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This brings us to petitioner’s second argument, viz., that his 
objection, made at the threshold of the premises that the police 
wanted to search, remained effective until he changed his mind 
and withdrew his objection.  This argument is inconsistent with 
Randolph’s reasoning in at least two important ways.  First, the 
argument cannot be squared with the “widely shared social 
expectations” or “customary social usage” upon which the 
Randolph holding was based.  See 547 U. S., at 111, 121.  
Explaining why consent by one occupant could not override an 
objection by a physically present occupant, the Randolph Court 
stated: 
“[I]t is fair to say that a caller standing at the door of shared 
premises would have no confidence that one occupant’s 
invitation was a sufficiently good reason to enter when a fellow 
tenant stood there saying, ‘stay out.’  Without some very good 
reason, no sensible person would go inside under those 
conditions.”  Id., at 113. 
It seems obvious that the calculus of this hypothetical caller 
would likely be quite different if the objecting tenant was not 
standing at the door.  When the objecting occupant is standing 
at the threshold saying “stay out,” a friend or visitor invited to 
enter by another occupant can expect at best an uncomfortable 
scene and at worst violence if he or she tries to brush past the 

 



objector.  But when the objector is not on the scene (and 
especially when it is known that the objector will not return 
during the course of the visit), the friend or visitor is much more 
likely to accept the invitation to enter.  Thus, petitioner’s 
argument is inconsistent with Randolph’s reasoning. 
Second, petitioner’s argument would create the very sort of 
practical complications that Randolph sought to avoid.  The 
Randolph Court recognized that it was adopting a “formalis[tic]” 
rule, but it did so in the interests of “simple clarity” and 
administrability.  Id., at 121, 122. 
The rule that petitioner would have us adopt would produce a 
plethora of practical problems.  For one thing, there is the 
question of duration.  Petitioner argues that an objection, once 
made, should last until it is withdrawn by the objector, but such 
a rule would be unreasonable.  Suppose that a husband and wife 
owned a house as joint tenants and that the husband, after 
objecting to a search of the house, was convicted and sentenced 
to a 15-year prison term.  Under petitioner’s proposed rule, the 
wife would be unable to consent to a search of the house 10 
years after the date on which her husband objected.  We refuse 
to stretch Randolph to such strange lengths. 
Nor are we persuaded to hold that an objection lasts for a 
“reasonable” time.  “[I]t is certainly unusual for this Court to set 
forth precise time limits governing police action,” Maryland v. 
Shatzer, 559 U. S. 98, 110 (2010), and what interval of time 
would be reasonable in this context?  A week?  A month?  A 
year?  Ten years? 
Petitioner’s rule would also require the police and ultimately the 
courts to determine whether, after the passage of time, an 
objector still had “common authority” over the premises, and 
this would often be a tricky question.  Suppose that an 



incarcerated objector and a consenting co-occupant were joint 
tenants on a lease.  If the objector, after incarceration, stopped 
paying rent, would he still have “common authority,” and would 
his objection retain its force?  Would it be enough that his name 
remained on the lease?  Would the result be different if the 
objecting and consenting lessees had an oral month-to-month 
tenancy? 
Another problem concerns the procedure needed to register a 
continuing objection.  Would it be necessary for an occupant to 
object while police officers are at the door?  If presence at the 
time of consent is not needed, would an occupant have to be 
present at the premises when the objection was made?  Could 
an objection be made pre-emptively?  Could a person like Scott 
Randolph, suspecting that his estranged wife might invite the 
police to view his drug stash and paraphernalia, register an 
objection in advance?  Could this be done by posting a sign in 
front of the house?  Could a standing objection be registered by 
serving notice on the chief of police? 
Finally, there is the question of the particular law enforcement 
officers who would be bound by an objection.  Would this set 
include just the officers who were present when the objection as 
made?  Would it also apply to other officers working on the same 
investigation?  Would it extend to officers who were unaware of 
the objection?  How about officers assigned to different but 
arguably related cases?  Would it be limited by law enforcement 
agency? 
If Randolph is taken at its word—that it applies only when the 
objector is standing in the door saying “stay out” when officers 
propose to make a consent search—all of these problems 
disappear. 
In response to these arguments, petitioner argues that 



Randolph’s requirement of physical presence is not without its 
own ambiguity.  And we acknowledge that if, as we conclude, 
Randolph requires presence on the premises to be searched, 
there may be cases in which the outer boundary of the premises 
is disputed.  The Court confronted a similar problem last Term in 
Bailey v. United States, 568 U. S. ___ (2013), but despite 
arguments similar to those now offered by petitioner, the Court 
adopted a rule that applies only when the affected individual is 
near the premises being searched.  Having held that a premises 
rule is workable in that context, we see no ground for reaching a 
different conclusion here. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


