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Bill of Rights
Constitutional basis and definitional elements of probable cause
Probable cause refers to reasonable grounds used to believe that a person got involved in committing a crime and aims at preferring a charge. Probable cause is a requirement within the Fourth Amendment that must get met before arrests and warrants get issued. Courts use probable cause when there is a reasonable basis to create the belief that a crime got committed. Probable cause can also justify a warrantless search under exigent circumstances (Crespo, 2019). The constitutional basis of probable cause works under the Fourth Amendment. The probable cause meaning does not get started in the Fourth Amendment. The Fourth Amendment states that "no warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause", without meaning of probable cause depicted. The Supreme Court has attempted to provide many definitions of probable cause. They have defined probable cause as a concept that is imprecise, fluid, and prudent in the context of the law. 
The fourth Amendment applies the requirement of probable cause to physical seizures of tangible property, the issue of seizures, and searches. The Supreme Court considered the use of digital information that infringes the rights of people as a form of criminal injustice. Digital interaction must get connected to the Fourth Amendment. Probable cause in the digital age must conform to the Fourth Amendment to prevent criminal activities (Crespo, 2019). Application of search warrants and arrests exists in probable cause to help in the fair discovery of the crime. Judges issue search warrants to offer sufficient credible information of establishing probable cause. Training of police officers promotes sufficient sources of information to assess the existence of probable cause. Lack of probable cause makes exclusionary rule not apply and evidence obtained to become admissible.
Definitional elements of reasonable suspicion
Reasonable suspicion gets used in determining the legality of police officers' decision to perform a search. It is a criminal procedure that determines whether police officers had search warrants, probable cause to search, or reasonable suspicion to search. The use of reasonable suspicion gets applied in all the states in America to create fair searches. A police officer has the authority to search for a person he or she feels poses a dangerous weapon. Most people feel stop and frisk does not abide by the laws in the Fourth Amendment. Controversial searches get conducted on people to ascertain possession of dangerous. Stop and frisk procedures get believed not to take place like reasonable suspicion. A reasonable suspicion should not get conducted without the permission of a search warrant (De Leon, 2018). The court would determine whether a police officer used reasonable inferences he is entitled to search a person. Intrusion into the interest and life of a person would get promoted by officers without permission of a search warrant. The Fourth Amendment protects people's rights by increasing their privacy and freedom from unreasonable intrusions by the government. 
The Fourth Amendment prohibits warrantless searches of private premises unless a specific exception applies. Reasonable suspicion gets supported in the Fourth Amendment as a way of determining lawful searches on people and properties. Lawful arrests would get made when a person has got found liable for possessing criminal materials. The Supreme Court considered the use of digital information that infringes the rights of people as a form of criminal injustice. The actual number of stops that the police have made cannot get determined through their empirical data. Secondly, stop and frisk doctrines have got developed as exclusionary rules. It means that courts will adjudicate issues where evidence of criminal conduct got uncovered in investigations. Judicial reluctance and police perjury can distort the information. Digital interaction must get connected to the Fourth Amendment. Probable cause in the digital age must conform to the Fourth Amendment to prevent criminal activities The violation of the Fourth Amendment would get promoted when reasonable suspicion has not conformed to the law. Police officers found guilty of performing searches without a warrant would get charged (De Leon, 2018).  They would get convicted for violating the codes of the Fourth Amendment. The warrantless search of a person's property is prohibited under the Fourth Amendment and place victims under imminent danger. Lawful arrests would get made on a person found possessing dangerous materials. Searches would get conducted in a reasonable manner that upholds integrity.
Debate around stop and frisk law tactics
Stop and frisk tactics get backed up by reasonable suspicion that allows police officers to determine if one is armed and dangerous to others. The Supreme Court approved the use of reasonable suspicion to stop and frisk people at any place. Reasonable suspicion would not violate the Fourth Amendment if a search warrant got used. Stop and frisk should also involve search warrants to prevent people from getting placed in danger. Most people feel stop and frisk does not abide by the laws in the Fourth Amendment. Controversial searches get conducted on people to ascertain possession of dangerous. Stop and frisk procedures get believed not to take place like reasonable suspicion. Many states in the US have got stop and frisk regulations that never got based on reasonable suspicion. 
Contrarily, New York State ruled the use of stop and frisk practices violation of the Fourth Amendment. The state believes stops and frisks do not work as reasonable suspicion and probable cause to determine criminal offenses. The use of common sense gets regarded as the best way of making a judgment on reasonable inferences (Rudovsky, & Harris, 2018). Some states argue that probable cause and reasonable suspicion are instrumental in conducting searches. Police can seize and frisk a suspect involved in criminal activities. Ohio State has given the police mandate of stopping and frisking people to determine their illegal actions. The state believes that reasonable suspicion and probable cause have not got violated.
Are stop and frisk laws constitutional or unconstitutional?
I believe stop and frisk tactics are unconstitutional and can lead to harm to people. Firstly, lack of empirical data because of the failure of most police departments creates compromise. Most police conducting stop and frisk practices do not keep records of what they searched from a person. Most people getting stopped for frisking do not understand the grounds used to reveal their criminal conduct and possession of weapons (Rudovsky, & Harris, 2018). Am against making use of stop and frisk constitutional because racial disparities tend to get used in the act. The actual number of stops that the police have made cannot get determined through their empirical data. Secondly, stop and frisk doctrines have got developed as exclusionary rules. It means that courts will adjudicate issues where evidence of criminal conduct got uncovered in investigations. Judicial reluctance and police perjury can distort the information. A person arrested may get convicted of crimes that do not exist. Am against making a stop and frisk constitutional because of the distortion of data that happens in the police department. 
Thirdly, higher stops would get conducted on the minorities in the society. Stopping and frisking would get conducted on females and children who get considered inferior by most people. Stop and frisk procedures would not get followed based on reasonable suspicion (Ball, 2018). Minorities in society would suffer from getting stopped at all times to get frisked. Assessing the constitutionality of stop and frisk indicates low promotion of the law. Data and statistical analysis for assessing the constitutionality of stop and frisk depict bias. Minorities would feel they are the ones stop and frisk law got developed for in the society. The law needs to get applied to everybody in America.
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