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Justice Stewarr delivered the opinion of the Court.

At a hearing before his eriminal trial in a Missouri court,
the respondent, Willie McCurry, 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 eonvieted
after a jury trial. The conviction 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 claim, McCurry 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. 8. C. § 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 McCurry’s constitutional claim as a collateral estoppel
defense to the § 1983 suit against them for damages. ——
U. 8 —.

In April 1977, several undercover police officers, following
an nformant's tip that MeCurry was dealing in heroin, went
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to his house in St. Louis, Mo., to attempt & purchase.'  Twe

officers, petitioners Allen and Jacobsmeyer, knocked on the

front door, while the other officers hid nearby. When
MecCurry opened the door, the two officers asked to buy some
heroin “caps.” McCurry went back into the house and re-
turned soon thereafter, firing a pistol at and seriously wound-
ing Allen and Jacobsmeyer., After a gun bastle with the
other officers and their reinforcements, MeCurry retreated
into the house; he emerged again when the police demanded
that he surrender. Several officers then entered the house
without a 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 contraband 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 excluded the evidence seized from the dresser
drawers and tires, but denied suppression of the evidence
found in plain view. MeCurry was convieted of both the
heroin and assault offenses.

MeCurry subsequently filed the present § 1983 action for
§! million in damages agsinst petitioners Allen and Jacobs-
meyer, other unnamed individual police officers, and the ecity
of St. Louis and its police departinent. The complaint
alleged a conspiracy to violate MeCurry’s Fourth Amendinent
rights, an uncounstitutional search and seizure of his house,
and an assault on hin by unknown police officers after he had
been arrested and handeuffed. The petitioners moved for
swnmary judgment. The District Court apparently under-
stood the gist of the complaint to be the allegedly uncon-
statutional search and seizure and granted sumuary judgment,

1The facts are drawn frow the Court of Appeaks’ opunion.  McCurry v.
Alen, 906 ¥, 2d T8 (CAS).
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holding that collateral 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. 1078) *

The Court of Appeals reversed the judgment and remanded
the case for trial. McCurry v. Allen, 606 F. 2d 795 (CA8).?
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
criminal trial. Jd., at 798 But noting that Stone v.
Powell, supra, barred McCurry from federal habeas corpua
relief, and invoking “the special role of the federal courts
in protecting civil rights,” id., at 799, the eourt concluded
that the § 1083 suit was MeCurry’s ouly route to a federal
forum for his eonstitutional elaim and directed the trial court

* The merits of the Fourth Amendment claim are discussed in the opinion
of the Missouri Court of Appeals, State v. McCurry, 557 8. W. 2d 337
(Mo. Ct. App.). The state courts upheld the entry of the house as a
reaspnabile response 1o Wnergency cireumstances, but held illegul the seigure
of amy evidence discovered as & result of that entry except what was in
plain view. Jd, st 340. McCurry therefore argues here that even if the
doetrine of collaters] estoppel generslly applies to this ease, he should be
able 1o procesd 1o trial tv obtain damages for the part of the seigure de-
clared illegal by the state eourts. The petitioners contend, on the other
hand, that the complaint alleged esseutially an illegal entrv, adding that
oaly the entry could possibly justify the 31 willion prayer Since the state
courts upheld the entry, the petitioners argue that if collateral estoppel
applis here at all, it removes from trul all ssues except the alleged as-
sault. The Court of Appeals, however, addressed only the bruad question
of the applicability of collstersl estoppe w0 § 1953 suits brought by plain-
tiffs in MoCurry's circumstances, and questions as to the scope of col-
lsteral esioppel with respect io the particulsr issues in this case are not
now before us

# Beyond holding that collateral estoppel does not spply in this case, the
€ourt of Appesls noted that the Distriet Court bad overlooked the cons
spiraey and sssaull chasges. McCwry v Allen, supre v 1, 606 F 24,
&b TO7, and u L
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to allow him to proceed to trial unenecumbered by collateral
; 1
I

The federal courts have traditionally adhered to the re-
lated doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel. Under
res judicata, a final judgment on the merits of an action pre-
cludes the parties or their privies from relitigating issues
that were or could have been raised in that action. Cromuwell
v, County of Sac., 84 U, 8. 351, 352. Under collateral estop-
pel, once a court has decided an issue of fact 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 case. Montana v. United States, 440 U. 8. 147,
153 As this Court and other courts have often recognized,
res judicata and collateral estoppel relieve parties of the cost
and vexation of multiple lawsuits, conserve judicial resources,
and, by preventing inconsistent decisions, encourage reliance
on adjudication. Jd., at 153-154.

