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What this bill does

Children are more likely to be wrongfully convicted than adults. The Child Interrogation
Protection Act’s goal is to lower risks of wrongful convictions of our children by recognizing
their developmental vulnerabilities and requiring additional steps and precautions for law
enforcement to take when they interact with them.

The Child Interrogation Protection Act prohibits law enforcement from conducting
custodial investigations until the child has consulted with an attorney and law enforcement has
notified the child’s parent, guardian or custodian, or attempt to contact them in a way that is
likely to give actual notice. HB 624 requires that the child’s consultation with a lawyer must be
confidential and may be in person or by telephone or video conference. Under this bill, neither
the child nor the parent, guardian, or custodian can waive the attorney consultation requirement
before interrogation.

HB 624 also requires the Court of Appeals to establish age-appropriate Miranda
warnings for law enforcement to inform a child in custody of their right to remain silent, be
represented by an attorney and the requirement to contact their parent, guardian or custodian.

Why this bill matters

Currently, Maryland inadequately protects the constitutional rights of our young people
against self-incrimination. Children waive their Miranda rights at a rate of 90%. Children are
allowed to be questioned without an attorney or parent present, and face charges, prosecution and
incarceration without due process of law. Of exonerees who were under 18 at the time they were
arrested, 36% of them falsely confessed to the alleged offence. This is three times higher than the
estimated rate of false confessions for all ages.

Children must be treated differently in the presence of law enforcement. They lack the
developmental maturity, judgment, and experience to understand the long-term consequences of
their actions. They are more vulnerable to outside pressures compared to adults. The standard for
Miranda warnings of the right against self-incrimination is given at a tenth-grade reading
comprehension level. This bill requires the court to adopt age and developmentally appropriate
Miranda warnings. It is also imperative for children in custody to have advice from an attorney
before interrogation to make sure they understand their constitutional rights against self-
incrimination.



Why should you vote for this bill

The Child Interrogation Protection Act is essential to protect our children, especially
children of color or children with disabilities, from incriminating themselves or from giving false
confessions. Children are more affected by interrogation pressure than adults because they are
less likely to understand their rights, they are more susceptible to immediate rewards, and they
are more likely to comply with authority. This legislation will protect the rights of Maryland’s
young people while also ensuring that police are conducting investigations in a way that will lead
to just prosecutions and convictions.
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Annually, more than 1.5 million juvenile offenders are arrested and routinely
Mirandized with little consideration regarding the comprehensibility of these warn-
ings. The current investigation examined 122 juvenile Miranda warnings from
across the United States regarding their length, reading level, and content. Even
more variable than general Miranda warnings, juvenile warnings ranged remarkably
from 52 to 526 words; inclusion of Miranda waivers and other material substantially
increased these numbers (64—1,020 words). Flesch-Kincaid reading estimates varied
dramatically from Grade 2.2 to postcollege. Differences in content included such
critical issues as (a) right to parent/guardian input, (b) specification of free legal
services for indigent defendants, and (c) statements of right to counsel in conditional
terms. Recommendations for simplified juvenile Miranda warnings are presented.

Keywords: Miranda, confessions, juvenile evaluations, self incrimination

The Supreme Court in Miranda v. Arizona (1966) articulated general princi-
ples and procedures that must be observed prior to the custodial interrogation of
criminal suspects. The Court outlined the basic elements that must be included in
Miranda warnings: (a) right to silence, (b) use of any statements as evidence
against the suspect, (c) right to counsel, (d) access to counsel for indigent
suspects, and (e) assertion of rights at any time. The final prong (e) is included in
most but not all jurisdictions and is based on the Court’s declaration immediately
following the warning statement (Miranda, 1966, p. 479): “Opportunity to exer-
cise these rights must be afforded to him throughout the interrogation.” To afford
adequate constitutional protections, custodial suspects must be “clearly informed”
(Miranda, 1966, p. 471) of their rights to silence and counsel in “unequivocal
terms” (Miranda, 1966, p. 468). Being clearly informed requires that suspects
comprehend their Miranda rights, despite being placed in police custody and held
incommunicado. The Court has never taken a formalistic approach to the language
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of Miranda warnings. In Duckworth v. Eagan (1989, p. 202), it affirmed that “we
have never insisted that Miranda warnings be given in the exact form described
in that decision.” Even in the case of warnings given to juveniles, the Court
(California v. Prysock, 1981, p. 359) has rejected a precise formulation: “Quite
the contrary, Miranda itself indicated that no talismanic language was required to
satisfy its strictures.” Neither the order nor the language of the warnings is
constitutionally compelled. Rather, the Miranda decision requires only that the
essential information be provided. The critical inquiry is whether the accused was
adequately informed of the right to be free from self-incrimination and to have
counsel appointed and present before being questioned by the police (see Rhode
Island v. Innis, 1980).

The Supreme Court has continued to affirm Miranda rights, even overturning
a congressional attempt at its repeal (Dickerson v. United States, 2000). In In re
Gault (1967), the application of the constitutional protections to juvenile offend-
ers was also affirmed. The next two sections of this introduction examine the legal
framework and developmental issues involved in juvenile Miranda rights.

Legal Framework

In acknowledging Miranda, the Supreme Court (In re Gault, 1967, p. 44)
recognized that “the constitutional protection against self-incrimination is as
applicable in the case of juveniles as it is with respect to adults.” Recognizing
differences between youth and adults, it ruled that “greatest care must be taken”
to ensure that any admission was “not the product of ignorance of rights or of
adolescent fantasy, fright, or despair” (In re Gault, 1967, p. 44). In the next
paragraphs, we examine the development of case law as it relates to juvenile
Miranda rights and waivers.

The Supreme Court’s test for a constitutionally valid Miranda waiver asks
whether the waiver was knowing, intelligent, and voluntary under the totality of
the circumstances. The Court has not specified any structure or content for
Miranda waivers, which vary across jurisdictions from a few words (e.g., “Would
you like to talk to us?”) to highly elaborated statements exceeding 100 words (see
Rogers, Harrison, Shuman, Sewell, & Hazelwood, 2007). Although the Court had
long instructed lower courts to carefully consider the impact of age and experi-
ence in judging the voluntariness of a juvenile’s confession (Fare v. Michael C.,
1979; Haley v. Ohio, 1948), it rejected an argument that the Constitution de-
manded a per se rule entitling all children to greater protection in waiving
Miranda rights (e.g., the presence of a parent or attorney). Rather than additional
protections for children, the Court opted for a totality of the circumstances
approach for children as well as adults. The states are free under state law to
provide more safeguards than the constitutional minimum established by the
Supreme Court; some states have chosen to do so, but most just require the totality
of the circumstances approach approved in Fare. Under the totality of the
circumstances approach, to determine if a juvenile’s waiver was knowing, intel-
ligent, and voluntary, courts consider factors such as the juvenile’s age, education,
background, circumstances of questioning, its duration, and any allegations of
coercion or trickery (West v. United States, 1968). The burden is on the govern-
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ment to prove that the juvenile has voluntarily waived Miranda rights (see Fare,
1979, at p. 724).

About a dozen states have adopted per se rules that treat juvenile interroga-
tions differently from those of adults (Larson, 2003). States that have opted for a
per se approach to juvenile waivers of Miranda rights have chosen various types
of additional protections. A few states have a nonwaivable requirement that legal
counsel be provided to the juvenile before any waiver is considered valid. For
example, in New Mexico, the state court of appeals held that even when a female
juvenile told officers that she understood she had a right to counsel, refused
counsel, and confessed, the absence of counsel rendered her confession inadmis-
sible under state law (State v. Doe, 1980). Other states require that a minor consult
with a parent, guardian, or other interested adult before a waiver can be effectu-
ated. In Indiana, for example, a juvenile Miranda waiver requires the participation
of (a) a custodial parent, guardian, custodian, or guardian ad litem with no
interests adverse to the child, and (b) meaningful consultation between adult and
child, both of whom must join in the waiver decision (King, 2006). In Stewart v.
State (2001), the Indiana Supreme Court determined that a male juvenile’s
confession to murder and robbery was inadmissible because the adult participat-
ing on his behalf, his biological father, was not in this case, a “custodial parent”
(p. 494).

However, the reliance upon parental or guardian involvement leads to its own
troublesome issues where the adult’s interests may not coincide with those of the
juvenile suspect. This issue of a right to conflict-free advice was presented by the
facts in Little v. Arkansas (1978). In affirming her conviction, the Arkansas
Supreme Court found no error in the Miranda waiver by a 13-year-old girl who
subsequently confessed to the murder of her father. Relying on the totality of the
circumstances test, the Arkansas court concluded that the defendant’s consultation
with her mother, who was on drugs and had been lying next to the father when she
was awakened by the fatal shotgun blast to his head at close range, was adequate
to permit admission of the confession (Little, 1978, p. 960). Justice Marshall
dissented from the U.S. Supreme Court’s denial of certiorari noting that crying
and urging her daughter to confess by a mother who was herself a suspect hardly
constituted dispassionate advice that should be summarily denied review.

Developmental Issues

Research data raise questions regarding whether juvenile waivers of Miranda
rights constitute meaningful decisions or legal expediencies. Throughout the
decades, only about 10% of juvenile suspects have exercised their Miranda rights.
The classic study by Grisso and Pomicter (1977) yielded an unweighted average
for 1974-1976 of 9.6%. More recent research confirms this finding (see Owen-
Kostelnik, Reppucci, & Meyer, 2006; Redlich, Silverman, & Steiner, 2003), with
only the small study by Feld (2006) substantially exceeding this percentage:
15.2% exercised Miranda rights immediately and 4.5% after some interrogation.
Overall, the striking rarity would seem to suggest that comparatively few ado-
lescent suspects make informed decisions, which take into account the potentially
negative consequences of their choices. Although a minority of states require the
presence of an interested adult, this potential safeguard has several limitations,
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including the competence of parents (In re Gault, 1967, p. 55) and parental
motivations that may not serve to protect juvenile suspects. Clearly, the mere
presence of a parent, without private communication, offers only a nominal
safeguard. On this point, the Indiana Supreme Court ruled a Miranda waiver was
invalid in Williams v. State (1982, p. 772) because the father and the child were
not allowed a “meaningful conversation.” Regarding parental competence, the
Louisiana Court of Appeals (State in Interest of Jones, 1979) required that when
a juvenile suspect consults with an interested adult rather than an attorney, it must
be “affirmatively shown that the adult understood the import of the constitutional
rights waived by the juvenile” (p. 780). Regarding parental objectivity, the
Vermont Supreme Court (In re E. T. C., 1982) ruled that a parent, guardian, or
custodian participating in a waiver decision must not only be interested in the
child’s welfare but also be totally uninvolved with the offenses being investigated.
In summary, appellate decisions have recognized that the use of an interested
adult is a hollow protection unless that person (a) actively consults with the
juvenile, (b) competently understands Miranda rights, (c) seeks to protect the
juvenile’s welfare, and (d) has no conflicting interests.

Early research (see Oberlander & Goldstein, 2001) suggested that parents
often failed to provide any advice regarding Miranda rights and sometimes
pressured their children to participate. A recent study by Viljoen, Klaver, and
Roesch (2005) found that most parents did not advise their children to remain
silent. When parents provided input, they usually wanted their children to confess
(55.6%) or tell the truth (33.3%). These data suggest that parental practices may
fall far short of providing meaningful communications about Miranda rights that
serve to preserve constitutional protections.

Miranda warnings and waivers require sufficient ability to understand their
constitutional protections and rationally apply them to waiver decisions at the
preinterrogation stage. As outlined by Rogers and Shuman (2005), suspects may
be markedly impaired by limited cognitive abilities (e.g., mental retardation or
dementia), psychotic disorders (e.g., schizophrenia or delusional disorders), or
impaired states (e.g., alcohol intoxication). In a study of legal competency,
Warren, Aaron, Ryan, Chauhan, and DuVal (2003) found that learning disorders,
mental retardation, and psychotic symptoms were each linked to poor understand-
ing. Miranda determinations in juvenile suspects are further complicated by
developmental considerations, especially those related to age and maturity.

Younger ages are clearly associated with a higher likelihood of waiving rights
and providing confessions. Using a vignette design, Grisso et al. (2003) studied
age and maturity in a multicentered study of 927 adolescents drawn from the
community and juvenile detention. More than 40% of younger youth (ages 11-15
years) opted to relinquish their rights and confess; this is more than double the
percentage found with young adults (i.e., <20%). Using an experimental para-
digm (i.e., falsely accusing participants in a simulated computer crash), Redlich
and Goodman (2003) easily obtained false confessions from most youth (75%),
which was substantially higher than from young adults. Studying the preinterro-
gation patterns of juvenile suspects, Viljoen et al. (2005) found detained youth
under age 14 rarely exercised their Miranda rights to silence (7.4%) or counsel
(0.0%). Age is closely associated with maturity and the capacity to make rational
decisions. Two conceptual models (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000; Grisso, 1997)
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provide a formal analysis of legal decision making and have been applied to
juvenile offenders.

Using a formal analysis of alternatives, consequences, and probabilities,
Grisso’s (1997) seminal review identified developmental differences that likely
affect the decision making of adolescent offenders. Delinquent youth often give
the most weight to anticipated and immediate gains (e.g., stopping the preinter-
rogation), without due consideration of long-term negative consequences (e.g.,
convictions and lengthy sentences). Developmentally, adolescent offenders often
have difficulty grasping the full meaning and implications of Miranda constructs.
For example, Grisso found delinquents often misunderstand the concept of a right;
most inaccurately believe that exercising this option would result in court sanc-
tions. Grisso et al. (2003) corroborated earlier findings about risk appraisal and
time perspective (immediate vs. long term) and found that compliance with
authority also affected the legal decision making of young adolescents. Taken
together, data from Grisso’s model revealed that adolescent offenders have
deficits in understanding their alternatives, considering the likelihood of different
alternatives, and appreciating the long-term negative consequences.

Cauffman and Steinberg (2000) developed a maturity-of-judgment model
comprising responsibility (i.e., self-reliance and independence), perspective tak-
ing, and temperance (i.e., critical thinking before acting). In a large school sample,
10th graders (M = 15.5 years) showed less responsibility (d = .46), perspective
taking (d = .75), and temperance (d = .68) than young adults. The latter two
components predicted willingness to engage in antisocial behavior. In applying
this model to male juvenile offenders, Colwell et al. (2005) found only respon-
sibility was related to Miranda comprehension and understanding. Responsibility
was particularly important to juvenile decision making on Miranda rights, with a
strong effect size (r = .47; d = 1.07) that remained significant even when age and
intelligence were taken into account.

Most research has evaluated general rather than juvenile Miranda warnings'
that are intended for all populations and are written in English. Helms (2003)
conducted groundbreaking research on differences in required reading compre-
hension for Miranda warnings across state and federal jurisdictions. His work was
followed by two large-scale studies by Rogers and his colleagues (Rogers,
Harrison, Shuman, et al., 2007; Rogers, Hazelwood, Sewell, Harrison, & Shuman,
2008). Together, these two studies found 886 unique (i.e., nonduplicated in that
jurisdiction) variations of Miranda warnings from 945 different jurisdictions.
These warnings with waivers varied dramatically in length (49-547 words),
sentence complexity (12-100, with 100 representing the highest level of com-
plexity), and reading level (Grade 2.8—postcollege). In addition, substantive
differences were found in the content of Miranda warnings. A major source of
these differences was whether Miranda components were stated generally or
explained in further detail.

Very little research has investigated juveniles’ abilities to comprehend
Miranda warnings. Ferguson and Douglas (1970) studied juveniles’ listening

! For purposes of clarification, general warnings are applicable to all age groups (i.e., no age
is specified); juvenile warnings are those designated specifically for children and adolescents.



68 ROGERS, HAZELWOOD, SEWELL, SHUMAN, AND BLACKWOOD

comprehension when presented with standard and simplified Miranda warnings.
Juveniles, irrespective of their delinquent histories, had substantial problems in
understanding when they could access an attorney and who would be responsible
for attorney costs. In his classic study, Grisso (1981) found age, intelligence, and
prior arrests were predictors of Miranda comprehension by juvenile offenders. For
reading comprehension, Helms and Kemp (2005) examined six juvenile warnings
and found their reading level was usually higher than general warnings. Similarly,
Kahn, Zapf, and Cooper (2006) found that reading levels for five juvenile
warnings (M = 7.22) were much higher than general versions (M = 6.28; d =
1.95).> With many juvenile offenders having limited verbal abilities and academic
skills (Grisso, 1981; Osman, 2005), the comprehensibility of juvenile Miranda
warnings is essential.

The heterogeneity and comprehensibility of juvenile Miranda warnings re-
main virtually unexplored, with reading levels reported on fewer than a dozen
jurisdictions. The current investigation examined four important and related issues
in Miranda understanding: length, reading comprehension, vocabulary, and con-
tent. Different levels of reading comprehension had to be considered: The widely
used Flesch-Kincaid estimates the required grade level for comprehending 75% of
the material, whereas the SMOG reading estimate (described in Reading Analysis,
below) approximates full comprehension (90%—-100%; DuBay, 2004). Beyond
Miranda comprehension, we examined Miranda vocabulary and provide a content
analysis of key Miranda components.

Method

The current investigation is an outgrowth of two prior studies (Rogers et al.,
2008; Rogers, Harrison, Shuman, et al., 2007) on Miranda warnings and waivers.
As part of programmatic research supported by the Law and Social Sciences
Program of the National Science Foundation, 122 juvenile Miranda warnings
were previously collected. Importantly, all the juvenile data and analyses in this
article are unpublished and completely original.

Surveys

Both surveys used contact and descriptive information available from three
Web sites: (a) the National Association of Counties (NACo; available at http://
naco.org), (b) U.S. counties (http://www.us-counties.com) and (c) state and local
governments (http://www.statelocalgov.net). Agencies were asked to send (via
fax, mail, or e-mail) all versions of Miranda warnings used in their county. They
were specifically asked to send both general and juvenile Miranda warnings
written in English and Spanish.

Rogers, Harrison, Shuman, et al. (2007) conducted the original survey of U.S.
counties by contacting sheriff’s departments and county public defender offices
through a combination of phone calls, e-mails, and letters. More specifically,
sheriff’s departments were contacted by approximately 200 phone calls (estimated
response rate of 10.5%) and e-mails to 1,639 sheriffs with e-mail addresses listed

2 The study lacked sufficient power to yield statistically significant results.



JUVENILE MIRANDA WARNINGS 69

on the NACo Web site. With one reminder message, their response rate was
11.7%. In addition, 592 public defenders and 2 state public defender organizations
were contacted by mail; they returned 210 warnings from 112 counties, for a
response rate of 18.9%.

A total of 324 agencies sent 453 general Miranda warnings, which were
augmented with 124 general warnings from Miranda researchers and consultants
that were identified through publications and presentations. After removing 17
redundant warnings, the totals were 560 general English, 65 juvenile English, and
73 Spanish warnings. To examine their representativeness, surveyed counties
were compared with nonsurveyed counties. Although surveyed counties tended to
be more urbanized (i.e., higher populations and incomes, greater minority repre-
sentation), post hoc comparisons failed to find any significant differences in
Miranda reading comprehension between urban and nonurban counties.

Rogers et al. (2008) conducted a second survey that targeted those states
whose counties were not extensively represented (i.e., =20%). They were con-
tacted via the previous Web sites and national and state prosecutor associations
plus U.S. attorney Web sites (available at http://www.eatoncounty.org/prosecutor/
pa-misc.htm). A total of 589 prosecutors were contacted by mail; 116 prosecutors’
offices sent 266 general Miranda warnings, for a response rate of 20.0%. We also
included data from 74 public defenders that sent 122 Miranda warnings months
after the completion of the first survey; they increased the response rate to 48.3%.
With redundant warnings from the same jurisdictions removed, the totals were
385 general English, 57 juvenile English, and 56 Spanish warnings.

Summarized across both surveys, 12.9% of counties responding with general
warnings also provided juvenile warnings. Of the 122 juvenile Miranda warnings,
approximately one half (53.3%) were provided by sheriff’s departments, with
comparable numbers from public defenders (23.0%) and prosecutors (23.8%).

Reading Analysis

The analysis of reading comprehension paralleled the previous research
conducted by Rogers and his colleagues (2008; Rogers, Harrison, Shuman et al.,
2007). We used commercial software to calculate a total of four readability
estimates of the Miranda warnings. Vocabulary Assessor—Windows version
(http://www.micropowerandlight.com/) was utilized to calculate Flesch-Kincaid
and SMOG.

Flesch-Kincaid. The Flesch-Kincaid (Flesch, 1950) is the most widely used
estimate of grade-equivalent reading level that is needed to achieve =75%
comprehension of the material (DuBay, 2004). Its formula combines the average
number of syllables per word with sentence length to provide an estimated grade
level needed to comprehend a written passage. Although the formula does not
measure comprehension directly, it is strongly correlated with standardized read-
ing tests; grade levels estimated for at least 75% correct understanding. The
Flesch-Kincaid is a well-regarded and reliable formula (Paasche-Orlow, Taylor,
& Brancati, 2003) that is widely used by researchers for the Department of
Defense (Schinka & Borum, 1993). It is also the standard estimate used in
Miranda research (e.g., Cooper, Zapf, & Griffin, 2003; Helms, 2003; Kahn et al.,
2006).
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SMOG. The SMOG formula (McLaughlin, 1969) estimates the required
grade reading level for full comprehension (90%—-100%) of the written material
(DuBay, 2004). Its formula uses the number of polysyllabic (=3 syllables) words
per sentence to estimate the number of years of education needed to comprehend
a particular written passage. The SMOG index was developed for use in public
education settings, and it is a reliable measure that is highly correlated (i.e., .98)
with the grade level of students who achieve total comprehension of test materials.
It is most efficient when used with longer passages and has a standard error of 1.5
years of education.

