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Whren v. U.S., 1996
A Brief Summary of the Facts of the Case
Two officers were patrolling an area characterized by a high drug rate when they came across a dark pathfinder truck with occupants waiting at the stop sign. Since this truck stopped at the intersection for quite long as expected, the officers felt that this act was unusual hence executing a U-turn and headed back towards the truck to confirm what was happening (Kanovitz 583). Immediately, the truck's driver drove to the right without making any signal and then sped off unreasonably. The policemen pursued this truck, overtook it when it stopped at a red light behind other traffic. After approaching the vehicle, the officers realized that these individuals were in possession of illegal drugs, thus arresting them.  
A Brief Statement about the Questions of Law
The main question of the law, in this case, is whether the officers violated the Fourth Amendment of the U.S Constitution by searching and arresting petitioner Brown.
A Brief Statement about the Rulings
The Court ruled that the officers acted within the confines of the law since they were mainly investigating the reasons why petitioner Brown and his counterpart were violating traffic rules at this stop sign (Kanovitz 585). Therefore, there was no violation of the Fourth Amendment.
In-depth Discussion about the Court’s Ruling
Whren v. the U.S. (1996) has greatly impacted the applicability of the Fourth Amendment in terms of cases that do not require a search warrant.  The exception of evidence in plain view is an essential issue of consideration in this Whren v. U.S. (1996).  This clause enables law enforcers to seize contraband and any other evidence found in plain view whenever they are executing the law. This doctrine is relevant in Whren v. U.S. (1996) based on several reasons such as the lawful presence of officers, legal right to access object, and the revelation of incriminating character (Kanovitz 584). For instance, the two officers were lawfully present in the site when Brown and his counterpart violated traffic rule hence taking legal action of pursuing them. The officers also managed to access the drugs and verified them before arresting these two individuals. Therefore, the doctrine of plain view was relevant in this context because Brown and his colleague were incriminating characters at that time.
Amongst the most notable impacts of the case is that the ruling by the Court gave the police the loopholes to use minor violations of traffic rules as a reason to stop and search vehicles. Under the fourth amendment, that talks about protecting citizens against searches and seizures that are unreasonable, was compromised. Even without substantial evidence of illegal drug engagement, the officer can forge any other minor traffic violation. In regard, the case involved young black Americans have resulted in deep distrust and cynic feelings between black America with the entire criminal justice system and the main police officers. One of the most complicated implications of Whren v. U.S. (1996) case is that even though concrete evidence exists showing that an officer enforcing a traffic stop subjectively relied on an unconstitutional pretext, for instance, a driver's ethnic origin or race, the legality of the stop is not important (Chin and Charles 891). The officer can counter such a situation by claiming that he/she was acting upon an observed traffic violation that literally was non-existent. After the court learning of the prohibition by the constitution to carry out selective law enforcement, for instance, through relying on race, the Court reverted to using the Equal Protection Clause to ascertain such impermissible stops. The reliance of the Court on the protection clause is impractical and, at the same time, problematic.
The major ruling impact of the Whren v. U.S. case was the widened scope in law enforcement.  The Court willingly made a ruling allowing the authorities involved in law enforcement to engage in operations involving illegal trading activities on drugs. This ruling gave a provision of using evidence found by police officers at the traffic stops. The evidence picked from the crime case different from traffic violation rules was to be seized and taken to Court against an individual (Kanovitz 584). Therefore, the ruling became admissible owing to the fourth amendments' restrictions on seizure and unreasonable search. The ruling infringed the petitioner's assertions based on the forth constitutional amendment on seizures and unreasonable search. However, the ruling affirmed that whenever a traffic violation occurs, the police officers are sufficiently justified to stop the vehicle, and scrutinize for any strange object within reach.
The case sparks a lot of controversies and fractions from various quarters in the communities of the United States of America. One of the controversies surrounding the amendment is that it has caused racial disparities in the deliverance of justice due to implicit biases. Many black Americans claim to have been victims of discriminatory and unreasonable stops. Unlike white Americans, Africans suffer most in terms of being inconvenienced. The equal protection clause is, by itself, problematic. The clause leads to claims of selective enforcement and prosecution (Johnson 19). The reason is any discriminatory application of the law literally leads to the suppression of equal justice. Again such occurrences result in legal suits in monitors damages and relief. In standard terms, the effectiveness of selective reinforcement is unworthy.  In addition, the clause also contravenes the fourth amendment clause that provides immunity against arbitrary seizures and searches; hence the Court made a wrong decision that brews more problems in the society instead of offering a solution. There is existence of some discussions from various scholars who gave their opinions about the case involving Whren v United States. Some of the views presented are that the actual intent of law officers in the making of a traffic stop (including unlawful purpose such as racial discrimination) is of no relevance to the legitimacy of a traffic stop as reflected in the fourth amendment, as long as it is evident that a violation of traffic rule occurred (CNN). The decision practically gives the law enforcers a lot of powers to stop any person at any given time. A large proponent of Americans feels that racial profiling and the many controversial stops being carried out by police officers will not last long because of the heated debate surrounding the controversies about the operations. In normal terms, when the police force does its job effectively and efficiently, it attracts the support and the cooperation of the community. On the contrary, failure of the equal protection clause to erase discriminatory policing has resulted in the creation of a dangerous vacuum between the police officers and the public. The public domain has developed a high level of distrust and fear towards the police officers. This has crippled not only the operations but also eroded respect for the law and law enforcers. 
The Court's opinion on search and seizure on reasonable suspicion contradicts the petitioner’s point of view. According to the Fourth Amendment, individual’s rights on seizure and unreasonable search can only be violated if there are no probable causes (Peters 217).  Also, the constitution clarifies on places to search and things to seize. However, in Whren v U. S. case, it is considered the police conduct was pretextual. The police officers used traffic violation rules to investigate other laws violations. The ruling thus becomes controversial on the traffic stops policy. The fourth amendment test clearly outlines that a reasonable police officer can only stop a car purposely to enforce traffic violations.  Whren v. U.S. situations involve police officers in plain clothes and unmarked vehicles. In their view, the officer's act warranted confusion, anxiety, and inconveniences to the motorists. It thus becomes questionable on the Court's decision to engage the balancing aspect in the case on the suggestion that the approach was harmless to the petitioners.
Another source of controversy in Whren v. U.S. (1996) is based on the aspect of objective standards. It is the responsibility of the Court to assess reasonableness of the Fourth Amendment. Terry v. Ohio (1968) is a landmark case that influenced the judgments in Whren v. U.S. (1996). In Terry v. Ohio (1968), the police must be able to identify a probable cause before engaging in any search and seizure (Mendelsohn 934). The only issue that is quite debatable is whether these officers were subjective or objective. The fact that the Court embraces police officers subjective intentions is quite challenging because some officers can unfair motives while executing their duties. In United States v. Robinson (1973), the Court supported subjective intention of the police by arguing that such aspects do not interfere with the Fourth Amendment. By using such reasoning, it means that personal motives of these officers were not discussed in Whren v. U.S. (1996) even though it could apply since the petitioner was a person of color. 
Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Based on the above analysis, it is clear that the Court made the right judgment that relied on constitutional provisions in the Fourth Amendment. These officers were mainly guided by the probable cause that prompted them to search these individuals (Mendelsohn 934). Violation of the traffic rule was the main probable cause in this case since it aroused the suspicion of the officers. The Court was also right to mark the discovered evidence as admissible since the police collected them constitutionally. Therefore, the affirmation of the unanimous decision made by this Court reflects the best interest of the American Constitution as outlined by the Framers of the Constitution.     
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