$n: The Chief Juzi.
¥r. Justice Branna:
Br. Justica White
Br. Justloe Marshol
Mr. Justice Blacim
Mr. Justice Fowe
Mr. Justice HeOD
Mr. Juatica ot

From: Wr. Justlce Stewart

Ciroulatedt oo ——
“lclrculatad.:! NOV 1980 _
2nd DRAFT
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
No. 79-935

Marvin Allen et al.,, Petitioners, On Writ of Certiorari to the
" United States Court of

Willie McCurry. 3::3:3 for the Eighth

[November —, 1080]

Mg. Justice Stewarr delivered the opinion of the Court

At a hearing before his eriminal trial in a Missouri court,
the respondent, Willie MeCurry, invoked the Fourth and
Fourteenth Amendments to suppress evidence that had been
seized by the police. The trial court denied the suppression
motion in part, and MeCurry was subsequently convieted
after & jury trial. The eonviction was later affirmed on
appeal. State v. McCurry, 587 8. W. 2d 337 (Mo. Ct. App.).
Because he did not assert that the state courts had denied
him a “full and fair opportunity” to litigate his search and
seizure elaim, MeCurry was barred by this Court’s decision
in Stone v. Powell, 428 U. 8. 465, from seeking a writ of
habeas corpus in a federal district court. Nevertheless, he
sought federal court redress for the alleged constitutional
violation by bringing a damage suit under 42 U. 5. . § 1983
against the officers who had entered his home and seized the
evidence in question. We granted certiorari to consider
whether the unavailability of federal habeas corpus prevented
the police officers from raising the state courts’ partial rejec-
tion of MeCurry's constitutional claimn as a collateral estoppel
defense to the § 1983 suit against them for damages. —
U. B —.

I

In April 1977, several undercover police officers, following
au informant’s tip that MeCurry was dealing in hervin, went
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to his house in St. Louis, Mo., to attempt . purchase.! Two
officers, petitioners Allen and Jacobsmeyer, knocked on the
front door, while the other officers hid nearby. When
McCurry opened the door, the two officers asked to buy some
heroin “caps.” MeCurry went back into the house and re-
turned soon thereafter, firing a pistol at and seriously wound-
ing Allen and Jacobsmeyer. After a gun battle with the
other officers and their reinforcements, McCurry retreated
into the house; he emerged again when the police demanded
that he surrender. Several officers then entered the house
without & warrant, purportedly to search for other persons
inside. One of the officers seized drugs and other contraband
that lay in plain view, as well as additional eontraband he
found in dresser drawers and in auto tires on the porch.

MeCurry was charged with possession of heroin and assault
with intent to kill. At the pretrial suppression hearing, the
trial judge exeluded the evidenee seized fromn the dresser
drawers and tires, but denied suppression of the evidence
found in plain view. MeCurry was econvieted of both the
heroin and assault offenses.

MeCurry subsequently filed the present § 1983 action for
$1 million in damages against petitioners Allen and Jacobs-
meyer, other unnamed individual police officers, and the ecity
of Bt. Louis and its police departineut. The complaint
alleged 8 conspiracy to violate MeCurry's Fourth Amendinent
rights, au unconstitutional search and seizure of his house,
and an assault on him by unknown police officers after he had
been arrested and handeuffed. The petitioners moved for
suwmmary judgment. The District Court apparently under-
stood the gist of the eomplaint to be the allegedly uncoun-
stitutional search and seizure and grauted summary judgment,

} The fucts wre drawn from the Court of Appeals’ opiniop. McCuwrry v.
Allen, 500 F. 3d 795 (CAS).
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holding that collsteral estoppel prevented MeCurry from
relitigating the search and seizure question already decided

against him in the state courts. McCurry v. Allen, 466 F,
Supp. 514 (ED Mo. 1978).%

The Court of Appeals reversed the judgment and remanded
the case for trial. McCurry v. Allen, 606 F. 2d 795 (CAR).”
The appellate court said it was not holding that collateral
estoppel was generally inapplicable in a § 1983 suit raising
issues determined against the federal plaintiff in a state
eriminal trial. Jd., at 798. But noting that Stone v.
Powell, supra, barred McCurry from federal habeas corpus
relief, and invoking “the special role of the federal courts
in protecting civil rights,” id., at 799, the eourt concluded
that the § 1983 suit was McCurry's only route to a federal
forum for his constitutional claim and directed the trial court