Vocabulary Analysis

The vocabulary analysis corresponded to previous research conducted by
Rogers and his colleagues (2008; Rogers, Harrison, Shuman, et al., 2007). We
first compiled the entire text of all juvenile Miranda warnings and waivers into a
single word-processing file. Mechanical search-and-replace functions were used
to replace all spaces and punctuations with single hard returns. The comprehen-
sive word list was transferred to an Excel spreadsheet and sorted alphabetically.
Finally, redundancies and simple articles and conjunctions were manually re-
moved via visual inspection. This process resulted in a total list of 684 unique
words.

We used the national vocabulary inventory of 44,000 words developed by
Dale and O’Rourke (1981). It establishes the minimum grade level needed via a
multiple-choice format (i.e., correct definition by 67%—84% of individuals at that
grade level) in schools and colleges across the United States. In his critical review,
DuBay (2004, p. 13) concluded, “This work is exceptional in every respect and is
considered by many to be the best aid in writing at a targeted grade level.”

Content Analysis

Rogers, Harrison, Shuman, et al. (2007) performed a content analysis on
general Miranda warnings and established 2—6 major variations for each Miranda
component. For example, the purpose of an attorney resulted in three major
variations: The purpose was (a) unexplained, (b) described only as a passive
function (e.g., be present), or (c) presented as an active function (e.g., advise or
consult). High levels of interrater reliability (M k = .88; range from .82 to .96)
were achieved by graduate research assistants in applying these major variations.
The current investigation used the Rogers et al. content analysis for comparative
purposes. It was supplemented with the right to consult with a parent or an
interested adult, which is included in 56 of the 122 (45.9%) juvenile Miranda
warnings. It used the same categories, such as right to counsel (Rogers, Harrison,
Shuman, et al., 2007), plus additional categories for clarification. For example,
variations for parent/guardian include a parent, guardian, custodian, relative, or
adult friend. Two simple categories related to explanations of the court process
were also added.

Results

The sample of 122 juvenile Miranda warnings represents 109 counties from
29 states as well as 11 state warnings. Of the 122 warnings, 120 (98.4%) are
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unique in their wording. On the basis of 2000 Census data (http://www.quick-
facts.census.gov), the surveyed counties range dramatically in population (M =
415,942.51, SD = 897,676.66; range from 4,099 to 5,376,741), average income
(M = $39,632.07, SD = $8,722.99; range from $26,250 to $66,973), and
percentage of minorities (M = 21.42, SD = 13.30; range 6.6%—66.1%).

Juvenile Miranda warnings and waivers vary dramatically in their lengths,
from 64 to 1,020 words (see Table 1). Their mean total length of 213.63 words is
substantially greater than that of general warnings (d = .74), which they exceed
by an average of more than 60 words. The inclusion of an additional component
in the juvenile warnings, parent/guardian (Component 3b), does not explain this
difference. Even with its removal, juvenile warnings average more than 40 words
longer than their general counterparts. Five of six individual components are
significantly longer (M d = .63) in juvenile than general warnings. Expressed as
percentages, the increased lengths ranged from 10.1% (Component 5: continuing
rights) to 54.1% (Component 2: evidence against you). These longer lengths place
additional demands on the cognitive capacities of juvenile suspects.

Juvenile Miranda warnings and waivers typically provide lengthy written
material to youth in custodial interrogation. Interestingly, their length is not
associated with higher reading levels; the nonsignificant correlation (r = —.18)
suggests, if anything, a slight inverse relationship. Moreover, 41.0% of juvenile
warnings above the median length (189 words) have low reading levels (i.e.,
=Grade 6.0).

Table 1
Comparisons of Word Length in Juvenile and General Miranda Warnings

Word length

Juvenile General
Miranda M SD Range M SD  Range F d
1. Silence 1233 946 7-69 921 5.12 4-43  31.33 0.54
2. Evidence against
you 22.62 1837 8-132 14.68 429 8-39 123.79 1.08
3a. Attorney® 2642 13.14 6-88 22.14 498 7-60 47.43 0.66

3b. Parent/guardian 2234 924 11-44
4. Free legal

services 25.16 10.61 11-80 2224 692 9-72 16.67 0.39
5. Continuing rights® 29.21 16,97 8-93 26.53 11.27 7-69 4.32 0.22
6. Waiver 57.19  30.57 12-168 4396 26.02 4-184 22.15 0.50
Total warning 14935 80.31 52-526 95.61 25.85 34-408 238.56 1.49
Total Miranda® 213.63 120.89 64-1,020 148.99 81.95 49-547 59.32 0.74

Parent/adult waiver 52.73 18.99 14-73

Note. Component 3b and parent/adult waivers do not apply to general Miranda warn-
ings. F ratios that are significant with ps < .01 are bolded.

?1In 12 versions, the option of consulting with a parent or interested adult is included in
the attorney component.

®In seven versions, the reassertion of rights includes a parent or interested adult.

¢ Because some Miranda warnings include additional material, these values are different
from the average of the total warnings plus waivers.




72 ROGERS, HAZELWOOD, SEWELL, SHUMAN, AND BLACKWOOD

Reading Comprehension

The Flesch-Kincaid reading levels for juvenile Miranda warnings are approx-
imately one-half grade more difficult than for general warnings (see Table 2).
Differences in grade level range from slight (<.25) to very large (i.e., Component
2 was 1.37). An interesting counterfinding was observed for Component 5
(continuing rights) for which general warnings are more difficult than their
juvenile counterparts. For full comprehension (90%—-100%), SMOG estimates
parallel Flesch-Kincaid for the first three components, requiring higher reading
levels for juvenile than general warnings. Levels for Component 4 (free legal
services), Component 5 (continuing rights), and waivers require comparable
levels of reading comprehension across juvenile and general warnings.

The most fundamental issue is whether the reading levels for juvenile
Miranda warnings are consistent with the abilities of juvenile offenders for 75%
comprehension (Flesch-Kincaid) or full comprehension (i.e., 90%—-100% on the
SMOG). The good news is that the right to silence (Component 1) is written in
simple language, averaging less than fifth grade, and should be understandable by
most juvenile suspects. In contrast, all other Miranda components require an
average of at least a sixth-grade education for 75% comprehension and close to a
ninth-grade education (8.80) for full comprehension. These findings are especially
problematic for younger adolescents, ages 13 to 15 years, who lack sufficient
reading comprehension even when their academic attainment is at the expected
levels.

A unique feature for 45.9% of juvenile Miranda warnings is the inclusion of
an additional protection via consultation with a parent or guardian.® The problem
appears to be the understandability of this additional protection. On average, the
parent/guardian protection requires at least a 10th-grade education, which is
beyond the capacity of most adolescent suspects.

Focusing on the totality of juvenile Miranda warnings and waivers, a critical
issue concerns the comprehensibility of the overall warning and its individual
components. Put simply, what percentage of juvenile warnings and waivers are
consistently easy (=sixth grade) to comprehend? For Flesch-Kincaid, the per-
centage is 41.0%. For SMOG, none of the warnings/waivers (0.0%) meet this
standard, with the lowest grade level for all components being 6.8.

Miranda Vocabulary

The most commonly used words in typical reading passages are simple and
often monosyllabic. As summarized in Table 3, 19 words (38.0%) meet both
criteria; an additional 11 (22.0%) are two syllables and easily understood. Focus-
ing on more difficult vocabulary, the specialized meanings of words play a central
role in comprehension. Most salient is the use of right in the legal context, which
requires at least an eighth-grade reading level. This specialized meaning is more
difficult than other definitions, such as correct. Of common words, the term
appointed is especially problematic and requires a high school education.

3 A small percentage of juvenile Miranda warnings expands this category to include other adult
relatives or friends.
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Table 3

Fifty Most Common Juvenile Miranda Vocabulary: Definitions

and Specialized Meanings

Specialized meaning (when

Word Grade Frequency applicable)
Adult 4 60
Afford 4 98 Able to pay for
Against 4 189
Answer 4 205 Reply
Answering® 85
Any 4 593 No special one
Anything 4 145 Doesn’t matter what
Appointed 13 97
Ask 4 80
Attorney 6 143
Before 4 240 Earlier in time
Cannot 4 115
Court 4 183 Where judge rules
Decide 4 62
During 4 174
Guardian 6 96
Have 4 938
It 4 371 Supposing that
Juvenile 6 85
Law 4 74 The rule
Lawyer 4 460
Make 8 132 To cause
May 6 143 Is likely to
Means 8 64 Way of doing
No 4 105 I won’t
Not 4 156
Now 4 78
One 4 147 A person
Parent 4 94 Father or mother
Present 4 198 Here
Questioning® 275
Questions 4 373 What is asked
Read 4 92 Understood the writing
Remain 4 137 To stay
Right 8 462 Legal claim
Rights 8 345 Legal claims
Say 4 160 To tell or speak
Silent 4 135
Statement 4 162 Something said or written
Stop 4 106
Talk 4 176
Time 4 205 Hour and minute
Understand 4 282
Used 4 192 Made use of
Want 4 123
What 4 106
Willing 4 72
Wish 4 109 To want something
With 4 220 In the company of
Without 4 89 Not having

Note. Grade = grade level at which between 67% and 84% of individuals at that grade

can identify the correct meaning; Frequency = number of occurrences per 10,319 words
from 122 Miranda warnings; Specialized meaning = the meaning most applicable to
Miranda warnings when multiple meanings were tested.

# Grade is not reported.
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Many juvenile Miranda warnings include less common terms that require high
levels (=10th grade) of reading comprehension (see Table 4). These terms can
directly affect the comprehension of Miranda components. For example, the
correct understanding of the right to an attorney can be impaired by such words
such as retain (Grade 12) and counsel (Grade 12). Understanding the voluntary
and unforced basis of Miranda waivers may be affected by difficult words such as
coerced (Grade 16), coercion (Grade 13), duress (Grade 13), induce (Grade 10),
and pressure (Grade 10). Other highly problematic terms require word knowledge
commensurate with a college education, including hereby, indigent, renounce,
and waiver.

Content of Miranda Warnings

In general, juvenile warnings make a greater effort than general warnings to
explain Miranda components (see Table 5). For example, the right to silence is
explicated for nearly half (45.1%) of the juvenile warnings. Although not required
by Miranda, a small number of juvenile warnings even attempt to explain the
purpose of the judge and the court; however, some attorneys may take issue with
analogizing the judge’s role to a sports official (e.g., “A judge is like an umpire
in a baseball game”). Regarding the reassertion of rights (Component 5), the use
of nonlegalistic terms is increased in nearly 90% of the juvenile Miranda warn-
ings.

A major consideration for juvenile warnings is the addition of a further
protection, namely, access to a parent, guardian, or other involved adult. Its
inclusion increases the complexity of both the Miranda warning and juvenile
decision making. Empirically unknown, do juveniles misunderstand these warn-
ings as choice between legal counsel and parental input? In most warnings, these
protections are delineated in consecutive sentences. In others, they are placed in
the same sentence: “You have the right to a lawyer. You have the right to have
that lawyer or your parent or guardian with you while you are being questioned.”
Irrespective of the specific wording, juvenile suspects might reasonably conclude
that they must choose between legal expertise and parental input.

Explanations of constitutional protections are much more common in juvenile
than general warnings. For 22.1% of juvenile warnings, the immediate conse-
quences of asserting rights (i.e., the cessation of the preinterrogation) are ex-
plained to custodial suspects; this percentage is much higher than with general
warnings (i.e., 3.9%, with d = .99). A small proportion (4.1%) of juvenile
versions explains that nonparticipation cannot be used against the suspect, while
such an explanation is virtually nonexistent in general warnings (0.1%).

Discussion
Comprehension of Juvenile Miranda Warnings

The most obvious and far-reaching conclusion from the current data is that
typical juvenile Miranda warnings are far beyond the abilities of the more than
115,000 preteen offenders charged annually with criminal offenses (Federal
Bureau of Investigation, 2005). This conclusion still stands even when making
these unrealistically optimistic assumptions:
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Table 4
Juvenile Miranda Vocabulary: Definitions and Specialized Meanings Requiring
at Least a 10th-Grade Education

Word Grade Frequency Specialized meaning (when applicable)
Admission 10 6
Advisement 13 —
Alleged 13 2
Along 12 474
Appointed 13 19
Coerced 16 0.18
Coercion 13 0.72
Commitment 10 9 Promise given
Confront 10 2
Confrontation 10 1
Counsel 12 3 Lawyer
Declined 12 8 Refused
Degree 10 48 Amount or extent
Disposition 12 4 An arrangement
Duress 13 0.15
Effect 10 112 What one thing does to another
Filed 12 9 Handed in for consideration
Forcible 10 0.33 Done by violence
Given 12 280 Stated or fixed
Hereby 16 0.89
Impairment 12 1
Incompetent 12 2 Not legally qualified
Indigent 16 0.26
Induce 10 3 Persuade
Instances 12 14 Examples
Intensive 10 5 Thorough
Jurisdiction 10 3 Legal power
Magistrate 10 1
Named 12 145 Appointed
Offense 10 4 Breaking the law
Parties 10 46 Persons
Pressure 10 119 Trying to influence
Promising 10 9
Prompt 13 3 To remind
Provided 10 82
Question 13 176 To challenge
Regarding 10 14
Render 10 2 To hand over
Renounce 16 0.45
Restitution 12 —
Retain 12 9 To engage the services of
Revoked 12 0.51 Took back
Sodomy 12 0.002
Subsequent 12 9
Terminate 12 1
Undersigned 12 0.02
Waive 13 0.16 Give up right
Waiver 16 0.04 Release of right

Note. Dashes indicate that frequency data are not available. Grade = grade level at which
between 67% and 84% of individuals at that grade can identify the correct meaning; Fre-
quency = number of occurrences per 100,000,000 words; Specialized meaning = the
applicable definition.
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Percentages for surveys

Miranda
component Major variations Juvenile General d
1. Right to Unexplained 54.9 80.0 —0.72
silence Not have to answer questions 11.5 7.8 0.22
Not have to make a statement 15.6 6.7 0.49
Not have to talk 18.0 5.5 0.68
2a. Evidence Unspecified context 8.2 2.9 0.50
against you Evidence in court, trial, etc. 91.8 97.1 —0.50
2b. Explanation Analogy: like an umpire 1.6
of court Define a judge 33
Define a court of law 1.6
2c. Adult court  Certified as adult 2.5
Transfer to adult court 5.7
Prosecuted/tried in adult court 6.6
3a. Right to an  Purpose is unexplained 33 52 —0.21
attorney Passive function only: “be present” 34.4 50.8 —0.42
Active function: “advise” or “consult” 62.3 44.0 0.46
3b. Timing of  During questioning only 18.0 437  —0.76
attorney Before and during questioning 73.0 52.2 0.56
access At any time 6.6 2.5 0.45
3c. Specify guilt Confession 1.6
Admission 1.6
3d. Right to Parent 41.0
guardian Guardian 32.0
Custodian 11.5
Relative 33
Adult friend or other person 9.0
More than one person 13.9
3e. Guardian Efforts to locate parent 4.9
considerations Guardian requirement: “must have parent
or guardian” 1.6
4. Access to Possible cost is not addressed 57.4 65.5 —0.21
free legal Free services are specified 42.6 34.5 0.21
services
5a. Reassertion  Legalistic only (e.g., “withdraw your
of rights waiver” or “exercise rights®) 10.7 28.6 —0.68
Simple (e.g., “stop at anytime”) 89.3 71.4 0.68
5b. Timing of = During questioning only 33 54 -0.23
reassertion Before and during questioning 0.8 2.0 —0.36
At any time 74.6 73.2 0.04
Sc. Limits on Limited reassertion of silence: can remain
right to silent until counsel is available 20.5 241 —0.12
silence Not limited 79.5 75.9 0.12
5d. Reassertion  Parent 33
of right to Guardian 1.6
guardian Custodian 0.0
Relative 33
Adult friend or other person 33
Constitutional Unexplained 73.8 96.0 —1.11
protections Assertion of rights stops the
preinterrogation 22.1 3.9 0.99
Assertion of rights cannot be used as
evidence of guilt 4.1 0.1 1.35
Note. Estimates of Cohen’s d were calculated for dichotomous proportions using the

probit method.
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1. Juvenile offenders have continued their schooling in regular classes and
have reading levels commensurate with their educational level.

2. Most juvenile offenders will start first grade at the age of 5 rather than 6.

3. Adequate Miranda comprehension can be achieved at the =75% level
(i.e., Flesch-Kincaid estimates).

In light of the current Miranda warnings and consistent with past research (e.g.,
Grisso, 1981; Sevin Goldstein, Condie, Kalbeitzer, Osman, & Geier, 2003), most
juveniles ages 13 and younger are simply unlikely to grasp key Miranda components
related to their right to an attorney or parental assistance. Typical warnings require at
least an eighth-grade education for understanding Components 2 (right to an attorney)
and 5 (continuing rights). Access to free legal services and the option to consult with
a parent or guardian generally require at least a 10th-grade education. A constructive
solution would be to replace all Miranda components with easily read alternatives
(=fourth grade). After a further discussion of the current findings, we provide a model
juvenile Miranda warning constructed from the current data set. Even with simplified
warnings, developmental considerations raise very important concerns about the
capacity of preteen youth to understand the significance of their constitutional pro-
tections (Grisso et al., 2003; Viljoen et al., 2005).

Reading levels do not fully account for the presence of unfamiliar words or
legalistic terms. In examining the 50 most common words (see Table 3), several
legal terms are likely to be misunderstood by juvenile suspects. For example, the
word right and its plural rights have a legal meaning that requires at least an
eighth-grade education before about three fourths of students can recognize the
correct definition. Most adolescent suspects cannot understand the term appointed
or its relevance to securing counsel. Of even greater concern, many juvenile
warnings expect youthful suspects to understand and accurately apply the word
waive as a key component of their decision making. However, waive requires
more than a high school education for adequate comprehension. As summarized
in Table 4, dozens of words whose meanings are likely to be obscure to most
youthful suspects are occasionally used in juvenile Miranda warnings. Fortu-
nately, this problem is partly remediated by simplifying the words. However,
comprehension entails more than the capacity to define words and paraphrase
Miranda components . For genuine understanding, juvenile suspects must be able
to integrate the whole message and apply its meaning to their own cases.

Word length of juvenile Miranda warnings does matter. Rogers, Harrison,
Shuman, et al. (2007) estimated the upper limits of word length for adequate
Miranda comprehension. For adults in nonstressful circumstances, the maximum
word length was estimated at approximately 73 words. As summarized in Table
1, the average juvenile warning is more than double that number (149 words).
When the waiver and other information are presented, the average is nearly triple
(291.8%) the upper limit for adults. When developmental (e.g., maturity) and
situational (e.g., arrest) factors are considered, most juveniles are likely over-
whelmed by the sheer amount of material that is presented to them.

A substantial number of jurisdictions (17.2%) segment the Miranda warning
by asking after each component whether the juvenile suspect has understood its
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content. While superficially appealing, these repeated interruptions of the warning
may potentially reduce the overall comprehension. Understanding elements in
isolation is very different from an intelligent appreciation of the total warning.
Researchers could easily test whether segmented warnings with interposed ques-
tions impede Miranda understanding.

Clinical Issues and Juvenile Miranda Comprehension

The previous section assumed for the sake of argument that juvenile suspects
are well adjusted, with at least average intelligence and good academic prepara-
tion. This best case scenario approach is useful for understanding the upper
bounds of Miranda comprehension in juvenile populations. In this section, we
consider the clinical realities (i.e., cognitive abilities and mental disorders) of
juvenile suspects and their potential impact on Miranda comprehension.

What are the cognitive abilities of juvenile offenders? The Texas Youth
Commission (2006) systematically examined 12,837 delinquents entering its
facilities across the fiscal years from 2002 to 2006. With a median age of 16 years,
delinquents’ average reading levels ranged from 5.8 to 6.0 across these 5 years
and were 4 years below the expected achievement levels. Most had not completed
the ninth grade. On intelligence testing, 48.6% had IQ scores below 90 (i.e., below
the 25th-percentile rank), with 15.3% being substantially impaired (70—79) and
2.7% falling in the range of mental retardation (<70). Using Grade 6.0 as a
benchmark, three of the five Miranda components are typically beyond the
reading capacities of these juvenile offenders. As reported in Table 2, average
reading levels for 75% comprehension are 8.81 for right to an attorney (Compo-
nent 3a), 10.79 for access to parent/guardian (Component 3b), 10.36 for free legal
services (Component 4), and 8.83 for continuing rights (Component 5). These
disparities are large, ranging from 2.81 to 4.79 grades. When full comprehension
(90%—-100%) is considered, the estimates for two prongs exceed the 11th grade.

