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NOTICE: . [*1] This prelumnary LEXIS -version is

unedlted and’ sub_]ect to revmon R

The LEXIS pagmatlon of thls document is sub_;ect to o

change pendmg release of the final pubhshed version.

kPRIOR HISTORY ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO
THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR

C THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT.

SYLLABUS ‘ . -
Plainclothes policemen patrollirig a “high drug area” in

an unmarked vehicle observed a truck driven by peti- -

_ tioner Brown waiting at a stop sign at an intersection for

an unusually long time; the truck then turned suddenly,

- without signalling, and sped off at an "unreasonable”
. speed. The officers stopped the vehicle, assertedly to

" warn the driver about traffic violations, and.upon ap-

proaching the truck observed plastic bags of crack co- -
caine in petitioner Whren's hands. Petitioners were
arrested. Prior to trial on federal drug charges, they
‘moved for suppressmn of the évidence, arguing that the
stop had not been justified by either a reasonable suspi-"
cion or probable cause to believe petxttoners [*2] were -
‘engaged in‘illegal drug-dealing activity, and that the offi- -

cers' traffic-violation ground for approachmg the truck
was pretextual. The motion to suppress was denied,

petitioners were oonv1cted and the Court of Appeals .

afﬁrmed

" Held: The temp(‘)rar)"’detentlon ofa metbnet upon piob—
able cause to believe that he has violated the trafﬁc laws

does not violate the Fourth Amendment 8 prohlbmon )
against urireasonable seizures, even if a reasonable of-
ficer would not have stopped the motorist absent some

~ additional law enforoement objectwe Pp 3 13

‘(a) Detenuon of a motorist is teasonable where prob— )

June 10 1996 Dec1ded

‘ able cause emsts to belxeve that a trafﬁc violation has
_occurred. See, e.g., Delaware v. ' Prouse, 440 U. S.

648, 659. Petitioners claim that, because the police
may be tempted to use commonly occurring traffic vio-

lations as means of investigating violations of other laws,
- the Fourth Amendment test for traffic stops should be
" whether a reasonable officer would have stopped the car

-for the purpose of enforcing the traffic violation at issue.

" However, this Court's cases foreclose the argument that-

ulterior motives can invalidate police conduct justified .

~ ‘on the basis [*3] of probable cause. See, e.g., United
" States v. Robinson, 414 U. S.- 218, 221, n. ‘1, 236. .

Subjective intentions play no role in ordinary, probable—

) causeFourth Amendment analysxs "Pp. 3-7.

(b) Although framed as an, empmcal questtom—whether

the officer's conduct deviated materxally from standard
_police practices--petitioners’ proposed test is plainly de-

signed to combat the perceived danger of pretextual

stops. It is thus inconsistent with this Céurt's cases,’
. which make clear that the Fourth Amendment's concern -
- with "reasonableness” allows ¢ertain actions to be taken -

in certain circumstances, whatever the subjective intent.

See, e.g., Robinson, supra, at 236. Nor can the Fourth
Amendment's protections be thought to vary from place
to place and from time to time, which. would be the

consequence of assessing the reasonableness of pohce .
-conduct in hght of local law’ enforcement practnces Pp. S

710

(c) Also re_]ected is petmoners argument that the bal— .
cmg of interests inherent in Fourth Amendment in- -

‘7.;: “quiries does not support enforcement of minor traffic .
.laws by plamclothes pohce in unmarked vehicles, since -

that practice only mlmma.lly advances the government's
[*4] interest in traffic safety while subjecting motorists '

" to inconvenience, eonfusmn .and anxiety. Where prob- -
‘able cause exists, tlus Couxt has found it necessary to V



engage in balancmg only in cases mvolvmg searches or

’ 10-13..
- ‘531? 34371 afﬂrmed

" U DGES SCALIA J delwered the opxmon for aunan-
1mous Court ‘ : .

