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Essential Question of the Case:
Does the police practice of questioning individuals without notifying them of their right to a lawyer and their protection against self-incrimination violate the Fifth Amendment?
Background
Ernesto Miranda was a poor Mexican immigrant who lived in Arizona in 1963. A woman accused Miranda of committing a crime against her. The police arrested Miranda and asked him questions about the crime for two hours.

In the United States, people who are accused of crimes have certain rights granted by the Constitution. The Fifth Amendment of the Constitution says that the accused have the right not to self incriminate, which can mean that the accused have the right to be silent and cannot be forced to reveal to the police any information that might subject him or her to criminal trial. The Sixth Amendment of the Constitution says that the accused have the assistance of counsel for their defense.  

The police did not tell Miranda that he had these rights when they arrested him. After the police were finished asking Miranda questions, he signed a confession. The police used his confession in trial and Miranda was convicted of the crime. The judge decided he should serve 20 to 30 years in prison for the crime.

Miranda appealed his case to the Supreme Court of Arizona, which is the highest court in Arizona. His attorney argued that his confession should not have been used as evidence in his trial because Miranda had not been informed of his rights, and no attorney had been present to assist him during his questioning. The Arizona Supreme Court denied his appeal and upheld Miranda's conviction.

The U.S. Supreme Court agreed to hear Miranda's case. The decision in Miranda v. Arizona was handed down in 1966.
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Constitutional Principles Related to the Case5th Amendment (1791)
No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases arising in the land or naval forces, or in the Militia, when in actual service in time of War or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offence to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation.

14th Amendment (1868)
SECTION. 1. All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.



Decision & Impact 
In a 5-4 opinion, the Supreme Court ruled in favor of Miranda.  The majority opinion, written by Chief Justice Earl Warren, decided that people arrested under state law must be informed of their constitutional rights against self-incrimination and to representation by an attorney before being questioned when in police custody.  
In the majority opinion, the justices explained that the Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination is a fundamental right and is “one of our Nation’s most cherished principles.”  This guarantee requires that only statements freely made by a person may be used in court
The Court ruled that police must ensure that defendants are aware of their rights before they are questioned in custody.  Because the right against self-incrimination is so important to our system of justice, before questioning people in police custody, they must be warned 1) that they have the right to remain silent 2) that anything they say may be used against them in court, 3) that they have the right to an attorney, either retained by them or appointed by the court, and 4) that they may waive these rights, but they have the right to ask for an attorney any time during questioning, at which point the questioning can only continue in the presence of a lawyer. 
The Supreme Court reasoned that because the right against self-incrimination is so fundamental, and because it is so simple to inform defendants of their rights, any statements made by defendants during questioning in which the defendant has not been read his “Miranda rights” cannot be submitted in a state or federal court.  This Supreme Court case impacted police procedure throughout the nation by requiring police to read people their rights upon arrest. 
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