2 The meritz of the Fourth Amendment claim are discussed in the opinion
of the Misouri Court of Appeals. State v. MeCurry, 587 8. W. 2d 337
{Mo. Ct. App). The state courts upheld the entry of the house us a
reasonable response to emergeney circumstanees, but held illegul the seigure
of any evidence discoverced us s result of that eutry except what waz in
plain view. Id, at 340. McCurry therefore argues here that even if the
doctrine of eollateral estoppel generally applies to this cuse, he should be
able 10 proceed to trial to obtain damages for the purt of the seizure de-
clared illegal by the state courts. The petitioners contend, on the other
baud, that the complaint alleged essentially an illegal entry, adding that
only the eutry could possibly justify the $1 willion prayer Since the state
eourts wpheld the eutry, the petitioners argue that if collateral estoppel
applies bere at all, it removes from trial all istes except the wlleged as-
sault. The Court of Appeals, however, sddresed ouly the broad question
of the applicability of collsteral estoppel to § 1983 suits brought by plan-
tiffs in MeCurry's circumstances, snd questions as to the scope of col-
lutersl estoppel with respect to the particulsr isues o this cuse yre ot
vow before us.

* Bevond bolding that collstera! estoppel dows not apply in this ense, the
Court of Appeals uoted that the Distriet Court bad overlooked the cou-
spicary and wssaull charges. MeCurry v. Allen, supre n. 1, 608 F. 2d,
wt 797, aud u. L
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to allow him to proceed to trial vuencumbered by eollateral
estoppel.’ |
II

The federal courts have traditionally adhered to the re-
lated doetrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel. Under
res judicata, a final judgment on the merits of an aetion pre-
cludes the parties or their privies from relitigating issues
that were or could have been raised in that action. Cromwell
v. County of Sac., ™ U, 5. 351, 352. Under eollateral estop-
pel, onee a court has decided an issue of faet or law necessary
to its judgment, that decision may preclude relitigation of the
issue in a suit on a different cause of action involving a party
to the first ease. Montana v. United States, 440 U, 8. 147,
153.°  As this Court and other courts have often reecognized,
res judicata and eollateral estoppel relieve parties of the cost
and vexation of multiple lawsuits, conserve judicial resources,
anil, by preventing inconsistent deeisions, encourage reliance
on adjudieation. [Id., at 153-134,

In recent years, this Court has reaffirmed the beuefits of
collateral estoppel in particular, finding the policies under-
lving it to apply in contexts not forierly recognized at com-
mou law. Thus, the Court has eliminated the requirement
of mutuality in applying collateral estoppel to bar relitiga-
tion of issues decided earlier in federal court suits, Blonder-
Tongue Laboratories, Inc. v. University of Hlinows, 402 U, S.
313, and has allowed & litigant who was not a party to a fed-
eral ease to use collateral estoppel “offeusively” wm a new

¢ Nevertheless, rehviug on the doetnine of Yeunger v Hurris, 401 U 5. 37,
the Court of Appeals direeted the Distriet Court to abstain from cob-
ducting the trial witil MeCurry lod exbausted his opportunitices fur review
of his cluimn W the state appellate courtz. 606 F. 3, at 799,

b The Restutement of Judgoenuts pow speaks of res judicats as “elaim
prechision” apd collateral estoppel as “ksue preclusion.”  Restatement of
Judguients (Bocond) §74 (Tewt. Draft Nu. 3, 1976). Sowe courts aiuld
commentaturs use “res judicata” ue geserally meaning both forms of
preclusion.
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federal suit against the party who lost on' the decided issue ot
in the first case, Parklane Hoisery Co. v. Shore, 439 U. 8. e