. _OPINIONBY SCALIA -

OPINION: JUSTICE SCALIA dehvered the opinion of :

the Court o

“In this case we declde whether the temporaxy deten—

—hen-of -8 -motorist-who the pohce have probable : cause to
believe has committed a civil traffic violation is ificon-

- sistent with the Fourth Amendment's prohibition against

" seizures conducted in a manner unusually harmful to the -
R 'md1v1dual‘ See, e.g., Tennessee v Garner, 471 U, S.
R N The making of a ttafﬂc stop--out-of-uniform does’
7" not remotely quahfy as such an extreme practlce Pp :

_ unreasonable seizures unless a reasonable officer would -

have been motivated to stop the car by a desxre to enforce -

. the traffic Iaws
I

. On the evening of June 10, 1993, plainclothes vice-"
squad officers of the District of Columbia Metropohtan :

- Police Depa:tment were patrolling'a "high drug : area”

* of the ity in an unmarked car. Their suspicions were

aroused when- they passed [*5] a dark Pathfinder truck -

+ with temporary license plates and youthful occupants *
waiting at a stop sign, the driver looking down into the -
lap of the passenger at his right. The truck remained
stopped at the intersection for what seemed an unusu-
ally long time—more than 20 seconds, - When the po-
. lice car executed a U-turn in order to head back toward ~
 the truck, the Pathfinder tumed suddenly to its right, .
without signalling, and sped off at an "unreasonable” -

'speed. The policemen followed, and in a short whlle

overtook the Pathfinder when it stopped behind other AR
Y thms, 434 U, S. 106, 109 (1977) (per curiam).

 Petitioners accept that Ofﬁcer Soto had probable cause -

© traffic at'a red light.. They pulled up alongside, and
* Officer Ephraim Soto stepped out and approached the

- driver's door, identifying himself as a police officer and -

- peared to be crack cocaine in petitioner Whren's hands.

. *Petitioners were arrested, and quantities of several types .
. of ﬂlegal drugs were retnevcd from the vehlcle

. Petitioners were charged in a four-count mdlctmcnt -

. with violating various federal drug laws, including 21
C U S C§8 844(a) and 860(a). Ata [*6] pretrial sup- .|
pressmn heanng, they challenged the Iegahty of the stop. -

. dxrectmg the driver, petitioner Brown, to put the vehicle .’ .
*in park. When Soto.drew up to the driver's window, he .
" immediately observed two large plastic bags of what ap- -

, and the xesultmg seizure of the drugs
that the stop had not been Justlﬁed by probable cause

to believe, or even reasonable suspicion, that petition-

vehicle—to give the driver a warning concerning traffic

. violations-- was pretextual. The District Court denied
: the suppression motion, concluding that "the facts ofthe -
" ‘stop were not controverted,” and “there was nothing to

really demonstrate that the actions of the officers were -

.

contrary toa normal trafﬁc stop.” App 5.

Petltmners were convmted of t.he counts at 1ssue here.

_ The Court of Appeals affirmed the convictions, holding

with respect to the suppression issue that, "regardless of

" whether a police officer subjectively believes that the oc-

cupants of an automobile may bé engaging in some other

516 U. S.___ ] (1996).

‘ 311:[ | S
The Fourth Amendment guamnteeé "the nght of the

people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers,

" . and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures. *
' Temporary detention of individuals during the stop of

- . an automobile by the police, even if only for a brief pe-
~riod and for a limited purpose, constitutes a "seizure” -

° ' of "persons® within the meaning of this provision. See " '
Delaware v. Prouse, 440 U. S. 648, 653 (1979), United

States v, Mamnez—i"'uene 428 U. S. 543, 556 (1976);
United States v. Brignoni-Ponce, 422U S. 873, 878

- (1975). An automobile stop is thus subject to the con-
stitutional imperative that it not. be "unreasonsble” un--
~ - der the circumstances. As a general matter, the decision
' to stop an automobile is reasonable where the police .
~ have probable cause to believe that a triffic violation -

has occurred. SeeProuse supra, at 659; Pennsylvania

. to believe that vanous provisions of the District of .

