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Mapp v. Ohio
Case background:

Year: 1961
Chief Justice: Earl Warren
Associate Justices: Hugo Black, Felix Frankfurter, William O. Douglas, Tom C. Clark, John Marshall Harlan II, William Brennan, Charles Evans Whittaker, Potter Stewart

In Cleveland, Ohio, Ms. Dollree Mapp and her daughter were suspected pf hiding someone in connection with a recent bombing. The local police went to the Mapp’s house and demanded entry into the house so they could search. After seeking advice from her attorney, she refused to let them in. Eventually, the police forced their way into the house without a search warrant. Ms. Mapp tried to take the fake warrant one officer was carried but she was then arrested. Upon searching the house, the police discovered “obscene materials” in violation of Ohio criminal law. She was taken to court and she found guilty with evidence gathered from the illegal entry and search. She appealed to the Supreme Court of Ohio and after no success, she appealed to the Supreme Court of the United States.
Issues: 

Whether or not evidence gathered from a search, which was in violation of the Fourth Amendment, is permissible and therefore valid in state criminal court?
Decision:


With a 6-3 vote, the Supreme Court ruled in favor of Ms. Mapp that states could not use evidence obtained from an illegal search to convict someone because of the exclusionary rule. They concluded this from the connection between the Fourth and the Fourteenth Amendment that creates right of privacy, which “has been declared enforceable against the states through the Due Process Clause… it is enforceable against them by the same sanction of exclusion as is used against the Federal Government.
Majority Opinion:

The court considered the relationship between the Fourth and the Fourteenth Amendment from which they determined the exclusionary rule to be an essential part of both amendments. They reasoned that the right of privacy guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment applies to the states and so too, the exclusionary rule.
Concurrence:


Justice Black concluded that the Fourth Amendment alone protects citizens from being convicted on evidence gather illegally. Examining the amendments and previous decisions, it is obvious there is a “constitutional basis… which not only justifies but actually requires the exclusionary rule.”

Dissent:


Justice Harlan based his opinion on minor points such as that he felt Wolf, a previous case with a similar issue, should not have been overruled. He also believed the wrong question was introduced. The correct question was whether states are constitutionally free to follow it or not as they themselves determine…”

