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Miranda v. Arizona
Case background:

Year: 1966
Chief Justice: Earl Warren
Associate Justices: Hugo Black, William O. Douglas, Tom C. Clark, John Marshall Harlan, William Brennan, Potter Stewart, Byron White, Abe Fortas

Ernesto Miranda was an indigent immigrant living in Arizona in 1963. He committed some crimes and was charged with rape and kidnapping. Before the interrogation, however, no police officers questioning him informed of his right to the counsel of an attorney. The interrogation resulted in Miranda’s written confession, which did express his knowledge of his right against self-incrimination. He was sentenced to prison but appealed to the Arizona Supreme Court with no avail. From there, it went to the United States Supreme Court.
Issues: 
Whether or not law enforcement officials must advise a suspect of his rights to remain silent and to obtain an attorney?
Whether or not this is a responsibility of his rights to remain silent and to obtain an attorney?

Decision:


The court, with a 5 to 4 decision, held that because of the Fifth Amendment’s protection against self-incrimination, law enforcement officials must advise a suspect of his rights to remain silent and to obtain an attorney before a custodial interrogation.  Miranda’s confession was not admissible because of the coercive manner of the interrogation and the failure of the interrogator to inform Miranda of his rights. The Supreme Court overturned Miranda’s conviction though he was later tried and found guilty.
Majority Opinion:

The Majority opinion consists primarily of the circumstances for the Miranda warnings and what each part of the warnings serve to do. If the suspect indicates he wants an attorney, all questions must cease. If he does not want to be questioned, no questioning will proceed. The warning of the right to remain silent also indicates the “consequences of forgoing it.” As examined in previous cases, the right to counsel is essential and “the authorities cannot rationally ignore or deny his request.”
Dissent:


The justices stated that the majority came to a poor conclusion and the conclusion could potentially have harmful consequences. They feel it would discourage any possible confessions and is not the correct solution to the problem.