In recent years, this Court has reaffirmed the benefits of
eollateral estoppel in particular, finding the policies under-
lying it to apply in contexts not formerly recognized at com-
mon 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-

¢ Nevertheless, relving on the doctrine of Younger v Harris, 401 U, 8. 37,
the Court of Appeals directed the District Court to abstain from econ-
dueting the trial until McCurry had exhauvsted his opportunities for review
of his claim in the state appellate courts. 608 F. 2d, at 799.

8 The Restatement of Judgments now spesks of res judicats as “claim
prechusion” and collateral estoppel as “issue preclusion.” Restatement of
Judgments (Second) § 74 (Tent. Draft No. 3, 1976). Some courls and
comunentators use “res judicata” as generslly meaning both forms of
precivsion,

Contrary to s suggestion in the dissenting opinion, post, st —, n. 12,
this cuse does nol imvolve the gquestion whether w § 1983 claimant can
Mtigute in federal court an issue be wight bhave ruised but did not raise in
previous litigation.
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Tongue Laboratories, Inc. v. University of Ilinois, 402 U, 8.
313, and has allowed a litigant who was not a party to a fed-
eral case to use collateral estoppel “offensively” in a new
federal suit against the party who lost on the decided issue
in the first case, Parklane Hosery Co. v. Shore, 439 U. 8.
822" But one general limitation the Court has repeatedly
recognized is that the concept of collateral estoppel eannot
apply when the party against whom the earlier decision is
asserted did not have a “full and fair opportunity” to litigate
that issue in the earlier case. Montana v. United States,
supra, 440 U, S at 153; Blonder-Tongue Laboratories, Inc.
v. University of Illinois Foundation, supra, 402 U. 8., at 328-
m'l

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

é In Blonder-Tongue the Court noted other trends in the state and fed-
eral courtz expanding the preclusive effects of judgments, such as the
broadened definition of “claim® in the context of res judicata and the
greater preclusive effect given criminal judgments in subsequent civil cases.
Blonder-Tongue Laboratories, Inc. v, University of Ilinois Foundation,
402 U. 8 313, 3%.

# (ither factors, of course, may require an exception to the normal rules
of collateral estoppel in particular cases, E. g, Montang v. United States,
440 U, 8. 147, 162 (unmixed questions of law in syccessive actions be-
tween the sume parties on unrelated elaims).

Contrary 1o the suggestion of the dissent, post, at —, our decision
today does not “fashion” any new, more siringent doetrine of collateral
estoppel, nor does it hold that the colluteral estoppel effect of a state
court decision turus on the single factor of whether the State give the
federal claimant & full snd fair opportunity to litigate o federal question,
Dur decision does not “fashion® auy doetrine of collstera] estoppel at all.
Rather, it construes § 1953 1o detenine whether the conventional doctnoe
of collateral estoppel applies to the case sl band 1t must be emphasiaed
that the guestion whether any exceptions or Qualifications within the
bounds of that doctrige might wimstely defest o collaters] estoppel de-
fepse i this case is pot before us. Bee w3, supra
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only reduce unnecessary litigation and foster reliance on ad-
judication, but also promote the comity betwpen 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 courts 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 credit in
every court within the United States and its Territories
and Possessions as they have by law or usage in the
courts of such State, . , ."

28 U. B. C. § 1738 (1976) *; Huron Holding Corp. v. Lincoln
Mine Operations, 312 U. 8. 183, 103; Davis v. Davis, 305
U. B. 32, 40. Tt is against this background that we examine
the relationship of § 1983 and collateral estoppel, and the
deeision of the Court of Appeals in this case.

m

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. Rodrmguez, 411 U. 8
475, 497, the Court noted with unplicit approval the view
of other federal courts that res judicata principles fully apply
to civil rights suits brought under that statute, See also
Huffman v, Pursue, 420 U. 5. 592, 608, n. 18; Wolf v.