What is the prevalence of diagnosable mental disorders in juvenile offender
populations? Shufelt and Cocozza (2006) conducted the National Center for
Mental Health and Juvenile Justice prevalence study of mental disorders for more
than 1,400 youth across a broad spectrum of juvenile justice settings: community-
based programs, detention, and secure residential facilities. Approximately 70%
warranted at least one diagnosis, and the majority of those diagnosed qualified for
three or more diagnoses. Although conduct disorder and substance abuse disor-
ders were common, they did not predominate the diagnoses. With these disorders
removed, 45.5% of the youth involved in juvenile justice still warranted a
diagnosis. Approximately 27% of the total sample had severe disorders that
required immediate treatment.

In a large-scale study of 1,829 juvenile detainees, Abram, Teplin, McClel-
land, and Dulcan (2003) found approximately one half (i.e., 45.9% of males,
56.5% of females) warranted two or more diagnoses of mental disorders. In
addition to attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), substance abuse, and
behavioral disorders, these investigators observed substantial numbers of mood
(i.e., males = 12.8%, females = 30.0%) and anxiety (i.e., males = 19.7%,
females = 31.4%) disorders. Moreover, comorbidity between major mental
disorders and substance abuse was high.
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The effects of mental disorders on Miranda comprehension have not been
formally investigated in juvenile offender populations. Viljoen and Roesch (2005)
explored symptom constellations based on the 21-item Brief Psychiatric Rating
Scale for Children (Hughes, Rintelmann, Emslie, Lopez, & MacCabe, 2001); they
found that the ADHD symptom constellation significantly predicted poor Miranda
comprehension. Regarding adult populations, Rogers, Harrison, Hazelwood, and
Sewell (2007) found that forensic inpatients with poor Miranda comprehension
had greater psychological impairment (i.e., global assessment functioning or
GAF) than those with better comprehension. Their findings were limited by the
circumscribed range in GAF scores and their use of an adult population. With
juvenile populations, we anticipate that comorbid disorders combined with situ-
ational effects (e.g., stresses of being arrested and custodial preinterrogation) will
result in major decrements in Miranda comprehension.

The synergistic effects of poor reading comprehension, low intelligence, and
comorbid mental disorders are likely to have catastrophic effects on Miranda
comprehension and subsequent reasoning. Reading comprehension alone may
render most Miranda warnings ineffective for the majority of juvenile offenders.
Classic research by Grisso (1981) demonstrated that intellectual impairment often
impedes Miranda understanding in juvenile populations. When coupled with
comorbid mental disorders, poor reading comprehension and low intelligence may
nullify the Supreme Court’s intent that the Miranda warnings clearly inform
defendants of their constitutional protections.

Untested Assumptions About Juvenile Miranda Safeguards

The intent of juvenile Miranda warnings is to provide constitutional protec-
tions for youthful suspects held in custodial settings. Extrapolated from their
content, juvenile Miranda warnings appear to make certain assumptions about
what juvenile suspects can understand and apply to their own cases. Most juvenile
warnings assume that youth, irrespective of their age and maturity, will have an
adequate understanding of the judge’s responsibilities and duties. Nearly one half
of the warnings provide an additional safeguard to juvenile suspects in the form
of parental assistance. However, the issue of parental competence (State in
Interest of Jones, 1979) to adequately advise an arrested offspring remains
untested. As noted in the introduction, research data suggest that parents are not
likely to see themselves in the role of quasi-legal counsel. Instead, many parents
adopt a disciplinarian role and align themselves with police officers. Parental
pressure to confess or provide inculpatory information (Viljoen et al., 2005)
seems at odds with protecting the child’s welfare (In re E. T. C., 1982). Rather
than “greatest care must be taken” (In re Gault, 1967, p. 44), the majority of
parents may be unwittingly sabotaging their children’s constitutional protections.
Siding with authority is an understandable role in many contexts, such as school
discipline. Nonetheless, its misapplication to juvenile Miranda waivers may have
profound effects on both constitutional protections and children’s welfare.

The provision of legal services to indigent juvenile suspects, as delineated in
Miranda warnings, may appear especially salient to those youth without any
viable means of financial support, who may perceive themselves at the mercy of
their parents. Most youth may not know that the police, in the application of
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Miranda, do not participate in decisions to appoint counsel. On the contrary,
Miranda requires only that law enforcement halt their questions unless a suspect
waives his or her right to counsel, not that attorneys be producible on call (State
v. Jackson, 1999). Instead, the determination of indigence and appointment of
counsel are a judicial function. The Court has not constitutionalized the eligibility
criteria; these decisions are fact specific and grant substantial discretion to the trial
judge’s fact-finding. A defendant is entitled to the appointment of counsel upon
a showing that he or she is financially unable to obtain adequate representation
(United States v. Kodzis, 2003). The test is not whether the defendant’s family or
friends could provide the funds to retain counsel but whether the defendant could
(Keur v. State, 1963). As refined for appointment of counsel under the Criminal
Justice Act of 1964, the question is whether the defendant’s financial resources
and income permit him or her to retain counsel.

Juvenile Miranda warnings do not clarify the source (i.e., the juvenile or the
juvenile’s family) of financial means when informing juvenile suspects of their
potential eligibility for appointed counsel. As an important empirical question, we
do not know what assumptions are made by youthful suspects about the source of
financial means and how these assumptions affect their waiver decisions. This
issue appears to be particularly salient when a juvenile’s violent offenses have
targeted other family members. Even more basic, the majority of juvenile Miranda
warnings do not make explicit the financial responsibility for requested legal
services. Do custodial youth interpret “a lawyer will be appointed for you™ as the
provision of free legal services? If not, their decisions to waive Miranda rights
may be based on a false premise regarding affordability. These vexing issues
could easily be avoided by simply specifying free legal services based on the
juvenile’s own financial needs.

Rogers et al. (2008) raised several critical issues affecting Miranda compre-
hension and waiver decisions in adult populations.* Although Miranda rights
cannot be permanently waived, approximately 20% of general warnings do not
include the fifth prong and leave suspects uninformed regarding their ongoing
Miranda rights and continuing constitutional protections. For juvenile Miranda
warnings, 18.9% omit the fifth prong. Expecting juvenile suspects to intuit the
revocability of their Miranda waivers is inconsistent with the Supreme Court’s
requirement of the “greatest care” standard (In re Gault, 1967, p. 44). Even when
provided, approximately 10% of the juvenile Miranda warnings resort to legalistic
terms, such as exercise your rights or the decision to renounce these rights is not
final and can be revoked. Use of legal terminology obscures rather than elucidates
this fifth prong.

Juvenile suspects, like their adult counterparts, have a fundamental right to
silence that remains with them throughout the trial and sentencing phases.
Conditional statements regarding the right to silence (i.e., “until counsel is
available”) dilute this constitutional protection against self-incrimination. For
juvenile Miranda warnings, about one fifth (20.5%) mischaracterize the right to
silence as temporary rather than permanent. Warnings that misinform the defen-
dant about the right to have an attorney present during questioning do not satisty

4 The number of juvenile suspects receiving general Miranda warnings is unknown.
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the requirements of Miranda (United States v. Toliver, 2007). A confession
obtained during that time, based on misinformation, is highly suspect.

In summary, findings from the current study combined with early research
make it clear that preteen suspects are rarely able to appreciate the typical
Miranda warnings presented to them, thus making any waiver of questionable
validity. Even older adolescent suspects are unlikely to understand critical com-
ponents of the warnings and waivers in current use, particularly when educational,
intellectual, and mental health limitations are considered. Although some of the
problems with juvenile Miranda warnings are isomorphic with those found in
general Miranda warnings, others appear to be caused by well-intentioned efforts
to provide adolescents with further explanations and putative safeguards beyond
those afforded to adult suspects. However, the current findings suggest a para-
doxical effect: The increased complexity of juvenile Miranda warnings makes it
less likely they will be accurately understood and rationally applied. The most
firm conclusion derived from the current study is that a simplified and clarified
version of Miranda warnings is needed for use with juvenile suspects.

A Model Juvenile Miranda Warning

An important lesson from the Ferguson and Douglas (1970) study is that
simplified Miranda warnings must use brief, easily read statements. Their sim-
plified warning still had comparatively long sentences (M = 19.6 words) requiring
a moderate reading level (Flesch-Kincaid = 6.5). It is especially instructive to
examine the two problematic components of their simplified warning. Both
Miranda components were embedded in a convoluted sentence of 32 words with
a difficult reading level (Flesch-Kincaid = 12.3).

We reexamined our database of 122 juvenile Miranda warnings with the
objective of developing a simplified warning. All information about jurisdiction
(e.g., state and county) was removed to avoid any potential biases. The warnings
were disaggregated into individual Miranda components and sorted by reading
level. As an informal process, we started with the lowest reading level and
selected Miranda components that did not have any difficult vocabulary (see
Table 4). When ties occurred in reading levels, we generally selected the shortest
component to assist with listening comprehension. The one exception was the
right to silence; we opted for a two-sentence version (each less than 10 words) that
explained what the right to silence means. Our objective was to identify clear
examples written below a fourth-grade Flesch-Kincaid level and composed of
short sentences (=10 words).

The model juvenile Miranda warning (see Table 6) was mostly successful at
achieving its reading level objective (<fourth grade). Clear explanations often re-
quired more than 10 words. For reading levels, the one challenge occurred with
Component 4 (free legal services); its only easy example did not clarify the financial
responsibility for legal counsel. The clearest example has a Flesch-Kincaid of 5.4;
however, slight modifications (see Table 6) simplified this Miranda component to a
3.3 grade level. Focusing on the five components of the Miranda warning and using
the simplified versions, we produced a model juvenile Miranda warning with indi-
vidual components averaging a very low 2.8 Flesch-Kincaid level. For full compre-
hension, the SMOG estimates are substantially higher (M = 5.8). An empirical
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Table 6
A Model Juvenile Miranda Warning
Reading
Component level Length Wording

1. Silence 2.2 16 You have the right to remain silent.
That means you do not have to
say anything.

2. Evidence against you 3.6 10 Anything you say can be used
against you in court.

3a. Attorney 3.6 9 You have the right to consult with
an attorney.

3a. Attorney 1.2 10 You have the right to get help from
a lawyer.”

3b. Parents 2.6 11 You have the right to have one or
both parents present.

4. Free legal services 54 16 If you cannot afford a lawyer, the
court will appoint one for you
free of charge.

4. Free legal services 33 14 If you cannot pay a lawyer, the
court will get you one for free.

5. Continuing rights 3.7 11 You have the right to stop this
interview at any time.

6. Waiver 1.6 30 Do you want to talk to me? Do you

want to have a lawyer? Do you
want your mother, father, or
person who takes care of you to
be here?!

Note. The Vocabulary Assessor—Windows version uses Grade 3.0 as its lowest score;
reading levels were recalculated using the Microsoft Flesch-Kincaid program.

? This simplified version eliminates two potentially problematic words: the ambiguity of
consult and vocabulary level of attorney (sixth grade).

® None of the juvenile Miranda components below the fourth grade clarified the concept
of free legal services.

¢ This simplified version eliminates two potentially problematic words: afford and ap-
point.

4 This version could be made much easier by using only the relevant person (e.g., mother,
father, or caretaker).

question is whether this simplified warning fully captures the meaning of Miranda
rights. In addition, research is needed on how to explain the meaning of the word right
as a constitutional protection in easily understood language.

Regarding listening comprehension, the length of the model juvenile Miranda
warning is relatively short. The warning itself is 61 words without the parental/
guardian component and 72 words with it included. The waiver could be as long
as 30 words, although the provided recommendation would shorten this substan-
tially; for many single-parent families, the last question would be reduced by eight
words (e.g., “Do you want your mother to be here?”’). The model warning is a
marked improvement over the length of most Miranda warnings (M = 149.35
words; see Table 1). However, juvenile suspects, especially those with attentional
problems (Viljoen & Roesch, 2005), are still likely to find the length to be
problematic for listening comprehension.
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Written Miranda waivers are commonly used, although not constitutionally
required. Most waivers are worded so that an affirmative reply indicates a desire
to relinquish a suspect’s constitutional protections. Youthful suspects are vulner-
able to acquiescence, which is characterized by affirmative responses or yea-
saying (Gudjonnson, 2003). As applied to Miranda rights, acquiescence can
nullify intelligent waivers because the affirmative response is devoid of reasoning.
In a Miranda study of mentally disordered adult defendants, Harrison (2007)
found varying degrees of acquiescence that were negatively correlated with
intelligence and grade levels for reading and listening comprehension. Extensive
data from the Texas Youth Commission (2006) highlighted similar deficits in
arrested youth. Given the propensity for some juvenile offenders to simply
comply with authority (Grisso et al., 2003), we recommend that the effects of
acquiescence be minimized. A reasonable approach is to provide several options
stated separately (see Table 6): “Do you want to talk to me?” “Do you want to
have a lawyer?” “Do you want your mother to be here?”

Concluding Remarks

With the great majority of juvenile suspects waiving their rights and providing
confessions, sometimes at the insistence of their parents, it is vital that Miranda
issues be thoroughly examined. The current findings document the immense
variability in the content and complexity of juvenile Miranda warnings across
American jurisdictions. As a positive finding, juvenile warnings tend to explain
the Miranda rights more than general warnings. They are also more likely (22.1%
juvenile vs. 3.9% general) to explain immediate effects (i.e., termination of
preinterrogation) of exercising Miranda rights. However, these additional details
result in significantly longer warnings that place increased demands on juveniles’
comprehension. The inclusion of complex vocabulary and legalistic terms may
further challenge the capacity of juveniles to grasp the significance of their
constitutional protections.

A limitation of the current study is its reliance on reading formulas to estimate
minimum grade levels for adequate comprehension. While this is valuable as an
important first step, future research will need to identify representative Miranda
warnings that are tested on recently arrested juvenile offenders. Such investiga-
tions can improve on the current findings by evaluating how youthful detainees
understand and apply Miranda warnings. These investigations should take into
account how abilities relate to Miranda language (e.g., sentence complexity and
legalistic terms) and how prior misconceptions affect Miranda understanding.

In closing, current juvenile Miranda warnings appear well intentioned but
largely irrelevant to procedural justice. Even under the best of circumstances,
preteen suspects are likely to find Miranda vocabulary and reading levels are far
beyond their understanding. For juvenile suspects irrespective of age, the clinical
realities must be considered. Previously cited studies have amply demonstrated
widespread problems with intellectual deficits, low achievement, and psycholog-
ical impairment that should not be ignored. In the case of juvenile Miranda
waivers, we have no empirical data on what proportion of severely impaired youth
are evaluated regarding the validity of their waivers.
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A model juvenile Miranda warning is an important step in addressing prob-
lems with simple comprehension. It deserves serious consideration, with critical
evaluation of alternative wordings. Beyond simple comprehension, the next step
is to investigate the meaning of Miranda warnings for juvenile suspects. Although
they may comprehend its statements, how do they interpret their relevance to their
own arrest and detainment? From this perspective, Grisso’s (1997) far-reaching
work on the decision-making abilities of adolescent offenders may serve as an
important template for studies of intelligent Miranda waivers.

Future studies need to evaluate the understandability of Miranda warnings by
testing different versions on recently arrested detainees. Of critical importance is
the format of Miranda warnings (oral vs. written) and its effect on comprehension.
With the majority of Miranda warnings presented in an oral format (Kassin et al.,
2007), the role of listening comprehension must be featured. Finally, McCann
(1998) suggested that false confessions might be linked to invalid Miranda
waivers. Clearly, the relations between Miranda comprehension, invalid waivers,
and false confessions deserve a rigorous examination.
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INTRODUCTION!
“Rights declared in words might be lost in reality.”

Miranda v. Arizona?

The U.S. Supreme Court has repeatedly struggled to balance an
individual’s Fifth Amendment right against compelled self-incrimina-
tion with law enforcement’s need to investigate and solve crimes. Mi-
randa v. Arizona, the Supreme Court’s decision mandating that
prophylactic warnings be given to suspects prior to custodial interro-
gation by law enforcement,* was decided in 1966, over fifty years ago.
The oft-quoted Miranda warnings—that the suspect has, among other
rights, the right to remain silent and the right to the presence of coun-
sel*—were adopted to protect this Fifth Amendment right against self-
incrimination® from the “inherently compelling pressures” of ques-
tioning by the police.® Although any police interview has “coercive
aspects to it,”7 interviews which take place in police custody carry a
heightened “ ‘risk’ that statements obtained are not the product of the
suspect’s free choice.”® Miranda expressly recognized that custodial
interrogation in an “incommunicado police-dominated atmosphere”®
creates psychological pressures that “work to undermine the individ-
ual’s will to resist and to compel him to speak where he would not
otherwise do so freely.”!°

Miranda warnings are specifically designed to protect the indi-
vidual against the coercive nature of custodial interrogation.!! As

1. Portions of this introduction have been quoted or adapted from Marsha L.
Levick & Elizabeth-Ann Tierney, The United States Supreme Court Adopts a Reason-
able Juvenile Standard in J.D.B. v. North Carolina for Purposes of the Miranda Cus-
tody Analysis: Can a More Reasoned Justice System for Juveniles Be Far Behind?, 47
Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 501 (2012).

2. Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 443 (1966) (quoting Weems v. United
States, 217 U.S. 349, 373 (1910)).

3. 1.

4. Id. at 444; see also Florida v. Powell, 559 U.S. 50, 60 (2010) (“The four warn-
ings Miranda requires are invariable, but this Court has not dictated the words in
which the essential information must be conveyed.”).

5. U.S. Const. amend. V.

6. Miranda, 384 U.S. at 467.

7. Oregon v. Mathiason, 429 U.S. 492, 495 (1977).

8. J.D.B. v. North Carolina, 564 U.S. 261, 268-69 (2011) (quoting Dickerson v.
United States, 530 U.S. 428, 435 (2000)).

9. Miranda, 384 U.S at 456.

10. Id. at 467.
11. J.D.B., 564 U.S. at 270.




4 LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC POLICY [Vol. 21:1

such, they are required only when a person is “in custody.”!? To deter-
mine whether a person is in custody, courts make two discrete, objec-
tive inquiries: “[F]irst, what were the circumstances surrounding the
interrogation; and second, given those circumstances, would a reason-
able person have felt he or she was at liberty to terminate the interro-
gation and leave.”!3 Thus, the custody analysis turns on whether a
reasonable person would have believed herself to be under formal ar-
rest or restrained in her freedom of movement to the degree associated
with a formal arrest.

In 2010, in J.D.B. v. North Carolina,'* the Supreme Court ruled
that a child suspect’s age was relevant to determining whether she has
been taken into custody and therefore entitled to a Miranda warning.'>
In J.D.B., the Court reviewed the Miranda doctrine, adopted with
adult suspects in mind, in the context of the interrogation of a thirteen-
year-old middle-school student who was questioned in a closed-door
school conference room by school administrators and members of law
enforcement.!® Writing for the majority, Justice Sotomayor stated, “so
long as the child’s age was known to the officer at the time of police
questioning, or would have been objectively apparent to a reasonable
officer, its inclusion in the custody analysis is consistent with the ob-
jective nature of that test.”!” Justice Sotomayor effectively character-
ized youth as an unambiguous fact that “generates commonsense

12. Miranda, 384 U.S. at 445 (“The constitutional issue we decide in each of these
cases is the admissibility of statements obtained from a defendant questioned while in
custody or otherwise deprived of his freedom of action in any significant way.”).

13. J.D.B., 564 U.S. at 270 (emphasis added) (quoting Thompson v. Keohane, 516
U.S. 99, 112 (1995)).

14. Id. at 261.

15. Id. at 277.

16. Id. at 264-81. Justice Sotomayor, writing for the majority, did not consider the
school setting a proxy for age, as Justice Alito, in his dissent, seemed to suggest. See
id. at 293 (Alito, J., dissenting). Justice Sotomayor countered that:

A student—whose presence at school is compulsory and whose disobedi-
ence at school is cause for disciplinary action—is in a far different posi-
tion than, say, a parent volunteer on school grounds to chaperone an
event, or an adult from the community on school grounds to attend a
basketball game. Without asking whether the person “questioned in
school” is a “minor,” the coercive effect of the schoolhouse setting is
unknowable.
Id. at 276 (majority opinion) (citation omitted).

17. Id. at 277. Although the interrogation of J.D.B. took place in a school setting,
the majority opinion took pains to point out that its holding did not turn on this fact.
Responding to Justice Alito’s dissenting assertion that the traditional Miranda analy-
sis accounts for the coercive nature of in-school interrogations, the majority noted that
“the effect of the schoolhouse setting cannot be disentangled from the identity of the
person questioned.” Id.
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conclusions about behavior and perception,”!® and she noted that such
conclusions are “self-evident to anyone who was a child once himself,
including any police officer or judge.”!®
The Court’s observation that age yields “objective conclusions”
about youths’ susceptibility to influence or outside pressures was
drawn directly from the Court’s earlier juvenile sentencing decisions
in Roper v. Simmons?° and Graham v. Florida.?' Those cases relied
on research confirming widely held assumptions about certain devel-
opmental attributes of youth to ban the juvenile death penalty as well
as life without parole sentences for juveniles convicted of non-homi-
cide crimes. As the J.D.B. Court noted:
The law has historically reflected the same assumption that children
characteristically lack the capacity to exercise mature judgment and
possess only an incomplete ability to understand the world around
them. . . . Like this Court’s own generalizations, the legal disquali-
fications placed on children as a class . . . exhibit the settled under-
standing that the differentiating characteristics of youth are
universal.??

