Miranda v. Arizona (1966)
Background of the case

     Ernesto Arturo Miranda was arrested based on circumstantial evidence linking him to the kidnapping and rape of an 18-year-old woman 10 days earlier.   After two hours of interrogation by police officers, Miranda signed a confession to the rape charge on forms that included the typed statement 

"I do hereby swear that I make this statement voluntarily and of my own free will, with no threats, coercion, or promises of immunity, and with full knowledge of my legal rights, understanding any statement I make may be used against me."

     However, at no time was Miranda told of his right to counsel, and he was not advised of his right to remain silent or that his statements would be used against him during the interrogation before being presented with the form on which he was asked to write out the confession he had already given orally. 

     At trial, when prosecutors offered Miranda's written confession as evidence, his court-appointed lawyer, Alvin Moore, objected that because of these facts, the confession was not truly voluntary and should be excluded. Moore's objection was overruled and based on this confession and other evidence, Miranda was convicted of rape and kidnapping and sentenced to 20 to 30 years imprisonment on each charge, with sentences to run concurrently. 

     Moore filed Miranda's appeal to the Arizona Supreme Court claiming that Miranda's confession was not fully voluntary and should not have been admitted into the court proceedings. The Arizona Supreme Court agreed with the decision to admit the confession. In doing so, the Arizona Supreme Court emphasized heavily the fact that Miranda did not specifically request an attorney

How would you rule on this?
The court's decision
     Chief Justice Earl Warren, a former prosecutor, delivered the opinion of the Court, ruling that due to the coercive nature of the  interrogation by police (Warren cited several police training manuals which had not been provided in the arguments), no confession could be admissible under the Fifth Amendment self-incrimination clause and Sixth Amendment right to an attorney unless a suspect had been made aware of his/her rights and the suspect had then waived them:
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 poor, a lawyer will be appointed to represent him.
     Thus, Miranda's conviction was overturned. The Court also made clear what had to happen if the suspect chose to exercise his or her rights:
If the individual indicates in any manner, at any time prior to or during questioning, that he wishes to remain silent, the interrogation must cease ... If the individual states that he wants an attorney, the interrogation must cease until an attorney is present. At that time, the individual must have an opportunity to confer with the attorney and to have him present during any subsequent questioning.

     Warren pointed to the existing practice of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) which required notifying a suspect of his right to remain silent; the FBI warning included notice of the right to counsel.
The dissenting opinions
     Dissenting justices thought that the suggested warnings would ultimately lead to such a drastic effect—they apparently believed that once warned, suspects would always demand attorneys and deny the police the ability to seek confessions and accordingly accused the majority of overreacting to the problem of coercive interrogations.

      Justice Tom C. Clark argued that the Warren Court went "too far too fast". 
Justice John Marshall Harlan II wrote that
 "nothing in the spirit of the Constitution demands with the heavy-handed and one-sided action taken by the Court in the name of fulfilling its constitutional responsibilities." 
Harlan closed his remarks: 
"This Court is forever adding new stories to the temples of constitutional law, and the temples have a way of collapsing when one story too many is added."

Justice Byron White took issue with the court announcing a new constitutional right when it had no "factual and text bases"' in the constitution or previous opinions of the court for the rule announced in the opinion. He stated: 
"The idea that a privilege against self-incrimination forbids interrogation without warnings  has no significant support in the history or language of the Fifth Amendment or in any basis in English common law.”
White further warned of the dire consequences of the majority opinion:

I have no desire whatsoever to share the responsibility for any such impact on the present criminal process. In some unknown number of cases, the Court's rule will return a killer, a rapist or other criminal to the streets and to the environment which produced him, to repeat his crime whenever it pleases him. As a consequence, there will not be a gain, but a loss, in human dignity