8 This statute has existed in essentially unchanged form sipee its ensct-
ment just after the ratification of the Constitution, Act of May 28, 1700,
oh. 11, 1 Stat. 122, and its reenactment soun theresfter, At of Mar. 27,
1804, ch. 56, 2 Brat. 208-200. Congress has also provided means for au-
themticating the records of the state procecdings to which the federal
egurts are to give full faith aod cedii. 28 U, 8. C. § 1738
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McDonnell, 418 U. 8. 539, 554, n. 12* And the virtually
unanimous view of the Courts of Appeals sinse Preiser has
been that § 1083 presents no categorical bar to the applica-
tion of res judicata and collateral estoppel concepts.® These
federal appellate court decisions have spoken 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’ deeisions.

Because the requirement of mutuality of estoppel was still
alive in the federal courts until well into this century, see
Blonder-Tongue Laboratories, Ine, v. University of Ilinois
Foundation, supra, 402 U. 8., at 322-323. the drafters of the
1871 Civil Rights Aet, of which § 1983 is a part, may have
had less reason to concern themselves with rules of preclusion
than a modern Congress would. Nevertheless, in 1871 res
judicata and collateral estoppel eould certainly have applied
in federal suits following state-court litigation between the
same parties or their privies, and nothing in the language of
§ 1983 remotely expresses any congressional intent to contra-
vene the comunon law rules of preclusion or to repeal the
express statutory requirements of the predecessor of 28

¥ The cases noted in Preiser applied res judicata to issues decided both
in state civil proceedings, e. g, Coogan v. Cincinnati Bar Asen, 431 F.
2d 1209, 1211 (CA8), and state crimingd proceediogs, e g., Goss v, HHiinos,
812 F. 2d 257, 258 (CAT).

WwE g, Robbins v. District Court, 592 F. 2d 1015 (CAS 1979) ; Jennings
v. Coddo Parish School Bd, 531 F. 23d 1331 (CAS5 1976) ; Lovely v. Liberte,
485 F. 2d 1261 (CAl W74); Brown v, Georgua Power Co., 441 F. 2d 11T
(CAB 1874); Tung v. Appellate Duv., 457 F. 2d 138 (CA2 1973).

A very few courts have suggested that the normal rules of claim pre-
clusion should oot spply i § 1983 suits i one peculiar circumstance:
Where & § 1083 plaintilff seeks to litigate i federal court a federal issue
which be could have raised but did nob ruise in an earhier state court suit
aguinst the saue sdverse party, Groves v, (Mgaats, 550 F. 2d 1327 (CA2);
Lombard v. Bd of Educ, 502 F 2d 631 (CA2); Mack v. Flanda Bd. of
Dengusiy, 430 F. 2d 562 (CAS)  Thew cases preseat a parrow question
not uow before us, and we wilpuste no view ss W whether they were
eorrectly decided.
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U.8 C. §1738, see n. 8, supra. Section 1983 creates a new
federal cause of action.” It says nothing about the preclu-
sive effect of state-court judgments.'*

Moreover, the legislative history of § 1983 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,

1 “Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation,
custom, or usige, of any State or Territory, subjects, or causes to be sub-
jected, any citizen of the United States or other person within the juris-
diction thereof to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities
secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be lable to the party imjured
in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress.”
42 U 8 C. §1983 (1976).

It has heen argued that, sinee there remains little federal common law
after Erie BR. R. Co. v. Tompking, 304 U. 8. 64, to hold that the creation
of a federal cause of action by itseli does away with the rules of preclusion
would take awav almost all meaning from § 1783. Currie. Res Judicata:
The Negleeted Defense, 45 Univ. Chi. L. Rev. 317, 328 (1978)