Underscoring the relevance of these demonstrated differences,
the Court rejected the arguments of the State and the dissent that al-
lowing consideration of age to inform the custody analysis would un-
dercut the intended “clarity” of the Miranda custody test.>® Instead,
the majority noted that “ignoring a juvenile defendant’s age will often
make the [Miranda custody] inquiry more artificial . . . and thus only

18. Id. at 272 (quoting Yarborough v. Alvarado, 541 U.S. 652, 674 (2004) (Breyer,
J., dissenting)).

19. Id.

20. Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551, 569 (2005).

21. Graham v. Florida, 560 U.S. 48, 68 (2010).

22. J.D.B., 564 U.S. at 273.

23. Id. at 279-80. In dissent, Justice Alito, with whom Justices Thomas and Scalia
joined, argued that although Miranda’s requirements were “no doubt ‘rigid,’. . . with
this rigidity comes increased clarity . . . [and] [a]s has often been recognized, this gain
in clarity and administrability is one of Miranda’s ‘principle advantages.”” Id. at 285
(Alito, J., dissenting) (quoting Fare v. Michael C., 439 U.S. 1310, 1314 (1978), and
Berkemer v. McCarty, 468 U.S. 420, 430 (1984)). In Justice Alito’s view, “Miranda
greatly simplified matters by requiring police to give suspects standard warnings
before commencing any custodial interrogation.” Id. He warned that the rule an-
nounced by Justice Sotomayor would “[upset] the careful ‘balance’ that Miranda
struck.” Id. at 289 (quoting Moran v. Burbine, 475 U.S. 412, 424 (1986)). Justice
Alito specifically distinguished the Court’s voluntariness test—which takes into ac-
count both “the details of the interrogation” and “the characteristics of the accused,”
id. at 284 (quoting Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218, 226 (1973))—with
Miranda’s “one-size-fits-all prophylactic rule,” id. at 290. Justice Alito insisted that
the inclusion of the suspect’s age in the Miranda custody test “will be hard for the
police to follow, and it will be hard for judges to apply.” Id. at 293.
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add confusion.”?* The Court faulted the State’s and the dissenters’ ar-
guments that Miranda works only with a “one size fits all” analysis;
the majority stated that age is both a relevant and an objective circum-
stance that cannot be excluded from the custody analysis “simply to
make the fault line between custodial and noncustodial ‘brighter.’ 2>
Justice Sotomayor likewise rejected the State’s and the dissent’s argu-
ments that gradations among children of different ages would further
erode the objectivity of the test. Disagreeing that such a concern justi-
fied “ignoring a child’s age altogether,”?¢ Justice Sotomayor wrote:
Just as police officers are competent to account for other objective
circumstances that are a matter of degree such as the length of
questioning or the number of officers present, so too are they com-

petent to evaluate the effect of relative age. . . . The same is true of
judges, including those whose childhoods have long since
passed. . . . In short, officers and judges need no imaginative pow-

ers, knowledge of developmental psychology, training in cognitive
science, or expertise in social or cultural anthropology to account
for the child’s age. They simply need the common sense to know
that a 7-year-old is not a 13-year-old and neither is an adult.?”

Finally, the Court also rejected the State’s and the dissent’s argu-
ment “that excluding age from the custody analysis comes at no cost
to juveniles’ constitutional rights because the due process voluntari-
ness test independently accounts for a child’s youth.”?® While ac-
knowledging that the voluntariness test “permits consideration of a
child’s age” and that it “erects its own barrier to admission of a defen-

24. J.D.B., 564 U.S. at 279 (majority opinion). Justice Sotomayor stressed the ob-
jective nature of the Miranda custody test, reiterating that the “subjective views har-
bored by either the interrogating officers or the person being questioned are
irrelevant.” Id. at 271 (quoting Stansbury v. California, 511 U.S. 318, 323 (1994)).
Justice Sotomayor continued: “The test, in other words, involves no consideration of
the ‘actual mindset’ of the particular suspect subjected to police questioning.” Id.
(quoting Yarborough v. Alvarado, 541 U.S. 652, 667 (2004)). Nevertheless, Justice
Sotomayor found the State’s and the dissent’s arguments that consideration of the
suspect’s age would undermine the objective nature of the test flawed. Without mini-
mizing the important goal of clarity, Justice Sotomayor wrote:

[W]ere the guiding concern clarity and nothing else, the custody test
would presumably ask only whether the suspect had been placed under
formal arrest. But we have rejected that “more easily administered line,”
recognizing that it would “simply enable the police to circumvent the
constraints on custodial interrogations established by Miranda.”

Id. at 280 (citation omitted) (quoting Berkemer, 468 U.S. at 441).
25. Id. at 280.
26. Id. at 279.
27. Id. at 279-80.
28. Id. at 280.
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dant’s inculpatory statements at trial,”?® the Court explicitly noted that
“Miranda’s procedural safeguards exist precisely because the volunta-
riness test is an inadequate barrier when custodial interrogation is at
stake.”30 To ignore a child’s age in determining whether “a suspect
has been taken into custody—and thus to ignore the very real differ-
ences between children and adults—would be to deny children the full
scope of the procedural safeguards that Miranda guarantees to
adults.”3!

The question before the Court in J.D.B. was whether the Consti-
tution demanded a more refined test for children when addressing the
custody question that triggers Miranda warnings. The Court side-
stepped the question about whether children actually understand the
Miranda warnings such that they can effectively waive them once ad-
ministered,3?> observing that the inquiry was irrelevant because no
warnings had even been issued. In the wake of J.D.B., lower courts
have assessed whether the interrogation was custodial with due con-
sideration for whether the reasonable juvenile would have felt free to
end or leave the interrogation, but the totality of circumstances test for
determining the validity of a Miranda rights waiver has remained
intact.33

29. Id. at 280-81.

30. Id. at 281 (quoting Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 458 (1966) (“Unless
adequate protective devices are employed to dispel the compulsion inherent in custo-
dial surroundings, no statement obtained from the defendant can truly be the product
of his free choice.”), and Dickerson v. United States, 530 U.S. 428, 442 (2000)
(“[R]eliance on the traditional totality-of-the-circumstances test raise[s] a risk of over-
looking an involuntary custodial confession.”)).

31. Id. at 281.

32. Id. at 270 n.4.

33. This test, developed by the Court prior to the Miranda decision and reiterated
again and again since, “permits—indeed, it mandates—inquiry into all the circum-
stances surrounding the interrogation.” Fare v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707, 725 (1979).
“Only if the ‘totality of the circumstances surrounding the interrogation’ reveal both
an uncoerced choice and the requisite level of comprehension may a court properly
conclude that the Miranda rights have been waived.” Moran v. Burbine, 475 U.S.
412, 421 (1986) (quoting Fare, 442 U.S. at 725). For youth, this may include such
factors as the “juvenile’s age, experience, education, background, and intelligence,
and into whether he has the capacity to understand the warnings given him, the nature
of his Fifth Amendment rights, and the consequences of waiving those rights.” Fare,
442 U.S. at 725. This analysis properly includes the due process voluntariness factors
identified in the pre-Miranda jurisprudence, including “both the characteristics of the
accused and the details of the interrogation,” which—post-Miranda—allow for an
analysis of the validity of a waiver once a suspect has been properly informed of his
or her rights. Dickerson, 530 U.S. at 434. However, “all the factors that may conceiv-
ably make up the totality of the circumstances in any given case have never been
definitively set forth by the Supreme Court[.]” 42 Am. Jur. ProoF of FacTs 2D 617
§ 4 (2017). Because of this, courts are left with a great deal of latitude in identifying
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In this article, we address the question left unanswered by the
Court in J.D.B.: In light of the substantial research establishing that
children’s understanding and appreciation of the Miranda warnings
are quite limited, must the traditional test for assessing the validity of
an individual’s waiver of their Miranda rights be re-calibrated to take
into account the developmental attributes of youth? Under the prevail-
ing standard, a valid waiver must be both “voluntary” (i.e., the result
of free choice) and “knowing and intelligent” (i.e., made with full
awareness of the nature of the right being abandoned and the conse-
quences of its abandonment).3* As with other criminal laws, policies,
and practices, what constitutes “voluntary” or “knowing and intelli-
gent” for a child may not be the same as it is for an adult. It is not
enough to ask only about the specific pre-conditions of the interroga-
tion that trigger Miranda’s prophylactic rule for children; we must
also consider whether the traditional test of a valid rights waiver ade-
quately protects the rights of children against self-incrimination.

Part I of this article reviews the case law related to Miranda
rights, waiver, and consideration of youth in this due process analysis.
Part II provides an overview of social science research on child and
adolescent development and, in particular, how research findings bear
on children’s comprehension of Miranda rights. Part III describes the
particular ways in which children and adolescents are vulnerable to
police pressure and examines certain police practices used during ad-
ministration of Miranda warnings and interrogation that are particu-
larly concerning in light of youths’ developmental immaturity. Part IV
discusses the limitations of current policy reforms designed to better
protect youth during custodial interrogation. Finally, Part V proposes
new rules for juvenile Miranda waivers to better reflect prevailing
research: Waivers of Miranda rights by youth age fourteen and

which factors to consider and, accordingly, the totality test has received criticism for
the way it is applied. As a paper on the topic noted:
The “totality of the circumstances” test, while affording judges flexibility
in practice, has offered little protection to suspects. Without bright lines
for courts to follow, and without a complete and accurate record of what
transpired during the interrogation process, the end result has been largely
unfettered and unreviewable discretion by judges. In practice, when
judges apply the test, “they exclude only the most egregiously obtained
confessions and then only haphazardly.” The absence of a litmus test has
also encouraged law enforcement officers to push the envelope with re-
spect to the use of arguably coercive psychological interrogation
techniques.
Saul M. Kassin et al., Police-Induced Confessions: Risk Factors and Recommenda-
tions, 34 Law Hum. BEHAv. 3, 11-12 (2010) (citations omitted).

34. Burbine, 475 U.S. at 421.
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younger should be prohibited; for youth ages fifteen and sixteen, there
should be a rebuttable presumption that the waiver was invalid with a
heavy burden placed on the state to overcome it by clear and convinc-
ing evidence; and for older teens ages seventeen to nineteen, although
additional research is needed to better understand their Miranda
waiver capacities, available research suggests that additional Miranda
waiver protections may be needed for this group of teens as well.

I.
EvoLuTiON OF MIRANDA’S KNOWING, INTELLIGENT,
AND VOLUNTARY TEST

A. The Historical Importance of the Right to Remain Silent

The right to silence was included in the Fifth Amendment to pro-
tect those accused of committing crimes from being coerced into mak-
ing involuntary confessions by state authorities during interrogation.
Its adoption was an explicit rejection of past European inquisitorial
systems and their “manifestly unjust methods of interrogating accused
persons.”?> In Bram v. United States, the Supreme Court centered
questions of the voluntariness of confessions in the “portion of the
[Flifth [A]mendment . . . commanding that no person ‘shall be com-
pelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself’”; the
Court referenced the long academic and judicial history behind the
inadmissibility of involuntary statements taken from a suspect in cus-
tody.3® The Court described the development of the proscription
against involuntary confessions in English and American courts before
and after the adoption of the Fifth Amendment and discussed how the

35. Brown v. Walker, 161 U.S. 591, 597 (1896). The Court noted:
So deeply did the inequities of the ancient system impress themselves
upon the minds of the American colonists that the States, with one ac-
cord, made a denial of the right to question an accused person a part of
their fundamental law, so that a maxim, which in England was a mere
rule of evidence, became clothed in this country with the impregnability
of constitutional enactment.
Id.; see also ALaAN GoLDSTEIN & Naomr E. SEVIN GoLDSTEIN, EVALUATING CAPAC-
ITY To WAIVE MIRaNDA RigHTs 10-11 (2010).
36. Bram v. United States, 168 U.S. 532, 542 (1897). According to the Court:
[A] confession, in order to be admissible, must be free and voluntary; that
is, must not be extracted by any sort of threats or violence, nor obtained
by any direct or implied promises, however slight, nor by the exertion of
any improper influence. . . . A confession can never be received in evi-
dence where the prisoner has been influenced by any threat or promise;
for the law cannot measure the force of the influence used, or decide upon
its effect upon the mind of the prisoner, and therefore excludes the decla-
ration if any degree of influence has been exerted.
Id. at 542—-43 (second alteration in original) (quoting 3 Russ CriMEs 478 (6th ed.)).
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right against self-incrimination—and, thus, the right to remain si-
lent—became firmly embedded in our country’s criminal justice
system.37

B. Due Process Voluntariness Before Miranda

Prior to Miranda, the Supreme Court focused primarily on issues
related to the voluntariness of confessions to determine admissibility.
As early as 1896, the Court began articulating the foundational tenets
of the voluntariness analysis. In Wilson v. United States, Chief Justice
Fuller stated, “the true test of admissibility is that the confession is
made freely, voluntarily, and without compulsion or indictment of any
sort.””38 Forty years later, in Brown v. Mississippi, the Supreme Court
held that extracting confessions using “brutality and violence”3 vio-
lated the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process Clause, which re-
quired “that state action, whether through one agency or another, shall
be consistent with the fundamental principles of liberty and justice
which lie at the base of all of our civil and political institutions.””#° The
facts of Brown depict stunning brutality and torture: The town’s dep-
uty sheriff went to the home of Mr. Ellington, one of the accused, and,
upon his denial of the crime, proceeded to hang him from a tree, let
him down, and hung him again. As Ellington continued to protest his
innocence, the deputy sheriff and the group of vigilantes tied Ellington
to a tree and whipped him. When the assailants realized that he would
not confess, he was released and allowed to return home. A day or two
later, the deputy returned to Mr. Ellington’s home and arrested him.
On the way to the jail, the deputy stopped the car, and proceeded to
relentlessly whip Mr. Ellington, declaring that he would not stop until
Mr. Ellington confessed. When it became unendurable, Mr. Ellington
agreed to confess to any statement the deputy dictated.*! The Brown
court noted that the physically torturous methods used to extract the
confession were the precise abuses that led to the adoption of the Fifth
Amendment in the first place.*?

A few years later, in Johnson v. Zerbst, the Court addressed how
one evaluates the validity of a waiver of constitutional rights, stating:

37. Bram, 168 U.S. at 543-48; see also Michael Avery, You Have a Right to Re-
main Silent, 30 Forouam Urs. L.J. 571, 576-77 (2003).

38. Wilson, 162 U.S. at 623.

39. Brown v. Mississippi, 297 U.S. 278, 279 (1936).

40. Id. at 286 (quoting Herbert v. Louisiana, 272 U.S. 312, 316 (1926)).

41. Id. at 281-82.

42. Id. at 285-87.
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A waiver is ordinarily an intentional relinquishment or abandon-
ment of a known right or privilege. The determination of whether
there has been an intelligent waiver of the right to counsel must
depend, in each case, upon the particular facts and circumstances
surrounding that case, including the background, experience, and
conduct of the accused.*3
Following these decisions, the Court continued to refine the voluntari-
ness standard, placing an increased emphasis on whether the statement
was made as a result of free choice.** However, the standard remained
vague and provided little guidance to courts considering whether state-
ments were made “freely” and “voluntarily” in cases in which the con-
duct in question was not plainly egregious.*>

C. Miranda’s Knowing, Intelligent, and Voluntary Test

In 1964’s Malloy v. Hogan, the Supreme Court held that the Fifth
Amendment privilege against self-incrimination was binding upon
states through the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment.*® Following Malloy, states were required to respect the right “of
a person to remain silent unless he chooses to speak in the unfettered
exercise of his own will, and to suffer no penalty . . . for such si-
lence.”#” Two years later, the Supreme Court decided Miranda v. Ari-
zona and attempted to ensure this right to silence by providing
suspects with additional protections to safeguard their constitutional
rights.*® Recognizing that all suspects are vulnerable to the “compul-
sion inherent in custodial interrogations,”#° the Court held that “[p]rior
to any questioning, the person must be warned that he has a right to
remain silent, that any statement he does make may be used as evi-
dence against him, and that he has a right to the presence of an attor-
ney, either retained or appointed.”>® “For those unaware of the
privilege,” the Court stated, “the warning is needed simply to make

43. Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458, 464 (1938).

44. See generally Rogers v. Richmond, 365 U.S. 534 (1961) (holding that due pro-
cess requires a confession to be voluntary as well as uncoerced); see also Townsend
v. Sain, 372 U.S. 293, 307 (1963) (stating that “[i]f an individual’s ‘will was over-
borne’ or if his confession was not ‘the product of a rational intellect and a free will,”
his confession is inadmissible because coerced”).

45. See Martin Guggenheim & Randy Hertz, J.D.B. and the Maturing of Juvenile
Confession Suppression Law, 38 WasH. U. J.L. & PoL’y 109, 114 (2012).

46. Malloy v. Hogan, 378 U.S. 1, 8 (1964).

47. 1d.; see also Avery, supra note 37, at 578.

48. Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 444 (1966).
49. Id.

50. Id. at 444.
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them aware of it” and “also of the consequences of forgoing it.”>! The
Court believed that such a warning was “an absolute prerequisite in
overcoming the inherent pressures of the interrogation atmosphere,” as
many individuals—*“not just the subnormal or woefully ignorant”—
were liable to succumb to pressure applied by an interrogator.>> The
Court underscored that coercion can target the mind as well as the
body and emphasized “that the modern practice of in-custody interro-
gation is psychologically rather than physically oriented.”>?

The Court held that a suspect could waive the right to silence,
provided the waiver was “made voluntarily, knowingly and intelli-
gently,” and explicitly stated that the prosecution could not use state-
ments stemming from custodial interrogation># unless it demonstrated
“the use of procedural safeguards effective to secure the privilege
against self-incrimination.”>> Though the Court did not explicitly de-
fine the terms “voluntarily,” “knowingly,” or “intelligently,” it did
hold awareness of the privilege against self-incrimination to be “the
threshold requirement of an intelligent decision as to its exercise” and
that it was “only through an awareness of these consequences that
there can be any assurance of real understanding and intelligent exer-
cise of the privilege.”>° In Moran v. Burbine, the Court provided some
clarification, noting that the Miranda inquiry has “two distinct
dimensions”:

First, the relinquishment of the right must have been voluntary in

the sense that it was the product of a free and deliberate choice

rather than intimidation, coercion, or deception. Second, the waiver

51. Id. at 468-69.

52. Id. at 468.

53. Id. at 448.

54. Id. at 444. The Court defined “custodial interrogation” as “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.” Id.

55. Id.

56. Id. at 468-69. These terms, especially “knowing” and “intelligent,” remain
somewhat ambiguous in the legal arena, and states have been left to craft their own
interpretations. See, e.g., GOLDSTEIN & GOLDSTEIN, supra note 35, at 41-43. How-
ever, “knowing” and “intelligent” have been more clearly defined in the field of psy-
chology, which provides distinct definitions for each of these terms. Id. at 41.

For courts to evaluate whether Miranda rights waivers were made know-
ingly, intelligently and voluntarily, these legal concepts must be trans-
lated into analogous forensic mental health concepts that can be assessed.
Consequently, “knowing” is translated into “understanding” and “intelli-
gent” is translated into “appreciation.” “Voluntariness” is less directly
translatable into the psychological construct, as it is much broader in
scope, capturing both the characteristics of the interrogation and charac-
teristics of the defendant.
Id.
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must have been made with a full awareness of both the nature of

the right being abandoned and the consequences of the decision to

abandon it. Only if the “totality of the circumstances surrounding

the interrogation” reveal both an uncoerced choice and the requisite

level of comprehension may a court properly conclude that the Mi-

randa rights have been waived.>”
Thus, the Court implied that for suspects to waive their rights “know-
ingly,” they must have at least a full awareness of the privilege against
self-incrimination and the right to silence. To waive rights “intelli-
gently,” suspects must comprehend the consequences of abandoning
those rights. As Dr. Thomas Grisso later explained:

A suspect may understand that she has a right to speak with an

attorney, as the Miranda warnings indicate; but she might not grasp

the significance of being able to speak with an attorney (for exam-

ple, might not know what an attorney is or does) and therefore be

unable to “intelligently” decide to claim or waive the right.>8
Despite some uncertainty surrounding the “knowing and intelligent”
requirements of the Miranda inquiry, the Court seemed to evaluate
voluntariness of waivers the way it had historically evaluated the vol-
untariness of confessions—by assessing whether the suspect’s deci-
sion to waive the right to silence was made freely and deliberately or
whether it was a result of the suspect’s will being overborne.>®

D. Determining Voluntariness of Juvenile Confessions

The Supreme Court first expressed its concern for the protection
of juveniles during custodial interrogation in 1948 in Haley v. Ohio;
there, the Court reversed the conviction of a fifteen-year-old “lad of
tender years” who had been denied access to counsel, interrogated by
police without interruption for five hours, and eventually confessed to
murder.®®© The reversal was based on “undisputed evidence sug-
gest[ing] that force or coercion was used to exact the confession.”®!