322° But one general limitation the Court has repeatedly
recognized is that the concept of collateral estoppel cannot
apply when the party against whom the earlier decision is NS roe L,
asserted did not have a “full and fair opportunity” to litigate i
that issue in the earlier case. Montana v. United States,
supra, 440 U. 8, at 153; Blonder-Tongue Laboratories, Ine. i
v. University of Hlinois Foundation, supra, 402 U, 8., at 328- e
3297
The federal courts generally have also consistently aceorded
preclusive effect to issues decided by state courts. E. g,
Montana v. United States, supra; Angel v. Bullington, 330
U. 8. 183. Thus, res judicata and collateral estoppel not
only reduece unnecessary litigation and foster reliance on ad-
judieation, but also promote the comity between state and
federal courts that has been recognized as a bulwark of the
federal system. See Younger v, Harris, 401 U, 8. 37, 43-45.
Indeed, though the federal courts may look to the com-
mon law or to the policies supporting res judicata and
collateral estoppel in assessing the preclusive effect of de-
cisions of other federal courts, Congress has specifically re-
quired all federal courts to give preclusive effect to state-
court judgments whenever the eourts of the State from which
the judgments emerged would do so:
“The . . . judicial proceedings of any court of any
State . . . shall have the same full faith and eredit in

¢ lu Blonder-Tongue the Court noted viher trends in the state aod fed-
eral courts expanding the preclusive effects of judgments, sueh as the
broadencd defipation of “clim” w the context of res judicata aml the
grester preclusive effvet given erimival judguents o subsequent avil cases.
Blonder-Tungue Laboratories, Inc. v. University of Hinois Foundation,
2 U8 313, 326,

P Otbir faectors, of course, may require sn exception to the normal rules
of collateral estoppel i particular cases, B g.. Montana v. United Stales, |
440 U 8 147, 162 (unmized questions of law i successive actions be-
tween the same parties oa worelated cliius),
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every court within the United States and its Tmiﬁht
and Possessions as they have by law or usage in the
courts of such State, . . " '

28 17, 8. C. §1738 (1976) *; Huron Holding Corp. v. Linecoln
Mine Operations, 312 U, 8. 183, 193; Davis v. Davis, 305
U. 8. 32, 40. It is against this background that we examine
the relationship of § 1983 and collateral estoppel, and the
decision of the Court of Appeals in this case.

111

This Court has never directly decided whether the rules
of res judicata and collateral estoppel are generally applicable
to § 1983 actions. But in Preiser v. Rodriguez, 411 U. 8
475, 497, the Court noted with implicit approval the view
of other federal eourts that res judicata prineiples fully apply
to civil rights suits brought under that statute. See also
Huflman v, Pursue, 420 U. 8. 592, 606, n. 18; Wolff v.
MeDonnell, 418 U. 8, 539, 554, n. 12 And the virtually
unanimous view of the Courts of Appeals since Preiser has
been that § 1083 presents no eategorical bar to the applica-
tion of res judicata and collateral estoppel concepts.” These

® This statute has existed in essentially unchanged form sinee its enact-
ment just after the ratification of the Constitution, Aet of May 26, 1790,
cb. 11, 1 Stat, 122, and ils reevactment soon thereafter, Act of Mas. 27,
1804, ch. 56, 2 Stat. 208-2080. Cungress has also provided means for au-
ihenticating the records of the state proceedings to which the federal
courts are to give full faith and eredit. 38 U. B. C. § 1738

* The cases noted i Preiser applied res judicats to isues decided both
in stute civil proceedings, e. g, Coogan v. Cinginnati Bar dssn., 41 F.
2d 1208, 1211, apd state criminal procecdings, €. ¢-, Goss v, Hllinuis, 312 F.
2d 257, 268.

wg g, KRobbins v. District Court, 5u2 FoAl WS (CAS 19749) ; Jemnings
v. Cadide Parish School Bd.. 531 F. 2d 1331 (UAS 1978) ; Lovely v. Liberte,
45 F. 2d 1261 (CAL 1974); Browa v. Gevrgia Power Co, 491 F 4 117
(CAS 1uT4); Tang v. Appellate Div., 457 F. 2d 135 (CA2 1973).

A very few courts bave suggested that the vormal rule of claim pre
clugion showld wot apply i § 1953 suits W vne peeulisr decumstance:
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federal appellate court decisions have spiken with little ex-
planation or citation in assuming the compatibility of § 1983
and rules of preclusion, but the statute and its legislative
history clearly support the courts’ decisions.

