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19. United Statesv. Leon

468 U.S.897 (1984)

(The exclusionary ruleis neither intended nor able to "cure the invasion
of the defendant’s rights which he has already suffered. The rule thus
operates as a "judicially created remedy designed to safeguard Fourth
Amendment rights generally through its deterrent effect, rather than a
personal constitutional right of the person aggrieved.”)

(The exclusionary rule is designed to deter police misconduct rather
than to punish the errors of judges and magistrates.)




(1) 129

(The substantial social costs exacted by the exclusionary rule for the
vindication of Fourth Amendment rights have long been a source of
concern. "Our cases have consistently recognized that unbending
application of the exclusionary sanction to enforce ideas of
governmental rectitude would impede unacceptably the truth-finding
functions of judge and jury." An objectionable collateral consequence
of this interference with the criminal justice system's truth-finding
function is that some guilty defendants may go free or receive reduced
sentences as a result of favorable plea bargains. Particularly when law
enforcement officers have acted in objective good faith or their
transgressions have been minor, the magnitude of the benefit conferred
on such guilty defendants offends basic concepts of the criminal justice
system. Indiscriminate application of the exclusionary rule, therefore,
may well "generat[e] disrespect for the law and the administration of
justice." Accordingly, "[als with any remedial device, the application of
the rule has been restricted to those areas where its remedial objectives
are thought most efficaciousdy served." Close attention to those
remedial objectives has characterized our recent decisions concerning
the scope of the Fourth Amendment exclusionary rule. The Court has,
to be sure, not seriously questioned, "in the absence of a more
efficacious sanction, the continued application of the rule, to suppress
evidence from the [prosecution's] case where a Fourth Amendment
violation has been substantial and deliberate......." Nevertheless, the
balancing approach that has evolved in various contexts - including
criminal trials - "forcefully suggest[s] that the exclusionary rule be
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more generally modified to permit the introduction of evidence
obtained in the reasonable good-faith belief that a search or seizure was
in accord with the Fourth Amendment.")

exclusionary rule detached and neutral magistrate
search warrant probable cause
unlawful search or seizure good faith
exception Cross examination balancing approach
grand jury

White
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