The Court also found that the conditions of Haley’s interrogation
would give it “pause for careful inquiry if a mature man were in-
volved.”®2 Beginning shortly after midnight, the police questioned

57. Moran v. Burbine, 475 U.S. 412, 421 (1986) (citing Fare v. Michael C., 442
U.S. 707, 725 (1979)).

58. THomAs Grisso, EVALUATING COMPETENCIES: FORENSIC ASSESSMENTS AND IN-
STRUMENTS 152 (2d ed. 2003).

59. Custodial Interrogations, 46 Geo. L.J. ANN. REv. Crim. Proc. 216, 241-49
(2017).

60. Haley v. Ohio, 332 U.S. 596, 598-601 (1948).

61. Id. at 599.

62. Id. at 599-600.
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Haley until about five in the morning; five or six officers questioned
him in relays of one or two each. During this time, no friend or coun-
sel was present. At around five a.m., after being shown alleged confes-
sions of the other boys involved in the incident, Haley confessed. The
police typed the confession using a question-and-answer format.
Haley was never advised of his right to counsel. The Court explicitly
noted that when “a mere child—an easy victim of the law—is before
us, special care in scrutinizing the record must be used,”®3 and de-
clared that “neither man nor child can be allowed to stand condemned
by methods which flout constitutional requirements of due process of
law.”64 Although the State argued that Haley had signed a written con-
fession that began with a statement explaining his constitutional rights
and acknowledging that he wished to waive those rights, the Court
refused to “indulge th[e] assumptions” that a child his age, “without
aid of counsel, would have a full appreciation” of what those rights
entailed or “freedom of choice” under the circumstances.®

The Supreme Court reiterated the need for “special caution” in
analyzing juvenile waivers in Gallegos v. Colorado,®® in which the
Court reversed the conviction of a fourteen-year-old boy who was
held in detention for five days and interrogated by police while de-
prived of contact with his mother, lawyer, or any “other friendly
adult.”¢” Justice Douglas, writing for the majority, recognized that the
young man

[W]ould have no way of knowing what the consequences of his

confession were without advice as to his rights—from someone

concerned with securing him those rights—and without the aid of

more mature judgment as to the steps he should take in the predica-

ment in which he found himself.58

The Court determined that Gallegos’s statement was involuntary
based on the totality of circumstances in relation to the constitutional
mandate of due process and protection against compelled self-incrimi-
nation—two legal conclusions that require close scrutiny of case-spe-
cific facts.®® Here, the Court considered “[t]he youth of the petitioner,
the long detention, the failure to send for his parents, the failure imme-

63. Id. at 599.

64. Id. at 601.

65. Id.

66. 370 U.S. 49 (1962).
67. Id. at 50.

68. Id. at 54.

69. Id. at 52.
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diately to bring him before the judge of the Juvenile Court, [and] the
failure to see to it that he had the advice of a lawyer or a friend.””?

In 1967, the Supreme Court decided In re Gault,”! which ex-
tended both the Sixth Amendment right to counsel’? and the Fifth
Amendment privilege against self-incrimination to juveniles.”> The
Court explicitly recognized that “special problems may arise with re-
spect to waiver of the privilege by or on behalf of children,” and that
those who administered the privilege to children may need to employ
“some differences in technique . . . depending upon the age of the
child and the presence and competence of parents.”’# Following
Gault, challenges to juvenile confessions relied more on Miranda and
less on the due process involuntariness grounds underpinning Haley
and Gallegos.”

Notably, the Court ignored its concern about youths’ vulnerabil-
ity when it decided Fare v. Michael C., the first Supreme Court opin-
ion to specifically address juveniles’ waiver of Miranda rights.’® In
Michael C., the Court held that a seventeen-year-old suspect’s request
to see his probation officer did not constitute a request for counsel,
regardless of his age, and that the same totality of the circumstances
standard used in adult court was “adequate to determine whether there
has been waiver even where interrogation of juveniles is involved.”””
In doing so, the Court explicitly rejected the notion that children de-
served special protections during interrogation, despite developmental
and psychological differences; rather, to be valid, a waiver must be
made knowingly, intelligently and voluntarily under the totality of the
circumstances.”® Although the Court encouraged lower courts to ana-
lyze “the juvenile’s age, experience, education, background, and intel-
ligence, and . . . whether he has the capacity to understand the
warnings given to him, the nature of his Fifth Amendment rights, and
the consequences of waiving those rights,” it nevertheless expected

70. Id. at 55.

71. 387 U.S. 1 (1967).

72. Id. at 41. The Court in In re Gault held that the Due Process Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment requires that the child and his parents be notified “of the
child’s right to be represented by counsel retained by them, or if they are unable to
afford counsel, that counsel will be appointed to represent the child.” Id.

73. Id. at 55.

74. Id.

75. See Guggenheim & Hertz, supra note 45, at 131-33 (discussing defense attor-
neys moving away from due process based claims, instead relying on Miranda-based
claims).

76. Fare v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707 (1979).

77. Id. at 724-25.

78. Id. at 725.
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such a juvenile to invoke his right to silence or counsel clearly and
unambiguously.”®

The Court did not revisit the importance of a child’s age in the
Miranda analysis again until more than thirty years later in J.D.B. v.
North Carolina, where it held for the first time that a child’s age is
relevant to the analysis of whether an individual is in police custody
and, therefore, entitled to Miranda warnings.®° The Court recognized
that “a child’s age is far more than a chronological fact,” as it “gener-
ates commonsense conclusions about behavior and perception.”3! Not-
ing that it had drawn these conclusions time and again, the Court
reiterated that children are “generally less mature and responsible than
adults” and “characteristically lack the capacity to exercise mature
judgment and possess only an incomplete ability to understand the
world around them.”3? The Court went on to note that legal disqualifi-
cations placed on children as a class exhibited “the settled understand-
ing that the differentiating characteristics of youth are universal.”83
The Court recognized that “‘[o]ur history is replete with laws and ju-
dicial recognition’ that children cannot be viewed simply as miniature
adults;” provided either that the officer knew how old the child was at
the time of the interview or that a reasonable officer would have ob-
served the child’s age, including age in the custody analysis is
necessary.?4

The Court noted that “a reasonable child subjected to police in-
terrogation will sometimes feel pressured to submit when a reasonable
adult would feel free to go” and that courts could “account for that
reality” without eroding the objective nature of the custody analysis.3>
J.D.B. was a positive step in recognizing the unique characteristics of
childhood. However, the decision did not establish a different standard
for juvenile waivers, leaving youth suspects vulnerable to the same
Miranda waiver dangers they faced prior to J.D.B.—heightened risk
of waiving the rights to silence and counsel without fulfilling the
knowing, intelligent, and voluntary requirements.

79. Id.

80. See generally J.D.B. v. North Carolina, 564 U.S. 261 (2011).
81. Id. at 272.

82. Id. at 273.

83. Id.

84. Id. at 274.

85. Id. at 272.
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1I.
THE ADOLESCENT BRAIN AND BEHAVIOR: ASSOCIATIONS
WITH MIRANDA WAIVER CAPACITIES

In a series of decisions since 2005, the Supreme Court recognized
that there are substantial developmental differences between youth
and adults® and that those structural and functional differences be-
tween adolescent and adult brains impact adolescent behavior.8” Find-
ing certain sentencing practices unconstitutional as applied to
juveniles,®8 the Court established a link between these scientific find-
ings and the scope of Eighth Amendment protections for juveniles.
The Court indicated that the scientifically-established differences be-
tween adolescent and adult decision making simply reflect what “any
parent knows”’8°—that adolescents’ incomplete neurological develop-
ment is inextricably linked with youth behavior.?° In particular, the
Court has recognized three significant differences between adults and
children:

First, children have a “lack of maturity and an undeveloped sense

of responsibility,” leading to recklessness, impulsivity, and heed-

less risk-taking. Second, children “are more vulnerable . . . to nega-

tive influences and outside pressures[ ]”. . . And third, a child’s

character is not as “well formed” as an adult’s; his traits are “less

fixed” and his actions less likely to be “evidence of irretrievable
depravity.”!

86. See Montgomery v. Louisiana, 136 S. Ct. 718, 733 (2016); Miller v. Alabama,
567 U.S. 460, 471-72 (2012); Graham v. Florida, 560 U.S. 48, 68 (2010); Roper v.
Simmons, 543 U.S. 551, 569 (2005); see also Laurence Steinberg, The Influence of
Neuroscience on US Supreme Court Decisions About Adolescents’ Criminal Culpabil-
ity, 14 NATURE REVIEWS NEUROSCIENCE 513, 513 (2013) [hereinafter Steinberg, The
Influence of Neuroscience].

87. See generally Richard J. Bonnie & Elizabeth S. Scott, The Teenage Brain: Ado-
lescent Brain Research and the Law, 22 CURRENT DirRecTiONS PsycHoL. Sci. 158
(2013).

88. Miller, 567 U.S. at 465 (holding that mandatorily sentencing juveniles to life
without parole violates the Eighth Amendment); Graham, 560 U.S. at 74 (holding that
the Eighth Amendment prohibits the imposition of life without parole sentences for
juvenile non-homicide offenders and that states must provide a meaningful opportu-
nity to obtain release to such offenders currently sentenced to life without parole);
Roper, 543 U.S. at 570-71 (holding that the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments pro-
hibit sentencing juveniles to the death penalty).

89. Miller, 567 U.S. at 471 (quoting Roper, 543 U.S. at 569).

90. Id. at 472 n.5 (“[A]dolescent brains are not yet fully mature in regions and
systems related to higher-order executive functions such as impulse control, planning
ahead, and risk avoidance.”).

91. Montgomery, 136 S. Ct. at 733 (2016) (citations omitted) (quoting Roper, 543
U.S. at 569-70).
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In line with the Court’s recognition, neuroscience researchers have
consistently found that adolescents, as a group, make decisions in
ways that differ from adults and that those distinctions are at least
partially attributable to developmental differences in a variety of brain
regions.”? As we discuss below, these developmental differences im-
pact adolescents’ capacities to understand their Miranda rights, to ap-
preciate the consequences of waiving those rights, and to make
reasoned, independent decisions about waiving the rights to silence
and counsel.

A. The Links Between Adolescent Brain Development
and Behavior

An interplay between the brain regions responsible for cognitive
and emotional processes contributes to child and adolescent function-
ing and behavior.”3 Cognitive and emotional development occur at
different rates and have different patterns of development.®* This sec-
tion will discuss each in turn before reviewing their combined effects
on adolescent functioning.

1. Development of Brain Regions Implicated in Cognitive
Functioning

Throughout later childhood and early adolescence, the brain un-
dergoes several substantial changes. The human brain contains
roughly 100 billion neurons that communicate with one another by
sending electrical impulses across synapses, the space between neu-
rons.”> Throughout childhood, the number of synapses greatly in-

92. Laurence Steinberg, A Social Neuroscience Perspective on Adolescent Risk-
Taking, 28 DEVELOPMENTAL REv. 78, 83-92 (2008) [hereinafter Steinberg, Adoles-
cent Risk-Taking].

93. Laurence Steinberg, Adolescent Development and Juvenile Justice, 5 ANN.
Rev. CLiNicaL PsychHoLr. 459, 465-71 (2009) [hereinafter Steinberg, Adolescent
Development].

94. Id. at 466. Additionally, “[y]ouths acquire cognitive and emotional skills—as
well as the ability to successfully integrate thoughts and feelings into behavioral deci-
sion making—at uneven rates, such that some fifteen-year-olds appear to behave more
like children and other fifteen-year-olds appear to behave more like adults.” Naomi E.
S. Goldstein et al., “You’re on the Right Track!” Using Graduated Response Systems
to Address Immaturity of Judgment and Enhance Youths’ Capacities to Successfully
Complete Probation, 88 TEmpLE L. Rev. 803, 809—10 (2016). Accordingly, this sec-
tion reviews typical development for children and adolescents, which may differ from
the developmental timeline of an individual youth. /d.

95. Sarah-Jayne Blakemore & Suparna Choudhury, Development of the Adolescent
Brain: Implications for Executive Function and Cognition, 47 J. CHILD PsycHoL. &
Psychiatry 296, 297 (2006). Each neuron, at its peak, may have thousands of
synapses. Laurence Steinberg, Demystifying the Adolescent Brain, 68 Epuc. LEADER-
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creases, with the volume of cell bodies and synapses increasing
through adolescence in some brain regions.”® However, beginning in
childhood and continuing into early to mid-adolescence, the number
of synapses begins to decrease through a process known as synaptic
pruning.®” Synaptic pruning occurs at different ages within different
brain regions and involves a maturation of neural networks in which
unused or inefficient connections are eliminated and more meaningful
connections are reinforced.®® This process is partially responsible for
major improvements in basic cognitive abilities, including information
processing and processing speed, and in logical reasoning.®® As synap-
tic pruning occurs within a given region, the functions of that region
generally become more efficient.!0

Beginning prenatally, the brain also undergoes a process called
myelination in which nerve fibers become sheathed in myelin, a fatty
substance that coats the portions of a neuron extending towards other
neurons and terminating in a synapse (known as axons).'°! Myelin
“acts like plastic insulation around an electrical wire,”!°? increasing
the speed with which signals between neurons travel by as much as
one hundred times.!°3 Myelination continues throughout adolescence
and into adulthood, moving from brain region to brain region and re-
sulting in “faster and more efficient sharing of information within”
brain regions “as well as smooth communication between” regions.!4

Together, synaptic pruning and myelination contribute to im-
provements in many cognitive skills across childhood and adoles-
cence. Generally, through age sixteen, the abilities of children and
adolescents to complete many cognitive tasks improve and, “[a]s a

sHIP 42, 44 (2011) [hereinafter Steinberg, Adolescent Brain]. Neuronal cell bodies
and synapses, collectively, are referred to as “grey matter.”

96. Fergus I. M. Craik & Ellen Bialystok, Cognition Through the Lifespan: Mecha-
nisms of Change, 10 CogNrTive Scr. 131, 132 (2006).

97. Blakemore & Choudhury, supra note 95, at 300.

98. Deanna Kuhn, Do Cognitive Changes Accompany Developments in the Adoles-
cent Brain?, 1 PErsp. oN PsycHoL. Scr. 59, 65 (2011).

99. See Terry A. Maroney, The Once and Future Juvenile Brain, in CHOOSING THE
FuTURE FOR AMERICAN JUVENILE JUSTICE 189, 193 (Franklin E. Zimring & David S.
Tanenhaus eds., 2014).

100. Sarah-Jayne Blakemore, Imaging Brain Development: The Adolescent Brain,
61 NeurommMaGE 397, 403 (2012).

101. Steinberg, Adolescent Risk-Taking, supra note 92, at 94. The portion of the
brain made up of myelinated axons is frequently referred to as “white matter” because
of myelin’s white color.

102. Steinberg, Adolescent Brain, supra note 95, at 45.

103. Blakemore & Choudhury, supra note 95, at 296.

104. Tomas Paus, Mapping Brain Maturation and Cognitive Development during
Adolescence, 9 TRENDs CoGNITIVE Sc1. 60, 62 (2005).
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result of these gains, individuals become more capable of abstract,
multidimensional, deliberative, and hypothetical thinking as they de-
velop from late childhood into middle adolescence.”!%> By the age of
sixteen, many youths’ information processing and logical reasoning
performance match those of adults!°®>—provided those youth are oper-
ating within conditions or contexts that support their optimal
functioning.!%”

Although general cognitive skills improve greatly by mid-adoles-
cence, the development of some important cognitive functions lags
behind. Different parts of the brain mature at different rates; myelina-
tion and pruning start at the back of the brain and move toward the
front.!%% Areas implicated in more basic functions such as sensory in-
formation processing develop first, and brain regions implicated in
more “top-down” control such as impulse control and planning ahead
mature towards the completion of neurological development.'%® Both
synaptic pruning and myelination occur relatively late in the prefrontal
cortex, the area associated with executive functioning.!'® Executive
function “refers to the deliberate, top-down neurocognitive processes
involved in the conscious, goal-directed control of thought, action, and
emotion—processes that include cognitive flexibility, inhibitory con-
trol, and working memory.”!!! Synaptic pruning in the prefrontal cor-
tex and other cognitive control regions occurs in middle adolescence,
and myelination in those regions extends into adulthood, resulting in
increased gains in complex cognitive functioning, including decision
making, through later adolescence and early adulthood, into the twen-
ties.!12 The creation of “[m]ore efficient neural connections within the
prefrontal cortex” is critical for the development of “higher-order cog-
nitive functions [that are] regulated by multiple prefrontal areas work-
ing in concert . . . such as planning ahead, weighing risks and rewards,

105. Elizabeth Cauffman & Laurence Steinberg, Emerging Findings from Research
on Adolescent Development and Juvenile Justice, 7 Victims & OFFENDERS 428, 433
(2012).

106. Steinberg, Adolescent Development, supra note 93, at 466—67. This includes
increased abilities in “abstract, multidimensional, deliberative, and hypothetical think-
ing.” Id.

107. See infra notes 135-142 and accompanying text (discussing “hot” and “cold”
contexts).

108. Maroney, supra note 99, at 193.

109. Id.

110. Blakemore & Choudhury, supra note 95, at 297.

111. Phillip David Zelazo & Stephanie M. Carlson, Hot and Cool Executive Func-
tion in Childhood and Adolescence: Development and Plasticity, 6 CHILD DEv.
Persp. 354, 354 (2012).

112. Cauffman & Steinberg, supra note 105.
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and making complicated decisions.”!!3 Compared to the brain of a
young teenager, the brain of a young adult displays a much more ex-
tensive network of myelinated tracts connecting brain regions,!!* and
evidence shows that adolescents become better at completing tasks
that require self-regulation and management of processing as they
age.!15

2. Development of Brain Regions Implicated in Emotions

At the same time as a child’s brain undergoes changes in cogni-
tive control regions, emotion control regions also undergo substantial
changes. Two primary developments in the emotion centers of the
brain involve changes in dopaminergic pathways and in the function-
ing of brain structures in the limbic system.!!® Beginning in late child-
hood, levels of dopamine—a neurotransmitter implicated in emotional
responses and processing of both pleasure and pain—increase in the
limbic system and the prefrontal region,!!” and the concentration of
dopamine receptors changes, leading to an imbalance in dopamine re-
ceptors between cognitive control regions and emotional processing
regions.!!'® These changes in the dopaminergic system lead to risk-
seeking behaviors that rapidly stimulate the release of large quantities
of the behavior-reinforcing chemical in the brain.!®

Synaptic pruning of the limbic system also begins in late child-
hood and facilitates functioning in the brain regions responsible for
emotion and motivation.!?% Limbic system activity is especially nota-
ble during tasks involving reward processing!?! and peaks during ado-

113. Laurence Steinberg, The Science of Adolescent Brain Development and Its Im-
plication for Adolescent Rights and Responsibilities, in HUmAN RIGHTS AND ADOLES-
CENCE 59, 64 (Jacqueline Bhabha ed., 2014).

114. Id.

115. Kuhn, supra note 98, at 60—61.

116. Mariam Arain et al., Maturation of the Adolescent Brain, 9 NEUROPSYCHIATRIC
Disease & TREATMENT 449, 450 (2013). The limbic system is located deep within the
brain and includes a variety of structures—including the amygdala, hippocampus, hy-
pothalamus, and ventral striatum—that function in concert with each other to regulate
emotion and motivation. Id. at 453.

117. See Dustin Wahlstrom et al., Developmental Changes in Dopamine Neurotrans-
mission in Adolescence: Behavioral Implications and Issues in Assessment, 72 BRAIN
CognNiTioN 146, 151-57 (2010).

118. Steinberg, Adolescent Risk-Taking, supra note 92, at 84.

119. Wahlstrom et al., supra note 117, at 151-57.

120. Leah H. Somerville et al., A Time of Change: Behavioral and Neural Correlates
of Adolescent Sensitivity to Appetitive and Aversive Environmental Cues, 72 BRAIN
Coanrtion 124, 127 (2010).

121. Id. at 127-29.
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lescence and early adulthood.!'?> However, white matter tracts
connecting the limbic system with prefrontal regions are not yet fully
developed during adolescence; consequently, the less developed cog-
nitive control regions of the prefrontal cortex do not quickly and easily
regulate the emotional responses produced by the limbic system.!?3
This results in the limbic system exerting a stronger influence on
youth behavior than on adult behavior.!?#

As a result of the greater availability of dopamine and the in-
creased activity of the limbic system, adolescents are much more emo-
tionally reactive than either children or adults and are primed to make
decisions based on emotional salience and to engage in reward-seek-
ing behaviors.!?> As will be described below, although adolescents
often can accurately assess the objective risks of a given behavior,
particularly when they remain calm and unemotional, most youth
continue to struggle with this cognitively based risk analysis and sub-
sequent decision making when they are in emotionally charged
situations.!2¢

3. Interplay Between the Cognitive Control and Emotion
Regulation Systems

Taken together, the current prevailing view of adolescent deci-
sion making is that these two separate neural systems, the cognitive
control system and the emotion regulation system, mature at different
rates during childhood and adolescence.!?” This contributes to adoles-
cent immaturity in decision-making capacities.!?® The cognitive con-
trol system develops slowly and linearly, with development of these
regions continuing into the third decade of life.!?° The result is that
adolescents are not able to efficiently and optimally utilize these cog-
nitive control regions, the function of which is improved through
greater connectivity and communication with other brain regions dur-
ing the maturation into adulthood.!3° In contrast, the reward system, or

122. Wahlstrom et al., supra note 117, at 148.

123. Steinberg, Recent Decisions, supra note 86, at 516.

124. Somerville et al., supra note 120, at 130-31.

125. Steinberg, Adolescent Development, supra note 93, at 466.

126. Sarah-Jayne Blakemore & Trevor W. Robbins, Decision-Making in the Adoles-
cent Brain, 15 NATURE NEUROSCIENCE 1184, 1186 (2012).