Because the requirement of mutuality of estoppel was still
alive in the federal courts until well into this century, see
Blonder-Tongue Laboratories, Inc., v. University of Ilinows
Foundation, supra, 402 U, 8., at 322-323, the drafters of the
1871 Civil Rights Act, of which § 1983 is a part, may have
had less reason to concern themselves with rules of preelusion
than a modern Congress would. Nevertheless, in 1871 res
judicata and collateral estoppel could certainly have applied
in federal suits following state-eourt litigation between the
saine parties or their privies, and nothing in the language of
£ 1983 remotely expresses any congressional intent to eontra-
vene the common law rules of preclusion or to repeal the
express statutory requirements of the predecessor of 28
1.8 C, §1738, see n. 8, supra. Section 1983 creates & new
federal cause of action.” It says nothing about the preelu-
give effeet of state-court judgments."

Where o § 1953 plaintiff secks to litigate in federal court o federl issue
which he vould have ruised but did pot raise in an earlier state court =it
against the same adverse party.  Graves v. Olgiati, 550 F. 2d 1327 (UCA2);
Lombard v. Bd. of Bduc., 502 F 2d 631 (CAZ); Mack v. Florula Bd. of
Dientisty, 430 F. 2d 862 (CAS5). These cases present o Darrow question
not uow before us, and we intimate po view ss w whether they were
coarreeily decided.

1 “Every persol who, umler culor of any statute, ordinance, regulation,
customn, or usage, of any State or Ternitory, subjects, or causes to be aub-
jected, sy citsen of the United States or other person within the juris-
divtion thereof (o the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or minities
seeured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the purty i jured
il & action st law, smt o eyuity, or other proper proceeding for redress. "
42 U8 C § 1983 (1976)

It hus beeu argued that, since there remains Bidle federal common law
after Evie B. B. Co. v. Tompking, 304 U. 8. 64, t0 hold that the creation

| Foatuote 1% is on p. 8]
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Moreover, the legislative history of § 1483 does not in any
clear way suggest that Congress intended to repeal or restriet
the traditional doctrines of preclusion. The main goal of the
Act was to override the corrupting influence of the Ku Klux
Klan and its sympathizers on the governments and law en-
forcement agencies of the Southern States. See Monroe v.
Pape, 365 U. 8. 167, 174, and of course the debates show that
one strong motive behind its enactment was grave congres-
sional concern that the state courts had been deficient in
protecting federal rights. Mitchum v, Foster, 407 U, 8. 225,
241-242; Monroe v, Pape, supra, 365 U. S, at 180" But
in the context of the legislative history as a whole, this eon-
gressional concern lends only the most equiveeal support to
any argument that, in cases where the state courts have
recognised the constitutional claims asserted and provided
fair proeedures for determining them. Congress intended to
override § 1738 or the commou-law rules of collateral estoppel
and res judieata. Sinee repeals by implication are disfavored,
Radzanower v. Touche Ross & Co., 426 U, 8. 148, 154, much

of & federal cause of action by itsell does away with the rules of preclusion
would take away almost all meaning from §1783. Currie, Res Judicata:
The Neglected Defense, 45 Univ, Chi. L. Rev, 317, 325 (19758).

12 By contrast, the roughly contemporanevus statute extending the fed-
eral writ of habess corpus to state prisopers expressly rendered “null and
vord” any state-court proeeeding ineobsistent with the decizion of a federal
babess court, Act of Feb. 5, 1867 ch. 28, § 1, 14 Stat. 385, 386 (1567)
(earrent version, at 28 T 8. C. §2254), and the wodern habeus staiute
also expressly adverts to the offect of siste-court erminal judgments by
requiring the applicant for the writ to exhaust his state-court remedies,
2 U B O, §2254 (b), aud by presumiug o state court resolution of a
factual bssue to be correct except in eight specific cireumstances, i, § 2254
(d). lu apy eveut, the traditional exceplion to res judicata for habeas
eorpus review, ss¢ Preiser v, Rodrigues, supra, 411 U. 8, a1 497, provides
o analogy to § 1985 cuses, since that exception finds it source in the
unigue purpose of babess corpus—to relense the applicant for the writ
fram unlawivl confinement.  Sesders v. United States, 373 U 5. 1, 8