Columbia traffic code had been violated. See. 18 D.

- .C. Mun:. Regs. §§ 2213. 4 (1995) ("An operator shall o
.. . give [*8] full time and attention to the operation of ‘
o ‘the vehicle"); 2204.3 ("No-person shall turn any vehicle
. . . without giving an appropriate signal®); 2200.3 .
- ("No person shall drive a vehicle .
. than is ‘reasonable and prudent under the conditions®).

* They argue, however, that "in the unique context of civil .
" traffic regulations” probable cause is not enough, Since,
they.contend, the use of automobiles is so heavily and " -

I ataspwdgreater

o 1996.U‘SfLEXIS3720g*4"" SR B v~ S .

They argued. o

. ers were engaged in illegal drug-dealing activity; and =~
- that Officer Soto's asserted ground for approaching the

. illegal behavior, a traffic stop is permissible as long asa -
reasonable officer in the same circumstances could have . -
“stopped the car for the suspected traffic violation.? S3F. - -
.34 371, 37#*375 (CADC 1995) We granted cemoran



CLoa

tﬁmutely tegﬁnl.afédv that total éomphxince with trafficand .
safety rules is nearly impossible, a pohce officer will .

~-almost mvanably be able to catch any given motorist
*'in a technical violation. - This creates the temptauon to
use traffic stops as a means of investigating other law

 violations, as to'which no. probable cause or even artic- -

ulable suspicion exists. Petitioners, who are both black,
. further contend that police officers might decide which

motorists to stop based on decidedly impermissible fac-

. tors, suchi as the race of the car’s occupants. To avoid
~ this- danger, they say, the Fourth Amendment test for

 traffic stops should be, not the normal one (applied by.

the Court of Appeals) of whether probable cause existed

to justify the stop; but rather, whether [*9] a police of-
ficer, acting reasonably, would. have made the stop for )

the reason given. ¥ '

A‘l

Petitioners contend thz;t ‘the standard they propose is
“consistent with our past cases' disapproval of police at-

tempts to use valid bases of action against citizens as

- pretexts for. pursuing other investigatory agendas. We
" are reminded that in Florida v. Wells, 495 U. S. 1, 4

(1990), we stated that “an inventory search[ n1 ] must =

not be used as a ruse for a general rummaging in order
to discover mcnmmatmg evxdence that in Colorado v.
Bertine, 479 U. S. 367, 372 (1987’), in approving an in-

© . ventory search, we apparently thought it significant that

there had been "no showing that the police, who were

*following standard procedures, acted in bad faith or for

- the sole purpose of investigation”; and thatin New-York

v Burger, 482 U. 8. 691, 716717, n. 27 (198?), we

observed, in upholdmg the constitutionality of a war-

rantless administrative inspection, n2 that the search did

not appear to be "a. ‘pretext' for obtaining evidence of .
- . . violation of .

cerning reader would regard these cases as endorsang the

‘. principle that ulterior motives can [*10] invalidate po-

lice conduct that is justifiable on the basis of probable
cause to believe that a violation of law has occurred. In
each case we were addressing the validity of a search

" conducted in the absence of probable cause. Our quoted .

statements simply explain that the exemption from the -

. need for probable cause (and warrant), which is accorded .
. to searches madé for the purpose of inventory or admin-

istrative regulation, is not accorded to searches that are

* not made for those putposes See Ber:me, supra, at
37}“372 Burger, .mpra, at 702 703. .ot

- nl An’ inventbry'séa'rt:hlis thé search'df property -
- lawfully seized and detained, in order to ensure that -

. itisharmless, to secure valuable items (such as might -

. bekeptina towed car), and to protect against false -

1996 U.S. LEXIS 3720, *8" | -

. penal laws."” But only an undis-

o »‘1‘7

claims of loss or damage.

