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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court held that the exclusionary rule applies to the states through the Fourteenth
Amendment. Evidence obtained through searches and seizures that violate the Fourth Amendment is
therefore inadmissible in state criminal proceedings. The Court reversed the judgment of the Supreme
Court of Ohio and remanded the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Fourth Amendment exclusionary rule applies to state criminal prosecutions through the
Fourteenth Amendment.

2. Whether evidence obtained by an unconstitutional search and seizure is inadmissible in a state court.

3. Whether Mapp's conviction could stand when it was based primarily on evidence unlawfully seized from
her home.

HOLDINGS

1. The exclusionary rule is an essential part of the Fourth Amendment and is enforceable against the States
through the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

2. All evidence obtained by searches and seizures in violation of the Constitution is inadmissible in a state
court.

3. Mapp's conviction could not stand because it was based primarily on evidence obtained through an
unconstitutional search and seizure.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that all evidence obtained by searches and seizures in violation of the Constitution is, by that same
authority, inadmissible in a state court.” (655)

“In short, the admission of the new constitutional right by Wolf could not consistently tolerate denial of its
most important constitutional privilege, namely, the exclusion of the evidence which an accused had been
forced to give by reason of the unlawful seizure.” (656)

“The ignoble shortcut to conviction left open to the State tends to destroy the entire system of constitutional
restraints on which the liberties of the people rest.” (660)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Cleveland police officers entered Mapp's home by force after she refused entry without a search warrant. The
officers displayed but did not produce a valid warrant, handcuffed Mapp, and conducted a broad search of the
residence, including bedrooms, personal effects, and the basement. They discovered books, pictures, and
photographs that formed the basis of Mapp's conviction. No warrant was produced at trial, and the record
contained substantial doubt that any warrant existed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mapp was convicted under Ohio Revised Code § 2905.34 for possessing obscene materials discovered during a
warrantless and allegedly unlawful search of her home. The Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed, holding that the
conviction remained valid despite the unlawful seizure because the evidence had not been taken from Mapp's
person through brutal or offensive physical force. The United States Supreme Court reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION



reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The cause was remanded to the Supreme Court of Ohio for further proceedings not inconsistent with the opinion.
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