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Mapp vs. Ohio
The Mapp vs. Ohio includes a case against Dollree Mapp by the police. The police reported forced their way into the home of the defendant in search of evidence without a warrant. The police were looking for evidence about a bombing suspect in the defendant's house which they did not find. As the police conducted the search without a warrant and failed to find the intended evidence, they, however, found different items like books and pictures of sexual activity with children which the law of Ohio states does not allow one to possess. The possession of these items meant that the defendant was breaking the Ohio state law and the police used the evidence obtained without a warrant to convict him in 1957 (Burns, 2016)
In 1961, following an appeal of the case at the Supreme Court, the decision of the court to convict Mapp was overturned by the Supreme Court of the United States. The collection of the evidence used in the court case was termed as a process that violated the United States constitution’s fourth amendment. The fourth amendment according to the Supreme Court prevented the police from conducting any searches and seizures which were unreasonable (Stewart, 2013).  It also included the exclusionary rule which forbids the use of any evidence obtained in an unconstitutional manner in federal courts. The Supreme Court also held that the Bill of rights protects the citizens in the state against denial of life, liberty, and ownership of property without following the due process required by the law. Following these grounds, the supreme deemed the process of obtaining the evidence used in the conviction Dollree Mapp as a violation of the fourth amendment and it hence overturned his conviction (Stewart, 2013).
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