Oppemzau 428 U.’S. 364 369 (1976). .
n2 An administrative mspecuon is the mspec o

tion of business ' premises conducted by authori-

. ties responsible for enforcmg a pervasive regulatory |
scheme-for example, unannounced inspection of a =
mine for compliance with health and safety stan- .
dards. See Donovan R Dewey, 452 U s. 594 o
599—605 (1981 ). .

gehl

Petmoners also rely upon Colorado v Banmster, 449 ‘
U. S. 1 (1980) (per curiam), ‘a case which, like this one, -
involved a traffic stop as the prelude to a plain-view . -

sighting and arrest.on charges wholly unrelated to the
basis for the stop. Petitioners point to our statement
that “there was no evidence whatsoever that the offi--
cer's presence to issue a traffic citation was a pretext.
to confirm-any other previous suspicion about the occu-

pants” of the car. Id:; at 4, n. 4. That dictum at most

~ demonstrates that the Court in Bannister found no need -

to inquire into the question now under discussion; not

 that it was certain of the answer.- And it may demon-
. strate even less than that: if by pretext" the Court meant
_ that the officer really had not seen the car speedmg, the

statement would mean only that there was no reason to .

‘ doubt probable cause for the traffic stop.

Tt would, moreover, be 'ano'm'al;)us, to say the least,
to treat a ‘statement in a footnote in the per curiam
Bannister opinion as. mdxcahng a reversal of ‘our prior

- law. Petitioners' difficulty 'is not simply. a lack of af-

firmative support for their position. Not only have

_ we never held, ‘outside the context [*12] of inventory

search or admxmstratwe inspection (discussed above),
that an officer's motive invalidates objectively Justifi-

‘able behavior under the Fourth Amendrhent; but we

have repeatedly held and asserted the contrary. In Unired

. States.v. Villamonte-Marquez, 462 U. S. 579, 584, n. -

3 (1983), we held that an otherwise ‘valid warrantless -

“boarding of a vessel by customs officials was not ren- . '

dered invalid "because the customs officers were accom-

- panied by a Louisiana state pohceman, and were follow-
. ing an informant's tip that a vessel in’ thé ship channel -
~was thought to be carrying marihuana.” We flatly dis- .

missed the idea that an ulterior motive might serve to
strip the agents of their legal Just;ﬁcanon In United

o S{axes v. Robinson; 414 U. S. 218(1973), we held that

a traffic-violation arrest (of the sort here) would not be
rendered invalid by the fact that it was "a mere pretext
for a narcotics search,” id., ar 221, n. - 1; and that a

lawful postarrest search of the person would not be ren- '
dered invalid by. the fact that it was not motwatgd bythe. .

See Saut}z Dakota v -


http:presoo.ce

' officer-safety concern that jﬁstiﬁés such searches, see.

id.; at 236. See also Gustafson v. Florida, 414 U. [*13]

S. 260, 266 (1973). And in Scott v.. United States, 436

U. S. 128, 138 (1978), in rejecting the contention that

wiretap evidence was subject to exclusion  because the "
. agents conducting the tap had failed to make any. effort - -
to comply withi the statutory requirement that unautho-

rized acquisitions be minimized, we said that "subjective
* intent alone . . . does not make otherwise lawful con-

duct illegal or unconstxtutxonal ‘We described Robinson * ." .-

- applies- equally. to’ attempts to reach subjectlve intent -

N through ostenmbly objectlve means—is simply that the . -
" Fourth Amendment's concern with “reasondbleness™al-. = "’
“lows certain actions to be taken i in certain cucumstances ‘

 whatever the subjective intent. -See, e.g., Robinson,

"'supra, at 236 ("Since it is the fact of custodial arrest -

" which gives rise to the authonty to search, it is of no
moment that [the officer] did not indicate any, subjectwe o

