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The American judiciary system is complex and unique in the sense that each court case sets a precedent for future cases and trials, pieces of legislation, and laws that define citizen life. The Judicial branch was named the least dangerous branch, but it remains dangerous because each verdict affects a plethora of people. Court decisions made at the state and local level affect citizens within that jurisdiction. A decision made in the United States Supreme Court creates law at the federal level which governs over everyone, not just at the state or local level. One example of this is the 1966 court case Miranda v. Arizona, along with four other similar cases, which set the precedent for what we know as the Miranda Rule, one of our most basic rights as criminal defendants. In this essay, I will explain the history of the Miranda Rule through court cases, the meaning behind the ruling, and the significance it holds today as it applies to the American judiciary system and POSC 275 overall. 
	It is difficult to understand what is considered constitutional versus unconstitutional when it comes to the Miranda Rule. The Miranda Rule grants defendants the right to be read their rights upon an arrest, if and only if they are going to be questioned upon being arrested. They are granted the right to remain silent, because everything they say can and will be used against them in the court of law. In these rules, defendants are also given the right to an attorney, and if they cannot afford one, one will be provided for them. A person’s Miranda Rights do not have to be read to them if they are not getting arrested or if they are not going to be questioned. They do not cover if a person is not being questioned, but then admits to a crime. Prosecutors are legally allowed to prompt a defendant to admit to the crime without actually officially questioning them. With this comes the explanation of the “proper Christian Burial”. A prosecutor may be talking indirectly about how a victim deserves a proper Christian burial, which could indirectly prompt a confession from the accused defendant after being overwhelmed with sympathy or guilt from a crime. Miranda Rights are given to a person to protect against self-incrimination. The amendment this rule protects is the fifth. Self-incrimination must be voluntary; a person must legally be read their rights to having an attorney present when giving any testimony that could be indicting to them before said arrest. Miranda v. Arizona is what granted us this right, along with the cases of Vignera v. New York, Westover v. United States, and California v. Stewart.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  “Facts and Case Summary - Miranda v. Arizona.” United States Courts, www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-miranda-v-arizona.] 

	Ernesto Miranda was accused of raping and kidnapping a woman in 1963 and was arrested shortly after, following the victim picking him out of the lineup of accused defendants. After hours of questioning, Ernesto Miranda signed a written confession admitting that his information was given voluntarily and he fully understood his rights, even though he was never formally given them in written or oral form. He was just assumed to know them. Prior to the 1960s, there was no formal declaration of what rights a criminal defendant had other than certain amendments. It was unclear what the fifth amendment actually protected against, which affected the way defendants were treated upon arrests. Because of Ernesto’s written confession, he was found guilty on all charges and sentenced to prison. As a result of this, he felt as if his written confession should not count against him as incriminating evidence due to the fact that he was not made aware of his rights to having an attorney present and representing him throughout the interrogation phase. The appeal to the United States Supreme Court happened in 1966 after Miranda and his attorneys felt as though he had enough evidence to show that the written confession should not be used as evidence against him[footnoteRef:2]. After a long trial, Ernesto was retried a second time without the written confession, was found guilty, and sentenced again. The Supreme Court’s majority opinion on the case was that “without proper safeguards, the process of in-custody interrogation of persons suspected or accused of crime contains inherently compelling pressures which work to undermine the individual’s will to resist and to compel him to speak where he would otherwise do so freely”[footnoteRef:3]. Although Miranda was still convicted on kidnapping and rape charges, this was done so without his written confession, thus sparking the beginning og Miranda Rights.  [2:  Kelly, Martin. “What Was Decided in Miranda v. Arizona?” ThoughtCo, ThoughtCo, 18 Jan. 2019, www.thoughtco.com/miranda-v-arizona-104966.]  [3:  Kelly, Martin. “What Was Decided in Miranda v. Arizona?” ThoughtCo, ThoughtCo, 18 Jan. 2019, www.thoughtco.com/miranda-v-arizona-104966.] 

	There was much controversy over the decision in Miranda v. Arizona¸ as well as meaning behind the trial. Some critics believed that by informing defendants of their rights, they are hindering the interrogation process and eliminating evidence that could else be used in the trial to convict the person. These people thought that by telling people they had the right to remain silent, then they would not be able to use their confessions which hinders the entire process. On the other side however, people believed that Americans deserved to be informed on their rights even as a criminal defendant. They thought that even though a person may be arrested and accused of a crime, then they are not automatically guilty and should know not to self-incriminate themselves without an attorney to represent them. The meaning behind this case is that it was the first one to actually determine what a criminal defendant’s rights are, because they are still human beings who deserve a fair trial, seeing as they remain innocent until proven guilty in the eyes of the law. The most significant result of this case was the creation of the Miranda Rights, which defined that a suspect “must be warned prior to any questioning that he has the right to remain silent, that anything he says can be used against him in a court of law, that he has the right to the presence of an attorney, and that if he cannot afford an attorney one will be appointed for him prior to any questioning if he so desires."[footnoteRef:4] [4:  
Miranda v. Arizona. 1966, www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/384/436.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]	Miranda v. Arizona was and still is extremely significant in our history and in our judicial system today. Every criminal defendant, no matter how major or minor the crime may be, is read their Miranda Rights upon arrest if they will be questioned in the future. This court case officially granted defendants the right to know what to do upon an arrest and that they have the right to a lawyer under the law. Because cops must read the Miranda Rights to the alleged criminal, this might save the defendant from accidentally revealing self-incriminating evidence because they are informed that any information will be used against them. This is significant because statistically speaking, thousands of arrests are made in the United States everyday on criminal charges, which shows how much criminal law affects our daily lives and may affect us in the future. This court case is also significant specifically to our class; we talk daily about criminal court cases and the processes defendants go through, and how much Miranda Rule influences evidence presented. It also connects to the exclusionary rule. Since prosecutors must by law read defendants their Miranda Rights, this is protecting them against illegally-obtained evidence of a confession done through questioning. Many cases have been brought to court protecting defendants against self-incrimination following Miranda v. Arizona, therefore protecting a criminal’s amendment rights. Amendments four, five, six, and seven all deal with protection of a criminal defendant’s rights. These rights are also important to know and understand because it protects us against police brutality and cops taking advantage of the defendant’s state in order to gain evidence or a confession. This means that a police officer is less likely to use aggressive tactics to get a defendant to admit to a crime since the defendant is made aware of what their rights are. Many citizens in our country are unaware of many of their rights that they have, whether it’s the right to freedom of assembly or their right to remain silent. By providing defendants with a copy of what their rights are, we are educating and protecting citizens since they truly are guilty until proven innocent. The judicial system today seems much more protective over the rights of the criminal defendant, which shows that the law is on their side. 
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