UEer, ¢ g, Coug Globy, 42d Cong., 13t Sess, 374076 (18710 (Rep,
Lowe); id., at 304 (Hep. Raioey); i, ot 853 (Seu. Osbory).
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clearer support than this would be requircd to hold that
§1738 and the traditional rules of preclusion are not appli-
cable to § 1083 suits,

As the Court has understood the history of the legislation,
Congress realized that in enacting § 1983 it was altering the
balance of judicial power between the state and federal
courts. See Mitchum v. Foster, supra, 407 U. 3., at 241
But in doing so, Congress was adding to the jurisdiction of
the federal courts, not subtracting from that of the state
courts. See Monroe v. Pape, supra, 365 U. 8., at 183 (“The
federal remedy is supplementary to the state remedy. . . )"
The debates contain several references to the coneurrent juris-
diction of the state courts over federal questions,'” and
numerous suggestions that the state courts would retain their
established jurisdiction so that they could, when the then
current political passions abated, demonstrate a new sensi-
tivity to federal rights.'

W To the extent that Congress in the post-Civil War period did intend
to deny full faith and credit to stute court devisions ob copstitutional
esues, it expressly chose the very different means of post-judgment re-
moval for state court defendants whose eivil rights were threatensd by
bissed stute courts and who therefore “are denied or cunnot enforee [ their
civil rights] in the courtz or tribusals of the State.” Act of Apr. 9, 15046,
ch. 31, §3, 14 Btat. 27,

16K g, Cong. Globe, 42d Cong., 1st Sess., 514 (Rep. Poland); id., af
605 (Sen Edwunds): see Marlivez v. Califormiag, — U. 8. —, 48
U. 8 L W 4076, 4077, u. 7 (woting that the state coums may entertain
§ 1983 clumns, while reserving the guestion whether the state courts must
do ).

% Begator Edwunds, the floor mansger of the bill jn the Senate, observed
gl the end of the debates:

“The bill, like all bills of this character, W its firs apd second seetions, is
i declirution of rights and o provision for the punishment of colspiraeis
against cvnstitutional rights, sud & redres for woungs. It does wot under-
tuke o overthrow amy cowrt. . . . 1 does wot sodertake W wterpose itself
out of e regular order of the sdministration of law. [t does not aitemp
to deprive any State of the booor wlich = due the pudishment of crime.
Liis o law acting upou the citigen like every otbee law, and it is o law
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To the extent that it did intend to change the balance of
power over federal questions between the state and federal
courts, the 42d Congress was acting in a way thoroughly eon-
sistent with the doctrines of preclusion. In reviewing the
legislative history of § 1983 in Monroe v. Pape, supra, the
Court inferred that Congress had intended a federal remedy
in three circumstances: where state substantive law was
facially unconstitutional, where state procedural law was
imadequate to allow full litigation of a constitutional elaim,
and where state procedural law, though adequate in theory,
was inadequate in practice. 363 U. S, at 173-174. In short,
the federal courts could step in where the state courts were
unable or unwilling to protect federal rights. JId., at 176.
This understanding of § 1983 might well support an exeep-
tion to res judicata and collateral estoppel where state law
did not provide fair procedures for the litigation of consti-
tutional claims, or where a state court failed to even acknowl-
edge the existence of the eonstitutional principle on which a
litigant based his elaim. Such an exception, however, would
be essentially the same as the important general limit on rules

to be enforeed by the courts through the regular, amd ordinary proeesses
of judicial sdministration, and in e other way, until foreible resistanece
shall be offered to the quiet and ordinary eourse of justice.” Cong. Globe,
42d Cong., lst Sess., BUT-60E,

Represeutative Coburm expressed his beliel that after passage of the Act “the
tumbling aud tottering States will spring up and resume the long-neglected
sdminigtration of law iu their own courts, giving, ss they ought, them-
selves, equal protection to all” Id, at 480. Representative Sheldon
wobed :