# By contrast, the roughly econtemporaneous statute extending the fed-
eral writ of habeas corpus to state prisoners expressly rendered “null and
void” any state-court proceeding ineonzistent with the decision of a federal
habeas court, Act of Feb. 5, 1867, ch. 28, § 1, 14 Stat. 385, 388 (1867)
{eurrent version, at 28 U 2 C, §2254), and the modern habeas statute
also expressly adverts 1o the effect of state-court enminal judgments by
reguiring the applicant for the writ to exhaust his state-court remedies,
98 1. 8 C. §2264 (b), and by presuming a staie eourt resolution of a
fuctual issue to be correct except in eight specific circumstances, wl., § 2254
(d). 1u any evewt, the traditional exception to res judicata for habeas
corpus review, ste Freser v. Kodriguez, supra, 411 U, B, at 497, provides
np analogy to § 1988 cases, since thut exception finds s source i the
unigue purpose of bhabens corpus—to relesse the applicast for the writ
from uolpwiul confivemnent.  Seaders v Cnited States, 373 U, 3 1, 8.
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241-242; Monroe v. Pape, supra, 365 U. 8, at 180® But
in the context of the legislative history as a whole, this eon-
gressional concern lends only the most equivoeal suppert to
any argument that, in cases where the state courts have
recognized the constitutional claims asserted and provided
fair procedures for determining them, Congress intended to
override § 1738 or the common-law rules of collateral estoppel
and res judicata. Since repeals by implication are disfavored,
Radzanower v. Touche Ross & Co., 426 U. 8. 148, 154, much
clearer support than this would be required to hold that
§1738 and the traditional rules of preclusion are not appli-
cable to § 1983 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. 8., 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 concurrent juris-
diction of the state courts over federal questions’® and
numerous suggestions that the state courts would retain their

13 8¢, ¢ ¢, Cong. Globe, 42d Cong., st Sess, 374-376 (1571) (Rep.
Lowe); id., at 394 (Rep. Rainev); id., at 853 (Sen. Osborn)

14 To the extent that Congress o the post-Civil War period did intend
to deny full fath and credit to state eourt devisions on constilutional
issues, it expresaly chose the very different means of post-judgment re-
moval for state court defendants whose civil rights were threatened by
biased state courts and who therefore “are denied or cannot enforee [their
eivil right=] in the courts or tribunals of the State."  Act of Apr. 9, 18686,
ch. 81, §3, 14 Stat. 27

“E g, Cong Giobe, 42d Cong., 1st Sess., 514 (Rep. Poland); id, at
05 (Sen Edwunds); sce Martinee v. Cuolifornia, — U. B, ——, 48
U.8 LW 4076, 4077, u. 7 (uoting that the state courts may enteriaim
§ 1983 claine, while reserving the question whether the state courts muss
do sa).
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established jurisdiction so that they could, when the then
current political passions abated, demonstrate a new sensi-
tivity to federal rights."

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
inadequate to allow full litigation of a constitutional elaim,
and where state procedural law, though adequate in theory,

10 Benator Edmunds, the foor manager of the bill in the Senate, observed
at the end of the debates:
“The bill, like all bills of this character, in itz first and second sections, is
& declaration of rights and a provision for the punishment of conspiracies |
against constitutional rights, and a redress for wrongs. It does not under- |
take to overthrow any court. . .. Tt does not undertake to interpose itself
out of the regular order of the administration of law. [t does not attempt
to deprive any State of the honor which is due the punishment of crime.
It ig & law aeting upon the citisen like every other law, and it is a law
to be enforced by the courts through the regular, and ordinary processes
of judicial administration, and in no other way, until forcible resistance
ghall be offered to the quiet and ordinary course of justice.” Cong. Globe,
42d Cong., 15t Sess., GUT—608.
Representative Coburn expressed his belief that after passage of the Act “the
tumbling aund tottering Btates will spring up snd resume the long-neglected
administration of law in their own courts, giving, as they ought, them-
selves, equal protection to wll” [d, at 4600 Representative Sheldon

