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Escobedo v. Illinois
Case background:

Year: 1964
Chief Justice: Earl Warren
Associate Justices: Hugo L. Black, William O. Douglas, Tom C. Clark, John M. Harlan, William J. Brennan, Jr., Potter Stewart, Byron R. White, Arthur J. Goldberg

In January of 1960, his brother-in-law, Danny Escobedo, shot Manuel Escobedo. Danny Escobedo was arrested the following day without a warrant. The same day, Warren Wolfson, his lawyer, obtained a writ of habeas corpus. Danny Escobedo was arrested again after Benedict DiGerland told the police Danny shot and killed Manuel. Danny was question and tricked into incriminating DiGerland and himself. While being questioned, his requests to see his lawyer were denied. He was sentenced to prison for 20 years and afterwards, petitioned to the Illinois Supreme Court and later to the United States Supreme Court.
Issues: 

Whether or not the denial of a suspect to seek counsel from his lawyer during the course of an interrogation is in violation of the Sixth Amendment and the Fourteenth Amendment?
Decision:


The court concluded with a 5 to 4 decision that Danny Escobedo was denied his right to counsel as guaranteed by the Sixth Amendment. They concluded Escobedo was not adequately informed of his constitutional right to remain silent rather than be forced to incriminate himself. Other arguments involving police interrogation and confession cases have shifted to whether or not warning have been properly given and whether the right to remain silent has been waived.
Majority Opinion:

Justice Goldberg delivered the opinion of the court which concluded that the denial of a lawyer to a defendant might deny him “effective representation… when legal aid and advice would help him.” Counsel is essential to advise the petitioner of his rights because what happens during an interrogation could certainly “affect the while trial.” The final conclusion was that a confession taken from a defendant, after his attorney had been denied access to him, could not be used against him in a trial.

Dissent:

The dissenting Justices ultimately stated that if counsel could be of any assistance to the suspect then “counsel is constitutionally required.” The right to counsel also provides a block on interrogations once the accused is considered a suspect.
