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GPS & THE CONSTITUTION 
Does tracking a suspect with GPS—without a warrant—violate the 
Fourth Amendment? The Supreme Court is on the case. 

By planting a hidden GPS 
device on Antoine Jones's 
SUV, police in Washington, 

D.C., were able to follow the sus
pected drug dealer for weeks. After 
police presented their evidence at 
trial, Jones was convicted. 

But last year, a federal appeals 
court reversed the conviction. It 
said that the D.C. police didn't 
have a valid warrant (authoriza
tion) to monitor Jones with GPS. 

In October, the U.S. Supreme 
Court took up the case of United 
States v. Jones. The nation's highest 
Court will now consider whether 

the police violated Jones's right to 
be protected against "unreasonable 
search and seizure," as stated in 
the Fourth Amendment to the Con
stitution. "This case is not about 
whether law enforcement can use 
GPS devices," one of Jones's law
yers said. "It's about whether they 
should get a warrant." 

But the case has far broader 
implications. As Justice Stephen 
G. Breyer said during opening 
arguments, because of technology, 
"the public movement of every 
citizen" can now be monitored as 
never before. 

"What a person seeks to pre
serve as private . . . is a subject of 
Fourth Amendment protection," 
countered a lawyer speaking on 
behalf of the federal government. 
"But what he reveals to the world, 
such as his movements in a car on 
a public roadway, is not." 

With people posting more of 
their lives on sites like Facebook, 
it's also harder to say how much 
privacy Americans can reasonably 
expect. "Do we just say . . . that all 
the information that people expose 
is fair game?" asked Justice Samuel 
Alito Jr. What do you think? 

Should police be 
allowed to use 
technology to track 
your every move? 


