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Terry v. Ohio, 1968
A Brief Summary of the Facts of the Case
During his normal patrol routine in Cleveland, Police officer, McFadden, got attracted with the suspicious movement of three men in front of a jewelry store. The officer noted that these men moved towards the store and looked at its window repeatedly (Kanovitz 573). McFadden suspected that these men were casing this building and might be in possession of weapons that could facilitate the robbery. After approaching them, McFadden revealed his identity as a police officer and asked them their names. The mumbling of these men prompted the officer to frisk them and found a pistol in Terry’s pocket, a revolver in Chilton’s coat pocket, and also realized that Katz was not armed.
A Brief Statement about the Questions of Law
Did officer McFadden violate the Fourth Amendment of the Constitution by conducting search and seizure on Terry?    
A Brief Statement about the Rulings
The ruling affirmed that McFadden conducted a reasonable search as stipulated under the Fourth Amendment and the weapon that was seized from Terry was introduced as evidence against him in this court of law (Kanovitz 573). Therefore, the ruling was mainly based on the suspicion behavior alongside possession of weapon hence the court concluded that this search was conducted as a way of enhancing the safety of the officer and other citizens who might have been around the site.
In-depth Discussion about the Court’s Ruling
One of the impacts of this ruling is that it made Terry v. Ohio a landmark case. Any case considered as a landmark is normally treated with a lot of care since it provides principles that can be utilized in future cases. The main issue that made this case a landmark is the decision made by the Supreme Court that allows officers to conduct searches with the intention of exposing weapons (Kanovitz 577). All of these searchers must consider the aspect of reasonable suspicions. After the conclusion of Terry v. Ohio, officers embraced investigatory searches in most states. It means that stop and frisk concept has been widely accepted by the majority of authorities. Arizona v. Johnson (2009) is a case that reflects the impacts of Terry v. Ohio. In Arizona v. Johnson (2009), the Supreme Court unanimously agreed that the police might search passengers as long as these officers suspect that the passengers might possess dangerous weapons. The main question that emerges from this situation is whether such suspicions are reasonable to meet the legal standards. 
Terry v. Ohio is also a case that is surrounded by a lot of controversies. One of the controversial issues is vested on the state’s reasoning that officer McFadden had a reasonable suspicion that projected an act of crime that was likely to occur. Based on such suspicion, this officer thought that it was wise to search these men because they could be harmed (Kanovitz 573). In this case, it is very controversial to determine whether McFadden had reasonable suspicion or whether his thoughts were reinforced after realizing that these men had guns. Therefore, it is contentious to ascertain the state where a probable cause is necessary to grant an officer a warrant to search and arrest a suspected criminal.
Another controversy of Terry v. Ohio is based on the reflection of the Second Amendment of the U.S Constitution. This amendment provides for the rights of American citizens to own guns. The Constitution clearly stipulates that such rights should not be infringed. The application of the Supreme Court’s ruling of Terry v. Ohio in contemporary American society can raise a lot of legal concerns. For instance, do the police have the rights to search and detain individuals with guns? The above question is controversial because the Second Amendment supports such rights, though with limitation. For instance, the state of Ohio permits people who are at least 21 years of age to secure a permit to carry a firearm. Since the Second Amendment provides for gun ownership, the concept of the exclusionary rule seemed to create more disputes in the context of Terry v. Ohio (Jones 515). For instance, did the Supreme Court failed to consider the exclusionary rule that could prevent Terry’s gun from being used as evidence in the court of law?  This question indicates the essence of controversy because of a yes-no response. Therefore, it is debatable whether law enforcers’ capabilities to frisk people are obstructed by the Second Amendment (MacFarlane 280). 
Generally, Terry v. Ohio has greatly outlined the debates regarding the role and effectiveness of the Fourth Amendment in the U.S Constitution. It is unclear whether this amendment was misinterpreted by the Supreme Court or created in a complex manner. It is important to note that the Fourth Amendment should always guide the confrontation that exists between police officers and citizens (Kanovitz 573). Even though every individual is entitled to personal privacy, such privacy does not apply in all situation as dictated by the law.
Moreover, the Supreme Court’s judgment on Terry v. Ohio is a debatable issue because individuals conflict on whether it gives the police more power than magistrates. For instance, Justice Douglas objected the Supreme Court’s ruling on this case since he felt that police should not have powers to pursue warrantless search and arrest (Saltzburg 929). Based on the analysis of the Fourth Amendment, it is true to argue that the police can acquire a search warrant when there is a probable cause. It is very debatable whether officer McFadden would have obtained a search warrant before frisking Terry. Justice Douglas was right because his arguments reflected the Fourth Amendment that indicates that a probable cause must be supported by affirmation or oath.
Furthermore, Terry v. Ohio has attracted a lot of scholars hence leading to varied scholarly discussions. One of the scholarly discussions emphasizes that Terry v. Ohio formed the basis of justifying searchers at the border point. This case enabled the Supreme Court to develop several exceptions that granted the police powers to conduct unwarranted search and seizures (MacFarlane 280). In this situation, the government seemed to be much concerned with its security interest rather than the privacy rights that are entitled to every individual. Therefore, officers normally conduct such unwarranted searchers at the international borders to enhance a country’s security.
In addition, scholarly discussion links the judgment of Terry v. Ohio with the onset of police racial profiling. It is evident that the decisions of this case were made when there were racial and social tensions in the United States (Jones 511). It is hypothesized that these tensions might have influenced officer McFadden actions of conducting unwarranted search and seizure. The New York Police Department has been accused of violating the Fourth Amendment since some officers conduct stop and frisk policy unconstitutionally; it is argued that the police are involved in racial profiling. Such allegation challenges the concept of reasonable suspicions because it is not apparent whether the police officer had some form of biases or profiling. 
Similarly, scholarly works have discussed this case based on the dimension of qualified immunity. Terry v. Ohio has prompted several questions on whether this case increased legal immunity in the police force (Barth 87). Qualified immunity is a great deal to the police fraternity because it shields these individuals from liability, harassment, and distractions in the course of duty. It means that the victims of police brutality are likely to suffer more when trying to seek for justice since qualified immunity has potentialities of freezing constitutional law.
Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Based on the above discussion, it is apparent that the Supreme Court made the correct ruling based on the constitutional provisions of the United States. Officer McFadden conducted an investigatory search on Terry based on the requirements in the Fourth Amendment. With over thirty years of police experience, it is not relevant to doubt McFadden suspicion because police officers are always trained on behavioral issues that relate to crime (Kanovitz 577). In the police academy, trainees are educated that they should only stop and search a person when they have reasonable suspicion that is articulable; the evidence collected without this level of suspicion is also inadmissible in the court (CNN). The police have the rights to stop and investigate a person even if he or she lacks an arrest warrant. Therefore, officer McFadden did not violate the Fourth Amendment of the U.S Constitution since his reasonable suspicion enabled him to discover that Terry was in possession of a weapon that could be used to conduct robbery in this jewelry store or even harm him and other individuals in this environment.  
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