127. See generally Dustin Albert & Laurence Steinberg, Judgment and Decision
Making in Adolescence, 21 J. REs. ADoLESCENCE 211 (2011); see also Steinberg,
Adolescent Development, supra note 93, at 464—65.

128. Id.

129. Id. at 219; Blakemore & Robbins, supra note 126, at 1184; Steinberg, Adoles-
cent Development, supra note 93, at 465-67.

130. See Steinberg, Adolescent Risk-Taking, supra note 92.
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socioemotional system, develops more rapidly,'3! plateauing by mid-
adolescence.!32 As a result, adolescents are generally overly respon-
sive to reward because executive functioning and cognitive control
regions are not sufficiently developed to inhibit the rapidly developing
reward system.!33 Additionally, with pathways between cognitive con-
trol regions and the socioemotional system relatively underdeveloped,
youth are less able to inhibit impulses; self-control increases gradually
throughout adolescence and into young adulthood as cognitive control
regions exert greater influence on behavior.!34

Importantly, researchers and scholars have determined that deci-
sion-making processes for both children and adults differ based on the
situation, distinguishing between decision making in “cold” and “hot”
contexts.!3> Cold contexts are non-emotional situations, whereas hot
contexts are emotionally arousing situations.!3¢ Cold, low-arousal
contexts maximize individuals’ abilities to carefully consider pos-
sibilities and consequences and make deliberate, well-reasoned
choices;!'37 in cold contexts, adolescent decision making approximates
that of an adult.!3® By contrast, in hot, high-arousal contexts, adoles-
cents have difficulty relying on objective information to make rational
decisions.!3? As a result, in hot contexts, adolescents are more prone
to act emotionally and impulsively, without the controlled influence of
a formal decision-making process.!4® When emotionally aroused, ado-

131. Steinberg, Adolescent Development, supra note 93, at 465-67.

132. Somerville et al., supra note 120, at 126-27.

133. Linda Van Leijenhorst et al., Adolescent Risky Decision-Making: Neurocogni-
tive Development of Reward and Control Regions, 51 NEUROIMAGE 345, 353-54
(2010).

134. Somerville et al., supra note 120, at 129-31.

135. See Albert & Steinberg, supra note 127, at 212 (noting the “wide-spread adop-
tion of “dual-process models of cognitive development” which describe separate
“cold” and “hot” systems of information processing).

136. Id.; Blakemore & Robbins, supra note 126, at 1185.

137. See Arain et al., supra note 116, at 455 (noting that adolescents “tend to make
better decisions” in cold cognition); Blakemore & Robbins, supra note 126, at 1186
(noting that adolescents exhibited “sub-optimal decision-making” in hold, but not
cold, contexts).

138. See Blakemore & Robbins, supra note 126, at 1186—87 (explaining that “in
‘cold’ tasks . . . risk-taking is either similar in adolescents and adults or there is a
reduction with age).

139. See id. at 1186 (“[A]lthough judgments about probability and value seem to be
mature by mid-adolescence, the use of this information to guide decisions in ‘hot’
contexts, characterized by high emotion or arousal, is still developing.” (footnotes
omitted)).

140. See Arain et al., supra note 116, at 455 (noting that in hot contexts, teens are
“thinking under conditions of high arousal and intense emotion” resulting in poorer
decisions); id. at 1187 (noting that “adolescents are more likely than children and
adults to make risky decisions in emotionally ‘hot’ contexts”).
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lescents discount the potential for negative consequences and weigh
the potential for reward more heavily than adults do, impacting their
decision-making abilities.'#! Additionally, adolescents experience
some situations as hot contexts that adults experience as cold contexts,
such as the presence of peers.'#?> This means that adolescents may
have even greater difficulty with decision making when peers are pre-
sent than when they are not, as adolescent behavior in these subjec-
tively hot situations tends to be driven more by the socioemotional
parts of the brain than by the cognitive and executive controls.

B.  Using Child and Adolescent Development as a Framework for
Understanding Miranda Waiver Capacities

In light of these developmental features of adolescence, making a
knowing, intelligent, and voluntary waiver of Miranda rights requires
capacities most youth in early- and mid-adolescence do not adequately
possess. As researchers have found, with respect to cognitive abilities,

[V]erbal fluency, memory and learning, sustained attention, ab-

stract thinking, and executive abilities . . . are [all] required for

youth to pay attention during the administration of Mi-

randa warnings, to process and retain the warnings, to decipher the

meaning of the warnings, to evaluate the significance and conse-
quences of waiving rights, and to make a final decision about
whether or not to waive the Miranda rights.!43
If youth are unable to function sufficiently in any one of these do-
mains, their ability to provide a valid Miranda waiver will be substan-
tially compromised.

1. Children and Younger Adolescents May Lack the Cognitive
Capacities to Understand Miranda Rights

At the most basic level, a knowing and intelligent Miranda
waiver requires cognitive capacities for information processing,
which—in most youth age sixteen and under—are still developing.!44
For a juvenile to make a reasoned decision about whether to waive

141. See Albert & Steinberg, supra note 127, at 218-19; Blakemore & Robbins,
supra note 126, at 1185-1186.

142. Blakemore & Robbins, supra note 126, at 1188.

143. Naomi E.S. Goldstein et al., Potential Impact of Juvenile Suspects’ Linguistic
Abilities on Miranda Understanding and Appreciation, in THE OxrorD HANDBOOK
oF LANGUAGE AND Law 299, 307 (Lawrence M. Solan & Peter M. Tiersma eds.,
2012) [hereinafter Goldstein et al., Linguistic Abilities] (citations omitted).

144. Cauffman & Steinberg, supra note 105. See infra Section II.C for a review of
research on juvenile understanding of Miranda warnings, which details the ways in
which youth, in particular, struggle to grasp the meaning of their rights.
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Miranda rights, the youth “must have a working memory adequate to
hold [all] components of the [Miranda] warning”—for example, that
you have the right to remain silent, that anything you say can be used
against you, that you have the right to counsel, that if you cannot af-
ford an attorney one will be appointed for you, and that you have the
right to stop answering questions at any time—“in mind while
processing the meaning of the words and concepts they express and
calculating how to answer.”!'4> A youth suspect also “must think
through what questions will be asked, what facts are known or may be
ascertained by the questioner, and why the questioner is interested in
the answers.”146

2. Underdeveloped Abstract Reasoning and Decision-Making Skills
May Compromise Adolescents’ Miranda Comprehension

Beyond basic information processing, an intelligent Miranda
waiver also requires the juvenile suspect to imagine and reason about
what will happen if she waives or invokes rights—that is, if she
chooses to answer questions or remain silent. This requires an under-
standing of both short- and long-term consequences of a waiver and a
deliberative decision-making process—but children and adolescents
have difficulty effectively weighing behavioral options because they
overemphasize the probability of short-term benefits over long-term
consequences and are prone to act impulsively rather than make
thought-out decisions.'#” Once a waiver is provided, these same devel-
opmentally based limitations reduce the abilities of children and ado-
lescents to manage decisions during police questioning, such as
decisions regarding what questions to answer, what information to re-

145. Kenneth J. King, Waiving Childhood Goodbye: How Juvenile Courts Fail to
Protect Children from Unknowing, Unintelligent, and Involuntary Waivers of Mi-
randa Rights, 2006 Wis. L. Rev. 431, 431-432 (2006) (footnotes omitted); see also
id. at 432 n.4 (“To waive Miranda rights, a juvenile must: (1) understand the meaning
of the words and concepts expressed, (2) understand how the warnings relate to the
situation, and (3) use knowledge of the Miranda rights and of how courts function to
make a choice about waiving or invoking the rights.” (citing THomas GRrisso, FOREN-
sic EvaLuaTiON ofF JUVENILEs 50-51 (1998)). “Working memory is ‘the immediately
accessible form of memory in which information is held in mind and manipulated.””
Id. at 432 n.3 (quoting Russell A. Poldrack & Anthony D. Wagner, What Can
Neuroimaging Tell Us About the Mind?, 13 CURRENT DIRECTIONS IN PsycHoL. SciI.
177, 177 (2004)).

146. Id. at 433.

147. See Cauffman & Steinberg, supra note 105, at 433. Many police practices dur-
ing the pre-interrogation and interrogation process capitalize on suspect impulsivity
and limit opportunities for decision making. See infra Section III.A for a discussion of
police approaches to eliciting Miranda waiver. See infra Section II1.B for a discussion
of post-waiver police interrogation tactics with youth.
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veal, to whom they should speak, and whether to invoke the right to
silence or counsel at a later stage in questioning.

3. Stressful Situations—Like Police Questioning—Can Further
Compromise Youth Reasoning About Miranda

In stressful situations, or hot contexts, these hallmarks of child
and adolescent decision making are amplified. “[A]dolescents are
more susceptible to stress than are adults” and, under the stress of
interrogation, “adolescents’ already skewed cost-benefit analyses are
vulnerable to further distortion.”!4® Although older adolescents (i.e.,
late teens) may exhibit better information processing and decision
making than children and younger adolescents, they still “may be less
able to deploy their cognitive capacities as effectively as
adults . . . when decisions are influenced by emotional and social vari-
ables.”!# That is, even if older youth with adult levels of functioning
in some basic cognitive skills provide a waiver based on a factual
understanding of the rights (i.e., a knowing waiver), their developmen-
tally based decision-making deficits in hot contexts may still preclude
such a waiver from being an intelligent waiver. The intelligent re-
quirement demands a more complex appreciation of the consequences
of waiving the rights to silence and counsel and talking with police.
Because contexts involving peers are emotionally charged for adoles-
cents, the decision-making process may be further undermined if peers
are invoked in the interrogation as potential witnesses or fellow sus-
pects—an interrogation tactic recommended by the most widely dis-
seminated approach to police questioning.!>°

4. Children and Adolescents Are Susceptible to Adult Pressure

Children and adolescents are also more suggestible than adults
are; they are more susceptible to having their thoughts, speech, and
behaviors influenced by others.!>! This fact is pertinent to the question
of waiver. Adolescents have “a much stronger tendency . . . to make
choices in compliance with the perceived desires of authority figures”

148. Jessica Owen-Kostelnik et al., Testimony & Interrogation of Minors: Assump-
tions about Maturity and Morality, 61 Am. PsycHoL. 286, 295 (2006).

149. Cauffman & Steinberg, supra note 105, at 434; see also Jodi L. Viljoen &
Ronald Roesch, Competence to Waive Interrogation Rights and Adjudicative Compe-
tence in Adolescent Defendants: Cognitive Development, Attorney Contact, & Psy-
chological Symptoms, 29 Law & Hum. Benav. 723, 738-39 (2005).

150. See generally FReD E. INBAU ET AL., CRIMINAL INTERROGATION AND CONFES-
SIONS 248-49 (5th ed. 2013).

151. Fiona Jack et al., Age-Related Differences in the Free-Recall Accounts of Child,
Adolescent, and Adult Witnesses, 28 AprpLIED CoGNITIVE PsychoL. 30, 30 (2014).
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than do adults.!>? In situations wherein police officers present the
waiver decision as an inconsequential formality or imply that waiver
is in the youth’s best interests, the youth faced with the question may
be ill-equipped to independently grasp the significance of waiving
rights. That youth may also be less able to resist the perceived pres-
sure to submit to the officers’ continued questioning.

“Psychologically coercive strategies that contribute to interroga-
tive suggestibility play on young suspects’ eagerness to please, firm
trust of people in authority, lack of self-confidence, increased desire to
protect friends/relatives and to impress peers, and increased desire to
leave the interrogation sooner.”!33 The Supreme Court acknowledged
this in J.D.B.: “Neither officers nor courts can reasonably evaluate the
[coercive] effect of objective circumstances that, by their nature, are
specific to children without accounting for the age of the child sub-
jected to those circumstances.”!>* Because of this, even youth who
sufficiently understand and appreciate the nature of the Miranda
rights—who can fulfill the knowing and intelligent requirements—
may have deficits in their capacities to validly waive those rights be-
cause of difficulties in resisting outside influences. This susceptibility
has implications for fulfilling the voluntariness requirement of a valid
waiver.

Taken together, various aspects of developmental immaturity en-
danger children and younger adolescents: they are disadvantaged in
comprehending the meaning and significance of the Miranda warn-
ings, reasoning about their rights waiver, and withstanding pressure
from authority figures.

5. Intellectual Disabilities Can Compromise Miranda Waiver
Capacities and Decision Making Among Youth

In Section II.C below, we review in detail the research findings
regarding the relationships between age and intelligence and Miranda
comprehension. In brief, although youth in mid- to late-adolescence
tend to demonstrate better Miranda waiver capacities than younger
youth, comprehension, decision-making skills, and suggestibility can
vary tremendously from individual to individual, with intelligence
playing a critical role during waiver decisions in this developmental

152. Cauffman & Steinberg, supra note 105, at 440.

153. Jessica R. Meyer & N. Dickon Reppucci, Police Practices and Perceptions Re-
garding Juvenile Interrogation and Interrogative Suggestibility, 25 BEnav. Sc1. & L.
757, 764 (2007).

154. 1.D.B. v. North Carolina, 564 U.S 261, 276 (2011).
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period.'>> As such, age by itself may not be a reliable indicator of
cognitive capacities.

Youth—particularly those ages fifteen and sixteen—with lower
intelligence scores tend to demonstrate Miranda waiver capacities
similar to those of younger adolescents.!¢ Given that justice-involved
youth, as a group, score lower on intelligence tests than non-justice-
involved youth,'>? there is an increased probability that suspects in
mid-adolescence are equally impaired in their Miranda waiver capaci-
ties as younger youth. Thus, they are more likely to have difficulties
understanding the basic content of Miranda warnings, applying the
warnings’ significance to their own situations, resisting coercion, and
independently making the Miranda waiver decision.!>® “The bulk of
research supports a strong negative relationship between intelligence
and suggestibility, indicating that less intellectually capable adoles-
cents and adults tend to be more suggestible.”'>* Even among adults,
lower cognitive ability is significantly related to poorer decision-mak-
ing competence,'® and the impact of these cognitive limitations on
Miranda waiver capacities is especially pronounced among youth in
mid-adolescence.!¢!

C. Juveniles’ Miranda Rights Comprehension

Consistent with research on child and adolescent development
and decision making, decades of Miranda waiver research indicate

155. See infra notes 166-171 and accompanying text.

156. Thomas Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities to Waive Miranda Rights: An Empirical
Analysis, 68 CarLir. L. Rev. 1134, 1155 (1980) [hereinafter Grisso, Juveniles’
Capacities].

157. Among detained youth, average 1Q scores have been reported between 78 and
86, lower than the general population average of 100. Thomas Grisso et al., Juveniles’
Competence to Stand Trial: A Comparison of Adolescents’ and Adults’ Capacities as
Trial Defendants, 27 Law & Hum. Benav. 333, 348-50 (2003); Viljoen & Roesch,
supra note 149, at 723.

158. See, e.g., Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities, supra note 156, at 1159-60.

159. Kaitlyn McLachlan et al., Examining the Role of Interrogative Suggestibility in
Miranda Rights Comprehension in Adolescents, 35 Law & Hum. BEHAv. 165, 167
(2011).

160. Wandi Bruine de Bruin et al., Individual Differences in Adult Decision-Making
Competence, 92 J. PERsoNALITY & Soc. PsycHor. 938, 946 (2007).

161. Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities, supra note 156, at 1159-60. Brendan Dassey’s
case illustrates these limitations. At the age of sixteen, Brendan’s basic cognitive
skills, likely, were mostly developed, but “Dassey was a sophomore who received
special education services, and whose 1Q had been measured at various times between
74 and 81, falling fairly far below an average range of intelligence.” Dassey v.
Dittmann, 860 F.3d 933, 939, rev’d, 877 F.3d 297 (7th Cir. 2017) (en banc). Brendan
was also “shy, passive, subdued and dependent—qualities that make one more sus-
ceptible to suggestion.” Id. at 945.
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that youth (particularly children and younger adolescents) do not func-
tion at the same level as adults in navigating the waiver decision. First,
around ninety percent of youth waive their Miranda rights, an alarm-
ing rate by itself but also much higher than the rate for adults.!¢? Sec-
ond, children and adolescents who waive their rights often do so with
poor comprehension of what is at stake.
Children may have many motivations for waiving Miranda:
From childhood on, parents teach their children to tell the truth—a
social duty and a value in itself. The compulsion inherent in the
interrogation room amplifies social pressure to speak when spoken
to and to defer to authority. Justice personnel suggested that
juveniles waived to avoid appearing guilty, to tell their story, or to
minimize responsibility. Some thought they waived because they
did not expect severe sanctions or believed that they could mitigate
negative consequences. Others ascribed waivers to naive trust and
lack of sophistication. Others attributed waivers to a desire to es-
cape the interrogation room—the compulsive pressures Miranda
purported to dispel.!63
The greater suggestibility and deference to authority exhibited by
youth relative to adults may make them more likely to waive their
rights to silence and counsel, regardless of whether they fully compre-
hend the rights they are forfeiting. That very few children and adoles-
cents invoke their Miranda rights underscores the importance of
considering the extent to which youth comprehend their rights before
they should be allowed to waive them.!%4
Nearly forty years ago, researchers began examining adolescents’
decision making, Miranda waiver capacities, and adjudicative compe-
tence to determine whether juveniles possess the cognitive abilities
and judgment needed to exercise their legal rights. In 1980, Dr.
Thomas Grisso published the seminal study on juveniles’ capacities to
waive Miranda rights. He developed a set of four measures designed

162. Barry C. Feld, Behind Closed Doors: What Really Happens When Cops Ques-
tion Kids, 23 CorNELL J.L. & Pus. PoL’y 395, 429 (2013) [hereinafter Feld, Cops
Question Kids]. On average, police interrogators estimate that sixty-eight percent of
adult suspects waive their rights and undergo interrogation. Saul M. Kassin et al.,
Police Interviewing and Interrogation: A Self-Report Survey of Police Practices and
Beliefs, 31 Law & Hum. Benav. 381, 389 (2007).

163. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 429-30.

164. The Supreme Court has held that the prosecution must make the additional
showing that the accused understood the Miranda rights; it is not enough to show only
that the warnings were administered. See Colorado v. Spring, 479 U.S. 564, 573-75
(1987). But because of Supreme Court doctrine requiring an unambiguous invocation,
failing to invoke unambiguously effectively means waiving. See, e.g., Berghuis v.
Thompkins, 560 U.S. 370, 381 (2010).
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to assess understanding of the Miranda warnings and appreciation of
the “function and significance” of the rights in interrogation
situations.!6>

In this study, Grisso found that comprehension of Miranda rights
was related to age, with younger youth demonstrating poorer under-
standing than older youth or adults: 88% of ten- and eleven-year-olds,
73% of twelve-year-olds, 65% of thirteen-year-olds, and 54% of four-
teen-year- olds had inadequate comprehension of at least one Miranda
right.1°¢ For fifteen- and, particularly, sixteen-year-olds, intelligence
quotient (IQ) scores better explained Miranda comprehension; fifteen-
and sixteen-year-olds with lower IQ scores demonstrated Miranda
comprehension similar to younger youth. In contrast, fifteen- and, par-
ticularly, sixteen-year-olds with more average 1Q scores demonstrated
Miranda comprehension that was more similar to adults’.'®” Dr.
Grisso noted, “These findings do not necessarily indicate, however,
that either sixteen-year-olds or the adults understand the warnings well
enough to make an informed decision; they merely indicate that
juveniles under the age of fifteen do not meet an adult level of under-
standing, while sixteen-year-olds [with more average IQ scores] gen-
erally do.”18 Separate from age, intelligence was also related to
Miranda comprehension. Eighty-one percent of juveniles with IQ
scores below 70 demonstrated inadequate comprehension of at least
one right, compared to fifty-eight percent of juveniles with IQ scores

165. Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities, supra note 156, at 1143-49. The first three of the
four measures were designed to assess comprehension of vocabulary and phrases
commonly used in Miranda warnings. The Rights test asked participants to para-
phrase each of the four Miranda warning statements; their responses were then scored
“adequate,” “questionable,” or “inadequate.” Id. at 1144—46. The second measure, the
Vocab test, asked participants to define six words from the Miranda warnings: “con-
sult,” “attorney,” “interrogation,” “appoint,” “entitled,” and “right.” Id. at 1146-47.
As with the Rights test, responses were labeled “adequate,” “questionable,” or “inade-
quate.” For the third measure, the Rights T/F test, a panel created three rewordings of
each of the four statements in Miranda using paraphrased responses provided by
juveniles during the Rights test. During the Rights T/F test, participants were shown a
Miranda warning statement followed by a reworded version of the statement. After
both were read, participants were asked to identify whether the second sentence meant
the same as the first. Id. at 1147. The fourth measure used hypotheticals to assess
whether participants understood how their rights functioned during interrogation sce-
narios. This measure, the Function test, involved the administration of three types of
questions in conjunction with pictorial stimuli measuring understanding of the adver-
sarial nature of police interrogation, the attorney-client relationship, and the right to
silence and its application in interrogations and in the courtroom. Id. at 1148-49.

