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Searches
Several landmark Supreme Court rulings have changed the way police interact with the 

public and expanded the rights of citizens. In 1961, in Mapp v. Ohio the Court found that 
evidence obtained in the midst of unreasonable searches and seizures may not be used in 
criminal prosecutions in state courts. Police officers in Cleveland, Ohio, received information 
about a suspect in a bombing case and intelligence that Dollree Mapp harbored illegal betting 
equipment in her house. The officers arrived at the home without a warrant and requested 
permission to search. Mapp refused. Several hours later the officers returned to the home 
with a piece of paper they portrayed to be a search warrant (it was not), but refused to show 
Mapp the document. Mapp grabbed the paper and stuffed it into her dress. The officers then 
engaged in a struggle with Mapp, took the paper, and handcuffed her. Although the police 
found nothing in the house related to the intelligence they had received, they discovered 
pornographic materials. Mapp was arrested, found guilty, and sentenced for possessing these 
illicit photos. No search warrant was produced during the trial. The Supreme Court, in a 6–3 
decision, ruled that the search and seizure of materials at Mapp’s home was unconstitutional 
and that any evidence obtained in an illegal search was inadmissible at trial. Prior to the Mapp 
decision, this protection had already been granted citizens at the federal level.

Exclusionary Rule
The exclusionary rule was applied to the states in Mapp v. Ohio. In this case, the Supreme 

Court ruled that any evidence obtained during an illegal search would be disallowed at trial. 
Subsequent Court decisions modified the Mapp decision and now allow for an inevitable 
discovery rule and good faith exceptions.8 The original intent of the exclusionary rule was 
to deter police misconduct, though legal experts often argue that the Court’s decision ham-
pered investigation, arrest, and conviction. Perhaps in response to the criticism and the need 
for flexibility, the Supreme Court has established exceptions to the Mapp ruling. In the case 
of United States v. Leon (1984),9 the court found the need for a good faith exception to the 

Figure 6.3  n  Annual Number of Stop and Frisks by Race in New York City

Source: Adapted from Stop-and-Frisk Data, New York Civil Liberties Union.
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