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Petitioner argues strenuously that his expansive interpretation of 
Randolph would not hamper law enforcement because in most 
cases where officers have probable cause to arrest a physically 
present objector they also have probable cause to search the 
premises that the objector does not want them to enter, see 
Brief for Petitioner 20-23, but this argument misunderstands the 
constitutional status of consent searches.  A warrantless consent 
search is reasonable and thus consistent with the Fourth 
Amendment irrespective of the availability of a warrant.  Even 
with modern technological advances, the warrant procedure 
imposes burdens on the officers who wish to search, the 
magistrate who must review the warrant application, and the 
party willing to give consent.  When a warrantless search is 
justified, requiring the police to obtain a warrant may 
“unjustifiably interfer[e] with legitimate law enforcement 
strategies.”  King, 563 U. S., at ___ (slip op., at 13).  Such a 
requirement may also impose an unmerited burden on the 
person who consents to an immediate search, since the warrant 
application procedure entails delay.  Putting the exception the 
Court adopted in Randolph to one side, the lawful occupant of a 
house or apartment should have the right to invite the police to 
enter the dwelling and conduct a search.  Any other rule would 
trample on the rights of the occupant who is willing to consent.  

 



Such an occupant may want the police to search in order to 
dispel “suspicion raised by sharing quarters with a criminal.”  547 
U. S., at 116; see also Schneckloth, 412 U. S., at 243 (evidence 
obtained pursuant to a consent search “may insure that a wholly 
innocent person is not wrongly charged with a criminal 
offense”).  And an occupant may want the police to conduct a 
thorough search so that any dangerous contraband can be found 
and removed.  In this case, for example, the search resulted in 
the discovery and removal of a sawed-off shotgun to which 
Rojas’ 4-year-old son had access. 
Denying someone in Rojas’ position the right to allow the police 
to enter her home would also show disrespect for her 
independence.  Having beaten Rojas, petitioner would bar her 
from controlling access to her own home until such time as he 
chose to relent.  The Fourth Amendment does not give him that 
power. 

* * * 
The judgment of the California Court of Appeal is affirmed. 

It is so ordered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