166. Id. at 1155.

167. Id. at 1157.

168. Id.
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between 81 and 90 and thirty-five percent of juveniles with 1Q scores
over 100.162

Dr. Grisso’s findings have persisted. More recent research con-
firms that younger age, lower intelligence, lower academic achieve-
ment, lower socioeconomic status, and greater interrogative
suggestibility predict poorer Miranda comprehension,'’® with large
numbers of juveniles having inadequate comprehension of at least one
right.!”! Consistent with Dr. Grisso’s findings in 1980, a similar study
of twelve- to nineteen-year-olds three decades later found substantial
deficits in Miranda comprehension, with sixty-nine percent of youth
demonstrating inadequate understanding of at least one Miranda
right.!”2 Another study in 2008 reported that 70% of eleven- to thir-
teen-year-olds, 48% of fourteen- to fifteen-year-olds, and 26% of six-
teen- to seventeen-year-olds demonstrated impaired understanding of
at least one right, compared to 23% of adults.!”3 For those youth who
do not understand the basic meaning of the rights to silence and to
counsel, the ability to appreciate the significance of these rights to
interrogations is even more difficult.

Even many of those youth who have a basic understanding of the
words and phrases used in Miranda warnings still have difficulty ap-
preciating the significance of the warnings and how their rights apply
to interrogation contexts;!”4 youths’ appreciation appears much worse
than that of adults. In fact, approximately ninety-four percent of youth
ages twelve to nineteen demonstrated less than adequate appreciation
of the significance and consequences of waiving their rights.!”> They
had the greatest difficulty understanding the implications of waiving
the right to silence, with ninety-nine percent demonstrating less than

169. Id. at 1155.

170. Naomi E. Sevin Goldstein et al., Juvenile Offenders’ Miranda Rights Compre-
hension and Self-Reported Likelihood of Offering False Confessions, 10 ASSESSMENT
359, 365-66 (2003) [hereinafter Comprehension and False Confessions]; McLachlan
et al., supra note 159, at 170-72; Allison D. Redlich et al., Pre-Adjudicative and
Adjudicative Competence in Juveniles and Young Adults, 21 BEnav. Scr. & L. 393,
400-04 (2003); Jennifer L. Woolard et al., Examining Adolescents’ and their Parents’
Conceptual & Practical Knowledge of Police Interrogation: A Family Dyad Ap-
proach, 37 J. YouTH & ADOLESCENCE 685, 690-94 (2008); Heather Zelle et al.,
Juveniles’ Miranda Comprehension: Understanding, Appreciation, and Totality of
Circumstances Factors, 39 Law & Hum. BEHnav. 281, 287-88 (2015).

171. McLachlan et al., supra note 159, at 170-72.

172. Naomr E. S. GOLDSTEIN ET AL., MIRANDA RiGHTS COMPREHENSION INSTRU-
MENTS (MRCI) 93 (2014).

173. Woolard et al., supra note 170, at 690-94.

174. GOLDSTEIN ET AL., supra note 172, at 93—122.

175. Id. at 104.




32 LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC POLICY [Vol. 21:1

adequate appreciation.'’® For example, youth regularly fail to grasp
that police must stop questioning once Miranda rights are invoked,
that judges do not punish suspects for refusing to talk to police, and
that individuals cannot be forced to talk in court.'”” A majority of
juveniles believe that, even if they stay silent with police, they will be
unable to maintain silence in front of a judge;'”® for those youth, re-
sisting police pressure to talk merely delays the inevitable.
Moreover, youths’ understanding and appreciation of the Mi-
randa rights remain poor, even as Miranda warnings have proliferated
in popular media and culture.
Like adolescents three decades ago, juveniles frequently misunder-
stood that they were entitled to consult with an attorney before in-
terrogation and to have an attorney present during interrogation.
Furthermore, similar percentages of youth mistakenly believed that
lawyers only protect the innocent and that the right to silence can
be revoked at a later date by a judge. The two most commonly
misunderstood vocabulary words at both time points were “interro-
gation” and “consult.” Juveniles understood the former to be analo-
gous with a court hearing, and youth often failed to understand the
advisory purpose of “consultation,” describing it as a simple con-
versation instead.!”®
Even among adults, significant misconceptions about Miranda rights
are common, including beliefs that silence is incriminating and may be
punished by police retaliation, that a waiver must be signed to be
valid, that comments can be made “off the record,” that questioning
can continue until the lawyer arrives, that they will not be able to
consult privately with counsel, and that rights cannot be asserted after
waiver.!89 For younger youth, research has clearly established that
these misconceptions are significantly greater and the tendency to act
without forethought more pronounced.
This problem is even more severe for justice-involved youth,
who tend to demonstrate lower average intelligence and academic
achievement scores than youth in the general population.'8! Such

176. Id. at 103.

177. Redlich et al., supra note 170, at 400-04.

178. 1d.

179. Goldstein et al., Comprehension and False Confessions, supra note 170, at 366.

180. Richard Rogers et al., “Everyone Knows Their Miranda Rights”: Implicit As-
sumptions and Countervailing Evidence, 16 PsycHoL., Pus. PoL’y & L. 300, 307-08
(2010).

181. See generally Amy E. Lansing et al., Cognitive and Academic Functioning of
Juvenile Detainees: Implications for Correctional Populations and Public Health, 20
J. CorrecTIONAL HEALTH CARE 18 (2014); see also supra note 157 and accompany-
ing text.
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youth may be unable to retain the Miranda warnings in working mem-
ory long enough to parse their meanings. Among justice-involved thir-
teen- to seventeen-year-olds, even the most sophisticated and mature
youth were able to recall only fifty percent of Miranda warning con-
tent one minute after the warnings were administered.'8? For youth
with a low or medium level of sophistication and maturity, perform-
ance was even worse, with less than one-third of content retained after
one minute.!83

Notably, research showing the challenges youth face compre-
hending Miranda warnings has been conducted in low-stress, re-
search-based settings—or cold contexts. In sharp contrast,
interrogations are inherently high-stress, hot contexts.!®* Accordingly,
research on Miranda comprehension likely overestimates the abilities
of children and adolescents to fully understand their rights during in-
terrogation. In his 1980 study, Dr. Grisso cautioned,

[T]he studies only addressed juveniles’ comprehension of the Mi-

randa rights and perception of their significance. They did not

measure juveniles’ abilities during actual interrogation proceedings,

nor did they test juveniles’ capacities to withstand intimidating po-

lice questioning. Given the emotionally charged circumstances that

older juveniles actually face, courts must, at the least, continue to

heed Gault’s admonition that their waivers receive special

consideration.!8>
Even among adults, the stress of accusation and interrogation signifi-
cantly reduces Miranda comprehension.!'3¢ Scientific findings on ado-
lescent development suggest this compromising effect would be
substantially heightened for juvenile suspects.

Even for youth who are able to more effectively manage the
stress of interrogation, the warnings themselves may be written above
the level that youth can comprehend. Miranda warnings vary substan-

182. Richard Rogers et al., Mired in Miranda Misconceptions: A Study of Legally

Involved Juveniles at Different Levels of Psychosocial Maturity, 32 BEHAV. ScI. & L.
104, 111 (2014). Sophistication and maturity are components of psychosocial matur-
ity, which were measured in this study using standardized research assessment tools.
Id.

183. Id.

184. See Donna M. Bishop & Hillary B. Farber, Joining the Legal Significance of
Adolescent Developmental Capacities with the Legal Rights Provided by In re Gault,
60 RutGeRrs L. REv. 125, 162-63 (2007) (noting that research studies do not have the
same emotional stresses and situational constraints as an arrest); see also supra notes
135-41 and accompanying text.

185. Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities, supra note 156, at 1165.

186. See Kyle C. Scherr & Stephanie Madon, You Have the Right to Understand:
The Deleterious Effect of Stress on Suspects’ Ability to Comprehend Miranda, 36 Law
& Hum. Benav. 275, 278-79 (2012).
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tially in complexity, and warnings in some jurisdictions are written at
a post-graduate reading level.!87 The complexity of the warnings may
leave youth, particularly younger youth, those with lower IQ scores, or
those with low academic achievement, unable to understand the mean-
ing of each warning.'8® In Duckworth v. Eagan, the Supreme Court
rejected the idea that Miranda warnings had to be delivered according
to a strict verbal formula and stated that as long as a warning con-
veyed the substance of the rights, it was valid.!8® Researchers have
reported many versions of Miranda warnings: one survey of 560 Mi-
randa warnings reported 532 unique wordings, and a second survey of
385 warnings reported 356 unique wordings.!© Consequently, ex-
isting research findings on juvenile Miranda comprehension may sub-
stantially overestimate youths’ comprehension in jurisdictions with
more complex warnings, as the research was conducted using stan-
dardized versions of Miranda warnings written at lower grade levels.

Furthermore, “[e]ven if a juvenile suspect can decipher the lan-
guage of a very simplified warning, the suspect may be unable to com-
prehend the basic meaning of the rights or the significance of waiving
them due to developmental immaturity.”!°! True understanding of the
warnings requires a complex interplay of many skills. Youth—partic-
ularly those ages fourteen and under and those ages sixteen and under
with lower 1Q scores—demonstrate troubling levels of Miranda com-
prehension even with simplified warnings in cold contexts that mini-
mize emotionality and allow for maximal use of cognitive skills. Their
comprehension of the rights to silence and counsel are even more con-
cerning in the hot context of a stressful interrogation, during which

187. See Richard Rogers et al., An Analysis of Miranda Warnings and Waivers:
Comprehension and Coverage, 31 Law & Hum. BEnav. 177, 182-86 (2007) (report-
ing warnings range from a 2.8 grade reading level to a post-graduate reading level);
Rachel Kahn, Patricia A. Zapf & Virginia G. Cooper, Readability of Miranda Warn-
ings and Waivers: Implications for Evaluating Miranda Comprehension, 30 Law &
Psycnor. Rev. 119, 132 (2006) (reporting Miranda warnings vary in readability from
a 5.7 grade to a twelfth grade reading level).

188. For a detailed discussion of the impact of linguistic skills on Miranda warning
comprehension for juveniles, see Goldstein et al., Linguistic Abilities, supra note 143.
189. Duckworth v. Eagan, 492 U.S. 195, 202-03 (1989) (“We have never insisted
that Miranda warnings be given in the exact form described in that decision. . . . In
California v. Prysock . . . we stated that ‘the “rigidity” of Miranda [does not] exten[d]
to the precise formulation of the warnings given a criminal defendant,” and that ‘no
talismanic incantation [is] required to satisfy its strictures.”” (alterations in original)
(footnote omitted) (citation omitted) (quoting California v. Prysock, 453 U.S. 355,
359 (1981)).

190. See Barry C. FeLD, Kips, Cors, AND CONFESSIONS: INSIDE THE INTERROGA-
TION Room 72 (2013) [hereinafter FELD, INSIDE THE INTERROGATION Room].

191. Goldstein et al., Linguistic Abilities, supra note 143, at 307.
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complex versions of the warnings may be presented and police can
provide inaccurate and misleading information.

I11.
CURRENT INTERROGATION PRACTICES INCREASE THE Risk
OF INVALID MIRANDA WAIVERS BY YOUTH

Research on youth Miranda waivers and confessions has gener-
ally examined youths’ capacities under ideal circumstances that are
highly unlikely to exist in an interrogation room.'°? In reality, police
often exploit the vulnerabilities of youth by capitalizing on both their
susceptibility to pressure and authority, as well as their difficulties
with abstract thinking and reasoning.

A. Misleading Police Practices when Mirandizing Youth

In Miranda, the Court adopted “a set of prophylactic measures
designed to safeguard the constitutional guarantee against self-incrimi-
nation,” recognizing that the inherently coercive nature of custodial
interrogation “blurs the line between voluntary and involuntary state-
ments.” 1?3 However, “Miranda has had little effect on police behavior
during interrogation.”!4 Police continue to use the same techniques
with juveniles that Miranda criticized decades ago,'°> both prior to
reading Miranda warnings and while youth are deciding whether to
waive their Miranda rights.

“One of Miranda’s root contradictions is that ‘it assumes
that . . . suspects can receive adequate advice and counseling about
their constitutional rights from adversaries who would like nothing
more than to see those rights surrendered.””'°¢ Though Miranda re-
quires police officers to warn suspects of their rights, the main objec-
tive of those same officers is to gain information needed to solve
crimes through interrogation. Because that objective is more difficult
to accomplish if suspects choose to exercise their right to silence, of-
ficers are incentivized to make sure that suspects waive those rights.

192. Bishop & Farber, supra note 184, at 162-63; Grisso, Juvenile’s Capacities,
supra note 158, at 1165. In research contexts, information is presented to youth
clearly; they are not under significant stress; they are given time to think through the
situation in which they find themselves; and they are asked questions that lead them to
think through the meaning of their rights. See Bishop & Farber, supra note 184, at
162-63.

193. J.D.B. v. North Carolina, 564 U.S. 261, 269 (2011) (quoting Dickerson v.
United States, 530 U.S. 428, 435 (2000)).

194. Christopher Slobogin, Toward Taping, 1 Onro St. J. Crim. L. 309, 310 (2003).
195. See generally Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162.

196. Id. at 76.
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Police typically use one or more of the following three tactics to ob-
tain a waiver:

First, the police may deliver the warnings in a neutral manner; sec-

ond, they may de-emphasize the warnings’ significance by deliver-

ing them in a manner that is designed to obscure the adversarial

relationship between the interrogator and the suspect; and, third,

they may deliver the warnings in a way that communicates to the

suspect that waiving his rights will result in some immediate or

future benefit for him.!°7
In the beginning of an interrogation, officers attempt to establish rap-
port and develop a level of comfort with the suspect. This is accom-
plished through asking background questions, engaging in small talk,
and creating the illusion of a non-threatening, non-adversarial encoun-
ter.!°® Once officers have achieved some level of rapport, they strate-
gically embed and blend the delivery of Miranda warnings into the
conversation.!'®® Most often, Miranda warnings are delivered without
preamble and in a seemingly neutral tone.?°° By doing this, police
officers give the impression that they are indifferent to the suspect’s
response and that the warnings are a mere formality that do not merit
the suspect’s concern.??! Another common tactic is referring to the
dissemination of Miranda rights in popular media, thus trivializing the
warnings’ legal significance and lulling the suspect into falsely believ-
ing that cultural exposure to Miranda translates into understanding of
its meaning or consequences.202

The ultimate hope is that “the suspect will not come to see the
Miranda warning and waiver requirements as a crucial transition point
in the questioning or as an opportunity to terminate the interrogation,
but as equivalent to other standard bureaucratic forms that one signs
without reading or giving much thought.”293 Officers treat the sus-
pect’s waiver as a foregone conclusion and often move directly from
reading Miranda warnings into interrogation without explicitly asking
the suspect for a waiver.2%* Officers convince the suspect that they
want to hear his or her side of the story but that they will not be able to

197. Richard A. Leo & Welsh S. White, Adapting to Miranda: Modern Interro-
gators’ Strategies for Dealing with the Obstacles Posed by Miranda, 84 MInN. L.
REv. 397, 432 (1999).

198. FELD, INSIDE THE INTERROGATION ROOM, supra note 190, at 76.

199. Leo & White, supra note 197, at 433.

200. FELD, INSIDE THE INTERROGATION Roowm, supra note 190, at 79.

201. Id.

202. Id. at 81.

203. Leo & White, supra note 197, at 435.

204. Id. at 437.
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do so until the suspect waives the Miranda rights.?%> “When effec-
tively employed, this strategy will often have the effect of totally un-
dermining the Miranda warnings’ effect . . . the suspect becomes so
eager to tell his side of the story that he views the warnings as a need-
less impediment to his goal.”206

As with adults, police officers satisfy the requirements laid out in
Miranda by simply advising juveniles of their rights—they have no
obligation to emphasize the significance of Miranda warnings or to
encourage suspects to invoke their rights.2%7 Although tactics designed
to induce waivers may be considered appropriate when used with
adult suspects, these tactics are much more likely to be coercive when
used with juvenile suspects because of their immaturity and relative
susceptibility to persuasion.?08

A study by Professor Barry Feld analyzing recordings of the ad-
ministration of Miranda warning to youth revealed widespread use of
these same tactics.?%® In roughly half of the juvenile interrogations,
police asked routine booking questions, including demographic and
contact information, prior to informing youth of their Miranda rights,
“to engage in casual conversations, to put youths at ease, and to accus-
tom them to answering questions.”?!0 Many of these officers then
presented the warnings in ways that minimized their significance:

Police conveyed to juveniles the value of talking—*“telling their

story” and “telling the truth”—before they gave a warning. They

characterized it as an administrative formality to complete before

the suspect can talk. They sometimes referred to it as “paperwork”

to emphasize its bureaucratic quality. A waiver form provides a

vehicle to convert Miranda into a bureaucratic exercise. Officers

205. Id. at 435-36.

206. Id. at 436.

207. FeLD, INSIDE THE INTERROGATION Room, supra note 190, at 82 (noting that, in
fact, the police have the contrary motive of discouraging invocations).

208. Id. at 46 (“Immaturity, impulsivity, and sensitivity to social influences heighten
their vulnerability to coercive pressures and compromise their competence to exercise
rights in the interrogation room.”).

209. See generally id.

210. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 425; see also Hayley M. D.
Cleary & Sarah Vidal, Miranda in Actual Juvenile Interrogations: Delivery, Waiver,
and Readability, 41 Crim. JusT. REv. 98, 104 (2016) (reporting that, in forty-three
percent of cases reviewed, police provided Miranda warnings only after booking
questions or a rapport-developing period were completed). But see Pennsylvania v.
Muniz, 496 U.S. 582, 601-02 (1990) (recognizing a “routine booking question” ex-
ception to Miranda and allowing police to ask basic biographical questions before
administering Miranda warnings).
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sometimes preceded the warning with a recital of evidence against

a youth, which created a pressure to waive and explain it.2!!

It should thus be unsurprising that the utilization of these techniques
on a population with underdeveloped cognitive reasoning skills and
increased susceptibility to pressure from authority figures?!? results in
adolescents waiving their Miranda rights at alarmingly high rates.?!3
Pressures that adults may be able to withstand can become insur-
mountable for youth.

These environmental pressures are compounded by youths’ na-
iveté. Many youths have a difficult time understanding that police are
not necessarily on their side. Though juveniles appear to be as aware
of the adversarial nature of interrogation as adults, twenty-nine per-
cent of juveniles attributed friendly or apologetic feelings to the po-
lice, in comparison to twelve percent of adults. This signals that many
youth do not fully grasp that an interrogating officer’s interests may be
adverse to their own.2!4

Questions of mental health add yet another layer of complexity to
the puzzle of justice-involved youth. Research has shown increased
rates of psychopathology among justice-involved youth.?!> This inter-
section of mental health and age was central to a recent ruling by the
United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in Rodriguez v.
McDonald.?'¢ There, the court found a fourteen-year-old’s Miranda
waiver to be invalid based on the tactics police employed.?!” The court

211. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 426.
212. See supra Part II.
213. Le., rates at around ninety percent. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162,
at 429.
214. Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities, supra note 156, at 1158.
215. As many as seventy percent of justice-involved youth have received a diagnosis
of a mental health disorder, compared to between nine and thirteen percent of youth
generally. Emily Haney-Caron et al., Diagnostic Changes to DSM-5: The Potential
Impact on Juvenile Justice, 44 J. AM. Acap. PsycHIATRY & L. 457, 460 (2016).
216. Rodriguez v. McDonald, 872 F.3d 908 (9th Cir. 2017).
217. Id. at 926. The Ninth Circuit specifically found that:

The tactics employed by police in this case further support the conclusion

that Mr. Rodriguez’s confession was not voluntary. The officers sug-

gested to Mr. Rodriguez that cooperation would result in leniency: they

told him they would take “what you tell us” to the district attorney “and

say, hey man, you know what, this guy—we think—he’s—you know,

he’s 14 maybe there was a little bit of influence from the other guys the

older guys, you know, he still—we can still save him he’s not an entirely

bad dude.” Even more explicitly, they suggested that cooperating was the

only way to “save [his] life”: “I mean, that’s it what’s done is done, but

this is like the rest of your life now, this is the difference, you['re] only

14, man. It’s not like you[’re] 18, 19 and you know, you’re 14 years old,

man, you can still save your life. You still have a lifetime.” Further: “You
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wrote: “In the context of the requisite waiver analysis, Mr. Rodri-
guez’s youth is impossible to ignore. Mr. Rodriguez was fourteen
years old at the time of his arrest and interview. As the Supreme Court
has repeatedly recognized, ‘youth are particularly susceptible to pres-
sure from police.”’?!8 The court acknowledged that Mr. Rodriguez
had attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder and a “borderline” IQ of
77, noting the likely impact of these additional impairments: “Like
youth, ‘mental condition is surely relevant to an individual’s suscepti-
bility to police coercion.’ 7219

B. High-Pressure and Coercive Interrogation Tactics

After a youth waives his or her Miranda rights, police use of
psychologically pressuring tactics continues. Police often are trained
to use interrogation techniques designed to break down youths’ defen-
siveness and resistance to confessing.?2?

