality where that city’s failure to train re-
flects deliberate indifference to the constitutional rights of its
inhabitants.

v

The final question here is whether this case should be re-
manded for a new trial, or whether, as petitioner suggests,
we should conclude that there are no possible grounds on
which respondent can prevail. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 57-58.
It is true that the evidence in the record now does not meet
the standard of § 1983 liability we have set forth above. But,
the standard of proof the District Court ultimately imposed
on respondent (which was consistent with Sixth Circuit
precedent) was a lesser one than the one we adopt today, see
Tr. 4-389-390. Whether respondent should have an oppor-
tunity to prove her case under the “deliberate indifference”

rule we have adopted is a matter for the Court of Appeals to
deal with on remand.

Vv

Consequently, for the reasons given above, we vacate the

judgment of the Court of Appeals and remand this case for
further proceedings consistent with this opinion.

It is s0 ordered,
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