“Couvenivnce sud courtesy to the Btates suggest & sparing use [of na-
tioual authority] and wever se fur as 1o supplant the State anthority ex-
cepl in cases of extreme necessity, aud when the State guvernments crm-
inally pefuse or negleet those duties which are inposed on them. . .. It
sems 1o me to be sufficient, aud st the suue time to be proper. to make
& permsuent law affording to every citizen o remedy i the United States
courts fur injuries 10 biw o thosy righis declared and guaranteed by the
Constitution. . . " [Id, at 348,
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of preclusion that already exists: Collateral et toppel does not
apply where the party against whom an earlier court decision
is asserted did not have a full and fair opportunity to litigate
the claim or issue decided by the first court. See text. at
n. 7, supra. But the Court's view of § 1983 in Monroe lends
no strength to any argument that Congress intended to allow
relitigation of federal issues decided after a full and fair
hearing in a state court simply because the state court’s
decision may have been erroneous.

The Court of Appeals in this case acknowledged that every
Court of Appeals that has squarely decided the question
has held that collateral estoppel applies when § 1983 plain-
tiffs attempt to relitigate in federal court issues decided
against them in state criminal proeeedings. But the court
noted that the only two federal appellate decisions invoking
collateral estoppel to bar relitigation of Fourth Amendment
claims decided adversely to the §1983 plaintifis in state

VE. g, Fernandeg v. Trigs Monge, 556 F, 3d S48, 854 (CAL 1978):
Wigging v. Murphy, 576 ¥_ 2d 572, 573 (CA4 1978) ; Martin v. Delcambre,
578 F. 2d 1164, 1165 (CAS 1978); Winters v. Lavine, 574 F. 2l 46, 58
(CAZ 1978); Metrog v. District Cowrt, 441 F. 2d 313 (CA1D 1971); Kaugf-
man v. Moss, 420 F. 2d 1270, 1274 (CA3 1970); Mulligan v. Schlachter,
89 F. 2d 231, 238 (CAG 1968),

Dictum i Ney v. California, 439 F. 20 1285, 1288 (CA9 1971), sug-
gusted that applving collsteral estoppel in § 1983 aetions might make the
Civil Rights Aet “a dead Jetter,” but in that case, because the state prosecu-
tor bad agreed 1o withdraw the evideuce allegedly seized in volation of the
Fourth Awendwent, the stute court bhad wever decided the constittional
cloim. Iu Bruboker v. King, 505 F. 2d 534, 537-585, the Court of Appeals
for the Beventh Cirenit held that since the jssues in the state and federal
cases were differeot—ihe legality of police couduct in the forer sod the
good fuith of the police iu the ktter—the state decision could not have pre-
clusive effeet i the federal court. This solution, bowever, fails 10 Pecug-
nise thai o stote court deciion that the police scted legally eannot but
fopeclose & claim thet they scted iy bad faith. At lesst oue Federal Dis-
triet Court has relied ou the Brubsker case. Clark v. Lutcher, 436 F,
Bupp. 1266 (ML Pa. 1977).
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courts came before this Court's decision in Stone v. Powell *
It also noted that some of the decisions holding eollateral
estoppel applicable to § 1983 actions were based at least in
part on the estopped party’s access to another federal forum
through habeas corpus™ The Court of Appeals thus eon-
cluded that since Stone v. Powell had removed MeCurry's
right to a hearing of his Fourth Amendment elaim in federal
habeas corpus, collateral estoppel should not deprive him of
a federal judicial hearing of that claim in & § 1983 suit.
Stome v. Powell does not provide a logical doctrinal souree
for the court’s ruling. This Court in Stone assessed the eosts
and benefits of the judge-made exelusionary rule within the
boundaries of the federal courts’ statutory power to issue
writs of habeas corpus, and decided that the ineremental de-
terrent effect that the issuance of the writ in Fourth Amend-
ment cases might have on police conduet did not justify the
cost the writ imposed upon the fair administration of eriminal
Justice, 428 U. 8. at 480-496. The Stone decision concerns
ouly the prudent exercise of federal eourt jurisdiction under
28 1. 8. C. §2254. It has no bearing on § 1983 suits or on
the question of the preclusive effeet of state court judgments.
The actual basis of the Court of Appeals’ holding appears
to be & generally framed prineiple that every person asserting
a federal right is entitled to one uneneumbered opportunity
to litigate that right in a federal district court, regardless of
the legal posture in which the federal elaim arises. But the
authority for this prineiple is difficult to discern. It cannot
lie in the Constitution, which makes no sueh guarantee, but
leaves the seope of the jurisdiction of the federal distriet
courts to the wisdom of Congress® And no such authority

