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NOTE: Where It is feasible, a syllabus {luﬂ.nnh] will be re-
1 a8 18 belng done In unnmlm with this case, at the time
the op u. is lssued. The nlhhm mmt:ltur.u no part of the opinion

of the Court but has been the Reporter of Declsions for
the convenlence of the I'HEUI'. Hee Unﬂld Htotes v. Detroit Lumber
Co., 200 U.B. 321, 337.
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A photograph of respondent bearing his name was included in a
flyer of “active shophfters,” after respondent had been arrested
on a shoplifting charge in Louisville, Ky. After that charge had
been dismissed respondent brought this a~tion under 42 U. 8. C.
§ 1983 against petitioner police chiefs, who had distributed the
flyer to area merchants, alleging that petitioners’ action under
color of law deprived him of his constitutional rights. The Dis-
trict Court granted petitioners’ motion to dismiss, The Court of
Appeals reversed, relying on Wisconsin v. Constantineau. 400
U. _' 433. Held:

- Petitioners’ action in distributing the flver did not de ‘prive
rh[]{}llti{‘lﬂ of any “liberty” or “property” rights secured against
state deprivation by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment. Pp. 6-17.

(a) The Due Process Clause does not ez proprio vigore
extend to a person a right to be free of injury wherever the
State may be characterized as the tortfeasor. Pp. 6-8.

(b) Reputation alone, apart from some more tangible
mterests such as employment, does not implicate any “liberty™
or “property” interests sufficient to invoke the procedural protec-
tion of the Due Process Clause; hence to establish a claim uinder
§ 1983 and the Fourteenth Amendment more must be
than simply defamation by a state official,
stantineau, supra, distinguished. Pp. 8-17.

(c) Kentucky law does not extend to res pondent any legal
guarantee of present enjoyment of re putation that has been
altered by petitioners’ actions, and the interest in reputation alone

invalved
Wisconsin v. Con-