“Convenience and courtesy to the Btates suggest a sparing use [of na-
tional authority] and never so far as to supplant the State authority ex-
cept i cases of extreime pecessity, and when the State goveruments crim-
inally refuse or peglect those duties which are wnposed on them. .. Ik
seems Lo me o be sufficient, and st the same time to be proper, to make
& penoanent law affording tv every citizen 4 remedy in the United States
courts for injucies to bim o those rights declared and guaranteed by the
'Constitution. . . ." Jd, at 368
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was inadequate in practice. 365 U. S, at 173-174. In short,
the federal courts could step in where the stite eourts were
unsble or unwilling to protect federal rights. Id., at 176.
'I“hia understanding of § 1983 might well support an excep-
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 constitutional principle on which a
litigant based his claim. Such an exception, however, would
be essentially the same as the important general limit on rules
of preclusion that already exists: Collateral estoppel 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 ecourt's
decision may have been erroneous,"

1 The dissent suggests, post, ai —, that the Court's decision in England
v. Medical Ezominers, 375 U. B. 411, demonstrutes the impropriety of
affording preclusive efiect to the state court decision in this case. The
England decision 1= inapposite to the question before us.  In the Englond
wase, 8 party first submtted to a federal court his cluim thst @ state stal-
ute violated his constitotional rights. The federal court abstained and
remitted the plaintiff to the stale courts, holding that & state court deci-
sion that the statute did mot apply to the plaintif would moot the federal
guestion. fd.. at 413 The plawtifi submitted both the state and federad
law questions 1o the state courts, which decided both questions adversely
to him. JId, wi 414, This Couwrt held that in sueh a circumstance, &
plaivtifi who properdy reserved the federul issue by informing 1he state
cpurts of his pitention o returp lo federad court, i uecessary, was o
preciuded fram litgatiog the federal yuestion in lfederyd court. The
holding i Ewglund depeoded entively on this Court’s view of the purposs
af ghetention in such a case: Where a plahilf propedy invokes federal
conrt jurisdhciton w the fist nstanee b o federnd cloim, tw faderal court
has a duty o sccept that jucsdiction, fd., o 415 Absieution way
perve only o postpoue, raler than o abdicate, jursdiction, sinee s pars

———
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The Court of Appeals in this case acknowledged that every ;
Court of Appeals that has squarely decidef the question
has held that collateral estoppel applies when § 1983 plain-
tiffs attempt to relitigate in federal court issues decided
againgt them in state criminal proceedings.” But the court
noted that the only two federal appellate decisions invoking
collateral estoppel to bar relitigation of Fourth Amendment
elaims decided adversely to the § 1983 plaintiffs in state
courts came before this Court's decision in Stone v. Powell.™
It also noted that some of the decisions holding collateral
estoppel applicable to § 1983 actions were based at least in
part on the estopped party's access to another federal forum

puse i5 to determine whether resolution of the federal question i even
pecessary, or to obviate the risk of a federal eourt’s erroneous constre-
tion of siate law. M., at 416, and n. 7. These concerns bave no bearing
whatsoever ou the presenr case,

8 E. g, Fernander v. Triox Monge, 586 F. 2d 848, 554 (CAl 1978);
Wiggins v. Murphy, 576 F. 2d 572, 573 (CA4 1978); Martin v Delcambre,
578 F. 2d 1164, 1185 (CAS 197R); Winters v. Lavine, 574 F. 2d 46, 58
(CA2 1078); Metros v. Distnict Court, 441 F. 2d 313 (CAL0 1971)  Kouff-
man v. Moss, 420 F. 2d 1270, 1274 (CA3 1970); Mulhgen v. Schlachter,
389 F. 2d 231, 233 (CAGH 1968).

Dictum in Ney v. Californio, 439 F. 2d 1285 1288 (CAS 1871), sug-
gested that applying collateral estoppel in § 1983 actions might make the
Civil Rights Act “a dead letter,” but in that case, because the state proseeu-
tor had agreed 1o withdraw the evidence allegedly seized in violstion of the
Fourth Amepdment, the state court had pever decided the constitutional
claim. In Brubaker v. King, 505 F. 2d 534, 537-548, the Court of Appeals
for the Seventh Circuit held that sinee the issues in the state and federal
cases were different—the legality of police conduct in the former and the
good faith of the police in the latter—the state decision could not have pre-
clusive effect in the federal court. This solution, buwever, fuils to recog-
nise that s state court decision that the pobwee acted legally cannot but
forecluse a claim that they acted in bad faith. At least one Federal Dis-
trici Couri has relied on the Brubaker case. Clork v. Lutcher, 436 F.
Bupp. 1266 (MD Pa. 1977).