-fear of the [arrestec] or that [*16] he did not himself sus- "

pect that [the arrestee] was armed ), -Gustafson, supra,

" at 266 (same). But even if our concern had been only - -
- an evidentiary one, petitioners’ proposal would by no

- means assuage it. Indeed, it seems to us somewhat eas-

" as having established that "the fact that the officer does
not have the state of mind which is hypothecated by the

reasons which provide the legal justification for the offi- - -

cer's action does not invalidate the action taken as long

as the circumstances, viewed obj ectxvely, Justxfy that ac-

tion." 436 U. S., ar Y38,
We thmk these cases foreclose any argument that the

-"W—constltutlonal reasonableness of traffic stops depends - -

" on the actual motivations of the individual officers in-

“volved..” We of course agree with petitioners that the

" Constitution prohxblts selective enforcement of the law
based on oonsndamt;ons such as race. But the constitu-
tional basis for objecting to intentionally discriminatory

- application of laws is the Equal Protection Clduse, [*14]

not the Fourth Amendment." Subjective intentions play

no role in ordinary, probable—cause Fourth Amendment -

analysis.
B

Reoognmng that we have been unw:lhng to entertmn )
Fourth Amendment challenges based on the actual mo- -

tivations of individual officers, petitioners disavow any
intention to make the individual officer's subjective good

faith the touchstone of “reasonableness, " They insist that -

the standard they have put forward--whether the officer's
conduct deviated materially from usual police practices,

so that a reasonable officer in the same circumstances
* would not have made the stop for the reasons given—is

. an "objective” one.

But although framed in empmcal terms, th:s approach:

 is plainly and indisputably driven by subjective consid-
erations. Its whole purpose is to prevent the police from

~ . doing under the guise of enforcing the traffic code what

they would like to do for different reasons. Petitioners'

proposed standard may not use the word pretext “butit

is desigried to combat nothing other than the perceived’

- “danger" of the pretcxtual stop, albeit only indirectly.
¢ and over the run of cases. Instead of asking whether the .

individual officer had the proper state of mind, [*15] the
-petitioners would have us ask, in effect, whether (based

on general police practlces) it is plaus:ble to beheve that -

- the officer had the prcper state’ of mmd

1996 U.S. ilBiqésizé,l?iz:f

o might be called virtual subjectmty

Why one would frame a test demgned to combat pre-" Gy

- - text in such fashion that the court cannot take into ac- . -

" count actual and admitted pretext is a curiosity that can " "} ..
~ only bé explained by the fact that our cases have fore-~:-
“closed the more sénsible option. ~'If those cases were - :
_ based only upon the evidentiary dlfﬁculty of estabhsh- .

-ing subjective intent, petitioners’ attcmpt to root out

subjective vices through objective means might make
sense. But they were not based only upon that, orindeed . -
even pnncxpally upori that. Their principal basis—which

ier to figure out the intent of an individual officer than -
to plumb the collective consciousness of law enforce-

- ment in order to determine whether a reasonable offi-
~ cer” would have been moved to act upon the traffic vi- -
~ olatxon While police manuals and standard procedures

may sometimes provide objecuve assistance, ordmanly

" one would be reduced to speculating about the hypothet-

ical reaction of a hypothetical constableean exercxse that..

: Moreover pollce enforcement practices, even if they .

_could be ‘practicably assessed by a judge, vary from
" place to place and from time to time. We cannot ac-

cept that the search and seizure pré)tectiohs of the Fourth
Amendment are so variable, cf. Gustafson, supra, at
265; United States v. Caceres, 440 U. S. 741, 755-756 -

. (1979), and can be made to turn upon such trivialities.
: VThe difficulty is.illustrated by petitioners” arguments ,
~in this case. Their claim that a [*17] reasonable. offi-

cer would not: have made this stop is based 1argely on

© District of Columbia police regulations which permit
- plainclothes officers in unmarked vehicles .to enforce

traffic laws “only in the’ case of a violation that is so -
- graveastoposeanxmmedlate threattothesafetyofoth—

ers.” Metropolitan Police Department-—Washmgbon,

C., General Order 303.1, pt. 1, Objectives and Policies . :
(A (Apr. 30, 1992), reprinted as Addendum to =
‘Brief for Petitioners. This basis of invalidation ‘would = -

not apply in jurisdictions that had a different practice. .