18 Metros v. United States District Court, suprs n. 17; M ullsgan v.
Schlmchter, supra w. 17,

WE. g Bimmer v. Fayelteville Police Department, 567 ¥. 2d 273, 276
(CA4 1957 ); Thastlewnite v. City of New York, 97 F. u &, G (UAZ
Wid); dlesonder v. Ewersou, 459 F. 20 255, s (CAS 1973).

8 Cangt,, At 101,
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s to be found in § 1983 itself. For reasons alseady discussed

at length, nothing in the language or legislative history of
§ 1983 proves any congressional intent to deny binding effect
to a state court judgment or decision when the state eourt,
acting within its proper juriediction, has given the parties a
full and fair opportunity to litigate federal claims, and thereby
has shown itself willing and able to protect federal rights.
And nothing in the legislative history of § 1983 reveals any
purpose to afford less deference to judgments in state eriminal
proceedings than to those in state civil proceedings.” There
is, in short, no reason to believe that Congress intended to
provide a person claiming a federal right an unrestricted
opportunity to relitigate an issue already decided in state
court simply because the issue aroee in a state proceeding in
which he would rather not have been engaged at all,**
Through § 1983, the 42d Congress intended to afford an
opportunity for legal and equitable relief in a federal court for
certain types of injuries. It is difficult to believe that the
drafters of that Act considered it a substitute for a federal
writ of habeas corpus, the purpose of which is not to redress
eivil injury, but to release the applicant from unlawful phys-
ical confinement, Preiser v. Rodriguez, supra, 411 U. 3., at
848; Fay v. Noia, 372 U. 8. 301, 399, n. 5,* particularly in

# The remurks of the proponents of § 1983 quoted in u. 18, supra, sug-
gest the contrary. The Court of Appeals did not in any degree rest its
bolding vu disagreement with the common view that judgments in eriminal
procecidings us well as in eivil proceedings are entitled w preelusive effect.
Bee, ¢. g, Emuch Motors Corp. v. General Motors Corp., 340 U. 5. 555,

#The Court of Appeals did not suggest that the pruspect of collateral
etoppel w oo § 1983 sun would deter o defendant in a state criminal case
from ruising Fourth Amendment elsims, and it s difieult to imagine o
defendant risking convietion wnd imprisonment because of his hope to win
w later el judgment based upon wn allegedly illegal search aud seisure.

= Under the moderp statute, federul babess corpus is bounded by a re-
quirement of exhuustion of state resedies aoad by special procedural rules,
& U8 C §2264 (1978), which bave wo counterparts in § 1983, aud
which therefure demuustrate the continuing illogie of treating federal
habeas und § 1988 suits as fungible rewedies for coustitutionsl vielativog.
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light of the extremely narrow scope of federg) habeas relief
for state prisoners in 1871.

The only other conceivable basis for finding a universal
right to litigate a federal claim in a federal distriet court j=
hardly a legal basis at all, but rather a general distrust of
the capacity of the state courts to render eorrect decisions
on constitutional issues. It is ironie that Stone v. Powell
provided the occasion for the expression of such an attitude
in the present litigation, in view of this Court’s emphatie
reaffirmation in that case of the constitutional obligation
of the state courts to uphold federal law. and its expression
of confidence in their ability to do so. 428 U, 5., at 403404,
n. 35; see Robb v, Connolly, 111 U. 8, 624, 637 (Harlan, J.).

The Court of Appeals erred in holding that MeCurry's
inability to obtain federal habeas corpus relief upon his
Fourth Amendment claim renders the doctrine of collateral
estoppel inapplicable to his § 1983 suit® Aceordingly, the
judgment is reversed, and the case is remanded to the Court
of Appeals for proceedings econsistent with this opinion,

It is so ordered,

M We do vot deeide how the body of collateral estoppel doctrine or 28
U 5 C §1738 should apply in this case. See u. 2, suprg.
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