I. Extreme and Outrageous
Indiana courts have adopted the Second Restatement’s definition of extreme and
outrageous conduct as actions that a reasonable person would find intolerable in a civilized
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community. See Bradley v. Hall, 720 N.E.2d 747 (Ind. Ct. App. 1999). The courts have
interpreted this definition as a rigorous requirement and conduct is likely to be outrageous only if
it is (1) an affirmative act that is (2) knowingly directed at a vulnerable victim and is (3) more
than merely insulting, “inconsiderate,” or “unkind.” Inlow v. Wilkerson, 774 N.E.2d 51, 56 (Ind.
Ct. App. 2002) (holding that there must be an affirmative act for this tort); Mitchell v. Stevenson,
677 N.E.2d 551 (Ind. Ct. App.1997) (suggesting that the vulnerability of victims is important);
Gable v. Curtis 673 N.E.2d 805, 810 (Ind. Ct. App. 1996) (stating that conduct must go beyond
“inconsiderate” or “unkind”). Gordon’s appearance at the burial is likely to meet these elements,
and will therefore be held outrageous.
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