~’And it would not have apphed even in the District of ‘
- Columbia, if ,Ofﬁg:er Soto had been wearing a uniform




or patro]lmg ina nmrked pohce cxuxser ‘j_j—: « o

Petltlongrs argue that our cases suppoxt msnstence L
upon pohce adherence to.standard practices as an ob- -

jective means of rooting out pretext They c1te 10 hold-

- ing to that effect, and dicta in only- two cases.: InAbei.. :
v. United States, 362 U. S. 217 (1960), the. petmoner«
_ had been arrested by the Immigration and Natumhzatxon‘ _

Service (INS), on the basis of an - admmxstrauve war-

rant that, he claimed, had been issued ‘on. pretextual

grounds in order to enable the Federal Bureau [*18] of
Investigation-(FBI) to search his room after his arrest.
We regarded this ‘as an allegation of "serious miscon-

duct,” but rejected Abel's claims on the ground that "[a]

finding of bad faithis . . . not open to us on the record™
i light of the findi elow, including the finding that.
"'the proceedmgs en by the [INS] differed in no re-

spect from what would have been done in the case of an

i individisal concermng whom [there was no pending FBI

mvest_xgatlon],‘f id., at 226-227. ‘Butitisa long leap

from the proposition that following regular procedures
is some evidence of lack of pretext to the proposumn o

that failure to follow regular procedures proves (or i isan

operational substitute for) pretext. Abel, moreover, did .

not involve the assertion that pretext could invalidate a

search or seizure for which there was probable cause- - -
-and ‘even what it said about pretext in -other contexts

" is plainly inconsistent with the views we later stated in
Robinson, Gustafson, Scott, and Villamonte-Marquez.
In the other case claimed to contain supportive dicta,

United States v. Robinson, 414 U. S. 218 (1973), in ap-

proving a search incident to an arrest for driving [*19]
without a license, we noted that the arrest was "not a
departure from established police department practice.”

"Id., ar 221, n. -1. That was followed, however, by the

statement that "we leave foi' another day questions which
would arise on facts different from these.” Ibid. This

. is not even a dictum that purports to provide an answer, _

but merely one that leaves the questlon open
' In what would appear to 'be an elaboration on the
"reasonable officer" test, petitioners argue that the bal-
ancmg inherent in any Fourth Amendment inquiry re-
- quires us to weigh the governmental and individual in-
terests implicated in a traffic stop such as we have here.
That balancing, petitioners claim, does not support in-
vestigation of ‘minor traffic infractions by plainclothes
police in unmarked vehicles; such. mvestlgauon only
minimally advances the government's interest in traffic
. safety, and may indeed retard it by producing motorist

-~ confusion and alarm--a view said to be supported by the

Metropolitan Police Department's own regulations gen-

erally prohibiting. this practice. ‘And as for the Fourth

'1996 U.S. LEXIS 3720, *17°

; R Amendment mterests of the md1v1duals conccrned Apetl
_ tioners point out that our cases acknowledge ["‘20] that .

" 514U.8.

even ordinary traffic stops entail "a possibly unsettling

show of authority"; ‘that they at best "interfere with free- PRy
dom of muvement ‘are mconvemlent and consume time” ..

and at worst "may create’ substantial anixiety, * Prouse, S
440 U. S., az 657. Thatanxletyxshkelytobeevenmore e
pronounced when the stop is conducted by plamclothes

B ofﬁcersmunmarkedcats

It is of course true that in prmcxple ever)r Fourth~

Amendmem case, since it tums upon a "reasonableness". - .
determination, involves a balancing of all relevant fac- - .
. tors. With rare exceptions not applicable here, however,, L

