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Abstract
The essay will analyze the Fourth Amendment as reflected in the American constitution.  The Amendment is part of the Bill of Rights of the USA. The paper will discuss the origin of the Fourth Amendment. The Amendment borrows heavily from the old English tradition of “my house is my castle.” The essay will address exceptional cases and controversies where police officers can carry out a warrantless search, for instance, if they aim at obtaining contraband or evidence before the evidence is distorted, destroyed, or discarded. The paper will also examine the Knock and announce rule and the security issue about terrorism, which led to a heated debate whether an individual's rights need to be considered or the general public security. 
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The Fourth Amendment
The United States of America's judicial system has been redefined by various adjustments that form referral pillars in the current judicial system. One of such pillars is The Fourth Amendment. The Amendment is part of the Bill of Rights of the USA. The amendment guards against illegal and unreasonable seizures and searches (Constitutional Law - Fourth Amendment, 2020, p. 500). The Amendment makes it clear places that need to be searched, things, and persons to be seized. The rights reflected in the Amendment are meant to limit the American police's power to seize or searching people's information and home property. The police search should be accompanied by a warrant that should be issued by a judge, magistrate, or an official from the Supreme Court to enable the law enforcement officer to carry out a lawful search on a person, vehicle, or location, for instance, a residential area. 
Origin of the Fourth Amendment
The Fourth Amendment was coined and proposed in 1789 by James Madison (Broadwater, 2017, p. 558). Its popularity grew during the war of independence in the USA. It was also fueled by the struggle of the colonists against the oppressive British rule. The Amendment borrows from the old English tradition of “my house is my castle," where the King's officer's power was limited. The officer was restricted from raiding people’s houses and also conduct arrests. At that time, King George came up with employment of the phrase, “writs of assistance.” They were a broad legal search that was considered obscure in terms of content. The British officers could be given a “writ of assistance” to comb for any grounds they suspected to be having contraband. The officers could access the property of any person without announcement and without a concrete reason. They could also question anyone about their property and goods. The practice was common among the colonies leading to furiousness. The US Congress then proposed in September 1789 the Amendment to the states; Thomas Jefferson (the secretary of state) announced on March 1, 1792, the approval of the Amendment (Broadwater, 2017, p. 558). The Fourth Amendment was interpreted with its original meaning after independence to keep the government in check from the collection or the searching of property or a person without a valid warrant. The United States of America constitution also offers a legitimate purpose and a certain level of authority to be available during the execution of the search and seizure. The aim is to ward off the probability of low-ranking officials from issuing a warrant and also to thwart the use of too general reasons for a search warrant. The Amendment maintains that probable cause is a basis that police officers can rely on while executing search and seizure. Such an act must be supported by affirmation or oath in order to be lawful. 
Exceptions and controversies surrounding the Fourth Amendment
In theory, a warrant is needed before the police can carry out a search. Nevertheless, there exist exceptions that are also legally binding. Police officers can carry out a warrantless search if they aim at obtaining contraband or evidence before the latter is distorted, destroyed, or discarded (Schwinn, 2017, p. 91). Another condition is that officers are sometimes called upon to follow certain rules, even in possession of a valid search warrant. One of such rules is the Knock-and -announce rule. The rule requires that the officers are not allowed to force their way into someone's residence. They are supposed to knock first at the door of the person. This should be followed by the officer identifying himself/herself and lastly stating the reason behind the visit. The officer/s should then wait for a considerable duration as the officer waits for the occupant or occupants to respond by letting them into the residential setting. The Supreme Court of the USA also uses the rule as one of the bases of determining the reasonability of the search as demanded by the Fourth Amendment. An excellent example of such an application is in the case, Hudson vs. Mitchell. Booker Hudson was convicted of possessing a firearm and drug in a state court after the police personnel found a gun and cocaine in his residential place. Even though the police had a search warrant, they did not observe the Knock-and -announce rule, which also demands that the officers need to wait for about 20 to 30 seconds after knocking at the door and also to announce the intention of their presence before entering the residence or house. The trial judge determined that the evidence obtained from the residence could not be used before the court. The ruling was reversed by the Supreme Court of Michigan's appeal under cases that created exemption of the rule of Knock and announced. The court determined that sensible evidence should not be ruled out due to the violation of the Knock and announce rule. The abrupt entrance of the police has no correlation with the seizure of evidence. Justice Scalia affirmed that the Knock and announce rule was meant to prevent damage to property, prevent violence, and the imposition on people’s privacy. The rule was not engineered to prevent the police from carrying out a search, and yet they had a valid search warrant. The court also determined that the costs associated with the exclusionary rule, together with the Knock and announces rule outweighed the possible deterrence benefits.
 Across the board, one of the clauses in the constitution forbids the use of illegally obtained evidence in court. In the 1950s, the Supreme Court of the USA ruled that if the police officers obtained evidence without a search warrant, such evidence was not legally binding before the court; such activity is termed an illegal search (Baude & Stern, 2016, p. 1829). It also allows a victim to go scot-free. This is referred to as the exclusionary rule. An excellent example of the utilization of the exclusionary rule is Georgia vs. Randolph case. Scott Randolph was arrested on the grounds of possessing drugs when the officers searched and found cocaine in his home. The search was carried out without a warrant. In such circumstances, the police search carried out does not meet the requirements of a reasonable search as spelled out in the Fourth Amendment.
Security concerns and the application of the Fourth Amendment
Recent security issues have led to a heated debate about the application of the Fourth Amendment on American soil. The September 11 attack led to the focus on the War on Terror, with both the media and the government debating about how to strike a balance between the need for national security and preserving the rights of an individual in terms of privacy as envisaged in the Fourth Amendment. Since 2014, the US government has violated the Fourth Amendment by coming up with spying programs on American citizens (Gray, 2018, p. 78). An escalation of the Stop and Frisk policy was also witnessed from the same period. The frisking has also raised eyebrows for paving the way for racial profiling, with most of the victims being African Americans.
Conclusion
In summary, this paper reveals the Fourth Amendment as part of the United States' Bill of Rights that controls aspects such as unreasonable search and seizures that might be conducted by law enforcement. The founding fathers of this nation should receive credit for creating the Fourth Amendment because it prevents the government from expanding its powers over American citizens. This Amendment is also controversial because it has some exceptions that apply to certain situations.  Therefore, all citizens should understand and uphold the Fourth Amendment because it safeguards their privacy, prevents unlawful seizures and searches, and prohibits interference with a person's property. 
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