Miranda v. Arizona

In this case and three similar cases, the defendant while in police custody was questioned by police
officers, detectives, or a prosecuting attorney in a room in which he was cut off from the outside world.
None of the defendants was given a full and effective warning of his rights at the outset of the
interrogation process. In all four cases, the questioning elicited oral admissions, and in three of them
signed statements as well, which were admitted at their trials. All defendants were convicted and all
convictions, except one, were affirmed on appeal.

The Court held that the prosecution may not use statements, whether exculpatory or inculpatory,
stemming from questioning initiated by law enforcement officers after a person has been taken into
custody or otherwise deprived of his freedom of action in any significant way, unless it demonstrates the
use of procedural safeguards effective to secure the 5th Amendment's privilege against self-incrimination.
In the absence of other effective measures, the following procedures to safeguard the 5th Amendment
privilege must be observed: the person in custody must, prior to interrogation, be clearly informed that he
has the right to remain silent, and that anything he says will be used against him in court; he must be
clearly informed that he has the right to consult with a lawyer and to have the lawyer with him during
interrogation, and that, if he is indigent, a lawyer will be appointed to represent him. The warnings
required and the waiver needed are, in the absence of a fully effective equivalent, prerequisites to the
admissibility of any statement, inculpatory or exculpatory, made by a defendant.