* the result of that balancmg is not in doubt where the . -
search or seizure is based upon probable cause. ‘That.. .. ~

is why petitioners must rely upon cases like Prouse to

o provnde examples of actual "balancmg analysis. There,
- the police action in ‘question was a random traffic stop = -
~ for the purpose of checking a- motorist's license and ve- . ’ '

hicle regxstmtmn, a pmctxce that—like the practxc&s at .
issue in the mventory ‘search and administrative i nspec-" - |

"tion cases upon which petltxoners rely in making their '
" "pretext” clam—-mvolves police intrusion without the .

probable cause that is its tradmonal justification [*21] . -
Our opinion in Prouse expressly distinguished the case
from a stop based on precisely what is at issue ‘here:
"probable cause to believe that a driver is violating any
one of the multitude of applicable traffic and equipment

‘regulations.” 440 U. S., at 661." It noted approvingly
that "the foremost method of enforcing traffic and ve- - -
. is acting upon observed - '
violations, " id., ar 659, which afford the "'quantum of .-

hicle safety regulations .

individualized suspicion’® necessary to ensure that po-
lice discretion is sufficiently constrained, id., ar 654-655
(quotmg United States v. Martinez-Fuerte, 428 U. S.,

at 560). What is true of Prouse is also true of other
cases that engaged in detailed "balancing” to decide the
constitutionality of automobile stops, such as Martinez- -
Fuerte, supra, which upheld checkpoint stops, see 428 -
U S., at 556-562, and Brignoni-Ponce, supra, which

disallowed so-called- "roving patrol”. stops, see 422 U.

S., at 882-884: the detailed . "balancing” analysis was
necessary because they mvolved seizures w1thout prob»_ o
able cause. ) :

Where probable cause. has exxsted the only cases in

which we have found it necessary actually to perform the
[*22] "balancing" analysis involved searches or seizures

-conducted in an extraordmary manner, unusually harm-

ful to an individual's pnvacy or even physical interests—

“such as, for example, seizure by means of deadly force, . '

see Tennessee v. Garner, 471 U. S. 1 {1985) unan-
nounced entty into a home, see Wilson v. Arkansas,
__(1995), entry into a home without a war-
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rant ‘see Wélsh ¥ ‘W:scomm 466 U S 740 (1984), or
. physical penétration of the body, see Winston v Lee,
470 U. S.\753 (1985). . The making of a- trafﬁc stop
out—-of~umform does not remotely qualify as such ; an ex- -
treme practlce, -and s0 is governed by the usual nile that
‘probable cause to beheve the law has been broken out- :
- balances” pnvate mterest in avoiding pohce contact. .

Pennoners urgeas an extraordmary factor in tlus case § T
that the "multitude of applicable traffic and equipment .
ations” is so large and so difficult to obey perfectly .
that v1rtually everyone is guilty of v1olat10n, permitting -
- the police to single out almost whomever- they wish fora'

stop. But we are aware of no principle that would allow

us to decide at what ‘point a code of law becomes 5o ex-
pansive and so co mpagly [*23] violated that mfmctlon'

itself can no longer be the ordinary measure of the law- o
- fulness of enforcement. And even if we could identify " o
such exorbitant codes, we do not know by what standard .

'°’

thmk there is no reahstlc alternatlve to the ttadmonal'; ;
. common—law rule that probable cause justxﬁes a search'- S

a-a«* (

; Here the sttnct Court found that the ofﬂcers had Ry
) probable cause to believe that peutxoners had violated -
- . the traffic code. That rendered the stop reasonable under
" the Fourth Amendment, the evidence thereby dlsoovered ’
. admissible, and the upholding of the convictions by the ",
.Court of Appeals for the Dlstnct of Columbla Clrcuxt L
~correct.

‘

have us do, wh1ch parucular prov1s;ons are sufﬁc1ent1y :
' 1mportant to meﬂt enfomement ‘