W Metrog v, United Stotes District Cowrt, supra u. 18; Mulligun v.
Schlachter, supra u. 13
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through habeas corpus®™ The Court of Appeals thus con-
cluded that since Stone v. Powell had removed MeCurry'a
right to a hearing of his Fourth Amendment claim in federal
habeas corpus, collateral estoppel should not deprive him of
a federal judicial hearing of that claim in a § 1983 suit,
Stone v. Powell does not provide a logical doctrinal souree
for the court’s ruling, This Court in Stone assessed the costs
and benefits of the judge-made exclusionary 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 d'd not justify the
cost the writ imposed upon the fair administration of eriminal
justice, 428 U, S, at 480-496. The Stone decision concerns
only the prudent exercise of federal court jurisdietion under
28 U. 8. C. §2254. It has no bearing on § 1983 suits or on
the question of the preclusive effect of state court judgments.
The actual basis of the Court of Appeals' holding appears
to be & generally framed principle that every person asserting
& federal right is entitled to one unencumbered opportunity
to litigate that right in a federal district eourt, regardless of
the legal posture in which the federal claim arises. But the
authority for this principle is difficult to discern. It eannot
lie in the Constitution, which makes no such guarantee, but
leaves the scope of the jurisdietion of the federal district
courts t the wisdom of Congress.® And no such authority
is to be found in § 1983 itself. For reasons already discussed
at length, nothing in the langusge or legislative history of
§ 1083 proves any congressional intent to deny binding effect
to a state court judgment or deecision when the state court
acting within its proper jurisdiction, has given the parties a
W E g. Rouwmer v. Fagetteville Police Department, 567 F. 3 273, 278
(CAd4 1077); Thistlewaite v. City of New York, 497 F. 2d 339, 343 (CAZ
1978} Alecander v. Emerson, 480 F. 2d 285, 286 (CAS 1973).
1. B Couat, Art. 111




79-935—-OPINION
14 ALLEN ». McCURRY

full and fair opportunity to litigate federal elaims, and thereby
has shown itself willing and able to protect federal righta,
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 arose 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, 8 at
848; Fay v. Noia, 372 U, 8. 301, 309, n. 5. particularly in
light of the extremely narrow scope of federal 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 district court is

# The remarks of the proponents of § 1983 quoted in n. 16, supra, sug-
gest the vontrary, The Court of Appeals did not in any degree rest its
holding on disagresment with the common view that judgnents in eruminal
procesdings as well a5 w eivil proceedings are entitled to preclusive effect.
Bee, ¢. g, Emich Motors Corp. v. General Motors Corp., 340 U, 3. 558.

© The Court of Appealks did pot suggest that the prospect of colluteral
estoppel i o § 1983 sunt would deter & defendant in o state criminal case
from reising Fourth Amendment claims, and 1 s diffieult to imagine a
defendant risking convietion and imprisonment because be hoped o win
& later civil judgment based upon an allegedly ilegal search and seizure.

# U'uder the modern statute, lodecul babeas corpus s bounded by a e
quircnent of exbaustion of state remnedies and by special procedural rules,
28 U. B C. §2254 (1976}, which bave ne counterparts in § 1983, and
which therciore demonstrate the continuing illogic of treating federal
habeas aud § 1988 suits as fungible remedies for constitutionsl viclations.
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hardly a legal basis at all, but rather a general distrust of
the capacity of the state courts to render correet decisions
on constitutional issues. It is ironic that Stone v. Powell
provided the oceasion 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 gtate courts to uphold federal law, and its expression
of confidence in their ability to do so. 428 U. S, 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 obtsin federal habeas corpus relief upon his
Fourth Amendment claim renders the doctrine of collateral
estoppel inapplicable to his § 1983 suit.* Aecordingly, the
judgment is reversed, and the case is remanded to the Court
of Appeals for proceedings consistent with this opinion.

It is so ordered.

2 We do wot decide how the body of collsteral estoppel doctrine or 28
U.B C §1738 shoubd apply in this cose. See n. 2, supro
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