The most commonly used police interrogation training manual,
featuring the Reid Technique, explains that, for the interrogation of
juveniles, “the same general rules prevail as for adults.”??! During at
least one Reid Technique training session that lasted a total of thirty-
two hours, “[o]nly 10 minutes of instruction were dedicated to youth
and this was to advocate the use of the same strategies with youth as
with adults.”??2 Though the body of research on interrogation tech-
niques used with juveniles is small and only includes information
from a limited number of jurisdictions, police report using interroga-
tion tactics with juveniles that mirror techniques used with adults, and
they report using them at similar rates as with adults.??3> More troub-
ling, some officers report using some techniques more often with

got a chance to set things right, take responsibility for what you did, and

then whatever happens happens but be assured that what we would like to

do is talk to the district attorney tell him that you were cooperative and

being truthful and [accept] the responsibility.”
Id. at 923-24 (alterations in original) (emphasis in original).
218. Id. at 922 (quoting J.D.B. v. North Carolina, 564 U.S. 261, 272-73 (2011)).
219. Id. at 923 (quoting Colorado v. Connelly, 479 U.S. 157, 165 (1986)); cf. United
States v. Garibay, 143 F.3d 534, 538 (9th Cir. 1998) (“A defendant’s mental capacity
directly bears upon the question whether he understood the meaning of his Miranda
rights and the significance of waiving his constitutional rights.”).
220. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 432-40.
221. Frep E. INBAU ET AL., CRIMINAL INTERROGATION AND CONFESSIONS 99 (4th ed.
2001). The Reid Technique is an interrogation technique used by many law enforce-
ment agencies that consists of factual analysis, a behavioral analysis interview, and
the interrogation. Id.; see also Allison D. Redlich, Mental Illness, Police Interroga-
tions, and the Potential for False Confession, 55 Law & PsycHIATRY 19, 20 (2004).
222. Meyer & Reppucci, supra note 153, at 761.
223. Id. at 771.
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juveniles than with adults, including presenting false evidence and dis-
couraging the suspect from making denials.??* Although police of-
ficers are able to accurately identify some of the ways in which youth
are different from adults, they fail to adjust their interrogation ap-
proaches to account for youths’ developmental immaturity and do not
appreciate the myriad ways that youth immaturity may increase youth
susceptibility to suggestive interrogation techniques.??>

As previously noted, in the vast majority of police interrogations
studied, police used maximization strategies, which include con-
fronting the youth with evidence (real or fabricated) of their guilt, ac-
cusing the youth of lying about events that occurred, fixating on
inconsistencies in the youth’s narrative, and stressing how serious the
potential charges against the juvenile could be.??¢ These techniques,
inadvertently or not, play on the susceptibility to pressure and devel-
opmental immaturity that are the hallmarks of childhood and adoles-
cence.??’ Lies regarding the existence of seemingly incontrovertible
evidence of guilt are especially convincing to youth, who are very
susceptible to influence exerted by authority figures and may be reluc-
tant to correct misinformation presented by such figures.??® During
recorded juvenile interrogations, officers in fifty-four percent of cases
confronted youth with evidence against them.??® Although there is no
way to be certain which cases had genuine evidence of guilt, the
study’s author noted that, at the time of the interrogations, laboratory
analyses of DNA, fingerprints, or similar evidence were generally not
yet available; claims of the physical evidence’s strength were thus
more likely to be fabrications or exaggerations.?’¢ Because youth
commonly believe police cannot lie,?3! they may be especially likely
to find fabricated evidence compelling. This is particularly problem-
atic, as false confession studies have demonstrated that informing in-

224. Id.

225. Id. at 775.

226. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 433 (“Maximization strategies
overstate the seriousness of a crime, exaggerate the strength of the evidence, and
emphasize the futility of denials.”); Barry C. Feld, Police Interrogation of Juveniles:
An Empirical Study of Policy and Practice, 97 J. CRim. L. & CriMINOLOGY 219, 222,
261-63 (20006).

227. Owen-Kostelnik et al., supra note 148, at 295.

228. Id.

229. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 434.

230. Id.

231. Woolard et al., supra note 170, at 692. A study of knowledge of police interro-
gation revealed that, although 68% of sixteen- and seventeen-year-olds were aware
that police can lie during interrogation, only 50% of fourteen- and fifteen-year-olds
and 30% of eleven- to thirteen-year-olds realized this. Id.
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dividuals that proof of their guilt exists creates a high risk of
internalized confessions in which individuals (incorrectly) believe in
their own guilt.232

In contrast to maximization techniques, minimization techniques
are designed to express empathy for the suspect. Approaches include
creating a narrative for the suspect that diminishes her moral culpabil-
ity, emphasizing the importance of truthfulness, and appealing to the
suspect’s self-interest or suggesting that the interrogator may be able
to help the suspect.?33 Police are taught “how to provide moral justifi-
cations or excuses (e.g., suggesting that the suspect’s action was spon-
taneous, accidental, provoked, brought on by peer pressure, or drug-
induced) to make confession seem like an expedient means of depar-
ture from the current situation.”?3* These techniques are more likely to
persuade juveniles than adults, as the former may lack the requisite
capacity and savviness to resist subtle pressures exerted through a
minimization narrative:

As adolescents are frequently more susceptible to authority figures,

they may also be more open than adults to the rationale that detec-

tives express through the minimization process. Moreover, adoles-

cents’ truncated future orientation and risk perception/appreciation

could make the departure from the current situation that much more

attractive and the minimized “themes” that much more tempting to

endorse. In the Central Park jogger case, each boy bought into the

“theme” developed by the police by placing his cohorts at center

stage of the crime and minimizing his own involvement; each boy

said afterward that he thought he would go home after

confessing.?3>
Minimization techniques may be used much less frequently than max-
imization techniques. When used, however, they are tailored by police
to be especially persuasive to children and adolescents, creating narra-
tives more likely to be compelling to youth.?3¢ Due to their develop-

232. Kassin et al., supra note 33, at 17.
233. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 436-37; see also Saul M. Kassin
et al., supra note 162, at 389-90.
234. Owen-Kostelnik et al., supra note 148, at 295.
235. Id. The Central Park jogger case was a high-profile case involving the convic-
tion of five teenagers (ages fourteen to sixteen) for the “brutal attack” of a female
jogger in Central Park. During lengthy interrogations, all five teenagers independently
confessed to the crime, were convicted, and served years in prison before being exon-
erated via a confession and DNA evidence linking a convicted rapist and murderer to
the crime. Id. at 286-87.
236. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 438—40. As Feld noted:

Police sometimes suggested that getting mad, losing control, or excite-

ment accounted for youths’ misconduct. Intoxication explains bad behav-

ior and drinking alcohol or using drugs lessened a juvenile’s
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mental immaturity, minimization techniques can overwhelm youth
and result in confessions that, although legally considered voluntary,
may nevertheless be coerced.

C. Risk of Juvenile False Confessions

Once youth waive their Miranda rights, the suggestibility of chil-
dren and adolescents places them at even greater risk of providing
information (however unreliable or misleading) to police.>3” More
than a quarter of youth incarcerated for serious offenses reported hav-
ing given true confessions, and seventeen percent reported having
given false confessions.??® Indeed, three-quarters of juvenile interro-
gations end within fifteen minutes of starting, and over ninety percent
end within thirty minutes,?3° suggesting that children and adolescents
provide confessions readily once Miranda rights are waived. Professor
Feld’s study, which reviewed 227 recorded interrogations of sixteen-
and seventeen-year-olds, found that almost all youth who quickly
waived their rights made self-incriminating statements: seventy-one
percent provided full confessions, and twenty-five percent made some
admission.?#° Even among youth who initially resisted the interroga-
tion, the majority ultimately provided incriminating information: nine
percent confessed, and forty-eight percent made an admission.?*!

Among suspects later proven to have given false confessions,
children and adolescents are grossly overrepresented, as they are “less
equipped to cope with stressful police interrogation and less likely to
possess the psychological resources to resist the pressures of accusato-

responsibility for his behavior. Juveniles are more likely than adults to
commit crimes in groups, and police diffuse responsibility by suggesting
they succumbed to negative peer influences, shifting blame to others. Par-
ents regularly refer to errant children’s behavior as a mistake, and police
regularly described juveniles’ delinquency as a mistake to mitigate re-
sponsibility. Police appealed to juveniles’ self-interest in one-tenth (12%)
of cases. They told them they would feel emotional relief, prosecutors
and judges would view them more favorably, and intimated they might
deal with them more leniently. Officers minimized a youth’s crime by
comparing it with more serious offenses. Even a serious crime—a drive-
by shooting—could have been worse if the shooter had hit the intended
target. The rationale of juvenile courts—treatment rather than punish-
ment—provides a theme with which to minimize seriousness.

Id.

237. Owen-Kostelnik et al., supra note 148, at 291.

238. Lindsay C. Malloy et al., Interrogations, Confessions, and Guilty Pleas Among

Serious Adolescent Offenders, 38 Law & Hum. BEHav. 181, 186 (2014).

239. Feld, Cops Question Kids, supra note 162, at 445.

240. Id. at 441.

241. Id.
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rial police questioning” than adults.?#> Adolescents recognize this vul-
nerability in themselves; approximately one-quarter of youth in a
study reported that they would definitely offer a false confession in
response to at least one commonly used interrogation technique, and
this rate was highest among the youngest adolescents.?*3 In laboratory
studies of false confessions in which participants are falsely accused
of wrongdoing, juveniles age sixteen and under falsely confessed at
higher rates than young adults, and fifteen- and sixteen-year-olds con-
fessed at significantly higher rates when presented with false evidence
of guilt.>** Additionally, suggestive interviewing techniques such as
presenting false evidence, using social pressure, asking leading ques-
tions, and taking advantage of suspect suggestibility may result in cre-
ating false memories of committing a crime, even among adults.?#>
Police interrogators recognize this risk; they estimate that false confes-
sions are elicited from ten percent of innocent suspects.24¢
Juveniles’ immaturity in decision-making capacities likely con-
tributes to their greater likelihood of falsely confessing; youth are gen-
erally less able to accurately balance the seriousness of the charges or
the sufficiency of the evidence against them with the desire to escape
a pressure-filled interrogation.?4” Because a confession makes convic-
tion nearly certain,?*® youth are likely to experience adverse outcomes
from difficulties understanding and appreciating their rights to silence
and counsel before and during questioning. In Dassey v. Dittman,?*° a

242. Legal scholars have analyzed cases of proven false confession and found that
juveniles comprise at least one third of those cases—a disproportionate percentage.
Steven A. Drizin & Richard A. Leo, The Problem of False Confessions in the Post-
DNA World, 82 N.C. L. Rev. 891, 944 (2004); Brandon L. Garrett, Contaminated
Confessions Revisited, 101 Va. L. Rev. 395, 400 (2015).

243. Goldstein et al., Comprehension and False Confessions, supra note 170, at 365.
244. See, e.g., Allison D. Redlich & Gail S. Goodman, Taking Responsibility for an
Act Not Committed: The Influence of Age and Suggestibility, 27 Law & Hum. BEHAV.
141, 148-49 (2003).

245. See generally Julia Shaw & Stephen Porter, Constructing Rich False Memories
of Committing Crime, 26 PsycHoL. Sci. 291 (2015). In one study in which partici-
pants were interviewed using these suggestive techniques, seventy percent of partici-
pants came to remember and report committing an assault or theft—even though they
had actually never done so. Id. at 296.

246. Meyer & Reppucci, supra note 153, at 770-71.

247. Kassin et al., supra note 33, at 19-20.

248. See Saul M. Kassin, Confession Evidence: Commonsense Myths and Miscon-
ceptions, 35 CriM. JusT. & BEHAv. 1309, 1315 (2008).

249. The documentary “Making a Murderer” covered the investigation and subse-
quent prosecution of Dassey for the murder of Theresa Halbach in 2005. See generally
Making a Murderer (Netflix Dec. 18, 2015). Dassey confessed to police in a video-
taped interrogation. The Wisconsin trial court found the confession voluntary and thus
admissible; their findings were affirmed by the Wisconsin Court of Appeals. State v.
Dassey, 827 N.W.2d 928 (Wisc. Ct. App. 2013). In a subsequent federal habeas pro-
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case involving the admissibility of a murder confession made by then
sixteen -year -old Brendan Dassey, the Seventh Circuit addressed this
concern as well:

Dassey quickly learned that “honesty” meant telling the investiga-
tors what it was that they wanted to hear. When they did not like
his answer, they told him things like “Come on Brendan. Be hon-
est. I told you that’s the only thing that’s gonna help ya here;” and
“[w]e don’t get honesty here, I'm your friend right now, but I gotta
believe in you and if I don’t believe in you, I can’t go to bat for
you.” Every time the investigators said “tell us the truth” or “we
know what the truth is,” Dassey altered his story just a bit. As Das-
sey got closer and closer to the answers the investigators were look-
ing for, his statements were rewarded with affirmations like “that
makes sense. Now we believe you,” and in doing so, they cemented
that version of the facts. But when Dassey deviated from the ex-
pected narrative, the investigators either offered no reward, ignored
the comments, steered him away, or let him know that they thought
he was not telling the truth. In short, as the examples clearly
demonstrate, “be honest,” “tell the truth,” and similar pleas became
code for “guess again, that is not what we wanted you to tell us.”
And “now we believe you” and “that makes sense” became code
for “that’s what we want to hear. Stop right there.” Dassey’s reac-
tion to these cues is not unique. Experts on confessions have noted
that “though courts are reluctant to find that police officers have
overwhelmed a child’s will by repeatedly admonishing the child to
‘tell the truth,” many children will eventually hear ‘tell the truth’ as,
‘tell me what I want to hear.”””250

D. Opinions and Recommendations of Professional Organizations

Professional organizations with expertise in policing and child
and adolescent development have increasingly recognized the unique
vulnerabilities of juvenile suspects during interrogations and have
called for policy changes to better protect children’s rights in this con-
text. Professional organizations of psychologists and psychiatrists

ceeding, the Seventh Circuit disagreed. Dassey v. Dittmann, 860 F.3d 933, 982, rev’d,
877 F.3d 297 (7th Cir. 2017) (en banc). The federal appellate court found that, even
though the trial and state appellate courts acknowledged Dassey’s youth and related
characteristics, “it did not do the one thing that the Supreme Court requires[,] which is
to use ‘special caution’ when assessing the voluntariness of juvenile confessions.” Id.
at 947. Although Dassey v. Dittman was reversed by a sharply divided en banc panel
of the Seventh Circuit, the factual description of the case was undisturbed by the
reversal, which rested on the majority’s analysis of the standard of review under the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act. Dassey, 877 F.3d at 301.

250. Dassey, 860 F.3d at 963 (citations omitted) (quoting King, supra note 144, at
472).
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agree that children should not be treated the same as adults when
questioned by police.

The American Psychological Association “recommends that par-
ticularly vulnerable suspect populations, including youth, persons with
developmental disabilities, and persons with mental illness, be pro-
vided special and professional protection during interrogations such as
being accompanied and advised by an attorney or professional advo-
cate.”?>! The American Academy on Child and Adolescent Psychiatry
“believes that juveniles should have an attorney present during ques-
tioning by police or other law enforcement agencies” and that “when
interviewing juvenile suspects, police should use terms and concepts
appropriate to the individual’s developmental level. Any written mate-
rial should also be geared to the person’s grade level and cognitive
capacity. In general, it is not sufficient to simply read or recite infor-
mation to a juvenile.”252

Legal and police organizations have made similar calls for pro-
tections for youth based on their developmental immaturity. The
American Bar Association’s (ABA) Task Force on Youth in the Crim-
inal Justice System found that “[s]tatements made during the course of
custodial interrogation in the absence of counsel and the youth’s par-
ent or parents should be carefully scrutinized, and such interrogation
of a youth who has not yet reached his or her sixteenth birthday should
not take place outside the presence of counsel.”?33 A Federal Bureau
of Investigation bulletin lists youth as one of many characteristics that
make individuals “overly susceptible to police interrogation tech-
niques.”?>* The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP),
a leading association of law enforcement officers, and the U.S. De-
partment of Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention identified juvenile vulnerability to police pressure, not just
during interrogation, but also during Miranda waiver; “[e]ven intelli-
gent children and teenagers often do not fully understand their Mi-
randa rights, which can require a tenth-grade level of

251. Resolution on Interrogations of Criminal Suspects, AM. PsycHoL. Ass’N
(2014), http://www.apa.org/about/policy/interrogations.aspx.

252. Interviewing and Interrogating Juvenile Suspects, AM. Acap. CHILD & Apo-
LESCENT PsycHIATRY (Mar. 7, 2013), https://www.aacap.org/aacap/policy_statements/
2013/Interviewing_and_Interrogating_Juvenile_Suspects.aspx.

253. ROBERT E. SHEPHERD, JR., YOUTH IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM: AN ABA
Task Force ReporT 2 (2002).

254. Michael R. Napier & Susan H. Adams, Criminal Confessions: Overcoming the
Challenges, FEp. BUREAU INVESTIGATION L. ENFORCEMENT BuLL., Nov. 2002, at 9.
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comprehension.”?3> The IACP also published training materials on in-
terviewing and interrogating juveniles, with specific recommendations
for administering Miranda warnings to juveniles given their limita-
tions in comprehension.?>¢

Finally, some police training organizations have begun to recog-
nize the need for special precautions when questioning children or ad-
olescents. Wicklander-Zulawski’s interrogator training materials
provide several requirements for interrogating youth. First, the interro-
gator “must constantly be aware of the unique position of power that
he holds” because “the child learns what is expected and what is posi-
tively reinforced from his interviewer adult.”?>7 Second, coercive
techniques must be avoided with juveniles; juveniles are at risk for
incorporating information provided by investigators into their memo-
ries, thereby contaminating their recollections of what occurred.?>3
Youth are also overly influenced by positive reinforcement and may
acquiesce to officer confrontation.?3® Even John E. Reid & Associates,
Inc., the organization that trademarked the aforementioned Reid tech-
nique and conducts trainings on the interrogation approach, has begun
to recognize that:

Every interrogator must exercise extreme caution and care when

interviewing or interrogating a juvenile or a person who is mentally

or psychologically impaired. Certainly these individuals can and do

commit very serious crimes, but since many false confession cases

involve juveniles and/or individuals with some significant mental

or psychological disabilities, extreme care must be exercised when

255. INT’L Ass’N oF CHIEFS oF PoLICE, REDUCING Risks: AN EXEcUTIVE’Ss GUIDE
TO EFFECTIVE JUVENILE INTERVIEW AND INTERROGATION 7 (2012).
256. Interview and Interrogation of Juveniles, TRAINING KEY (Int’l Ass’n of Chiefs
of Police, Alexandria, Va.), no. 652, 2011, at 1, 3. Specifically, the recommendation
noted that:
When reciting Miranda warnings to a child, the best practice is to read
each warning slowly and one at a time. After each warning, the child
should be asked to explain it in his or her own words. This is the only real
way that an officer can be satisfied that the child has a solid understand-
ing of his rights. It is not sufficient if the child merely repeats the same
words back; in fact, that may indicate that the child is inappropriately
focused on saying things in an effort to please. Further, the same termi-
nology used with a seasoned adult suspect should not carry over to a
juvenile; rather, the following model should be utilized, which uses short
sentences and language understandable to children who can read at the
third-grade levell[.]
Id. at 3.
257. Davip E. ZuLawskl & DoucLas E. WICKLANDER, PRACTICAL ASPECTS OF IN-
TERVIEW AND INTERROGATION 82 (2002).
258. Id. at 81.
259. See id. at 82.
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questioning these individuals and the investigator has to modify
their approach with these individuals. Furthermore, when a juvenile
or person who is mentally or psychologically impaired confesses,
the investigator should exercise extreme diligence in establishing
the accuracy of such a statement through subsequent corroboration.
In these situations it is imperative that the interrogator does not
reveal details of the crime so that they can use the disclosure of
such information by the suspect as verification of the confession’s
authenticity .20

IV.
CURRENT REFORMS FAIL TO ADEQUATELY PROTECT
YoutHs’ MIRANDA RIGHTS

Because of increasing awareness of youth vulnerability during
the interrogation process, jurisdictions have increasingly shown inter-
est in identifying potential solutions to better protect youth. Nonethe-
less, current solutions have proven inadequate to ensure that youths’
waivers of their Miranda rights are knowing, intelligent, and volun-
tary. We examine four approaches here: using specialized juvenile Mi-
randa warnings; requiring the presence of an interested adult in
interrogations; videotaping interrogations; and developing a special
standard for evaluating juvenile waivers.

A. Specialized Juvenile Miranda Warnings

Some jurisdictions have adopted specialized Miranda warnings
for juveniles that utilize terms and language that are purportedly easier
for children and youth to understand. These specialized warnings
themselves vary substantially in complexity. Some juvenile warnings
are twice as long as standard adult versions and require greater reading
ability;?°! indeed, some juvenile-specific warnings are written at a
post-college reading level,2%? likely leaving the vast majority of jus-
tice-involved youth unable to comprehend their meaning. Although a
few states require that officers take certain measures to ensure that

260. Investigator Tips: Making a Murderer: The Reid Technique and Juvenile Inter-
rogations, JouN E. REID & AssociATES, INc. (Jan.—Feb. 2016), http://www.reid.com/
educational_info/r_tips.html?serial=20160101-1; see also Suggested Reading, INTER-
VIEWS & INTERROGATIONS INST., http://www.getconfessions.com/suggested-reading/
(last visited Feb. 10, 2018).

261. See Richard Rogers et al., The Comprehensibility and Content of Juvenile Mi-
randa Warnings, 14 PsycHoL., PuB. PoL’y & L. 63, 72 (2008) (stating that the
Flesch-Kincaid reading levels for juvenile Miranda warnings are approximately one-
half grade more difficult than for general warnings).

262. Id. at 71-75. Juvenile-specific Miranda warnings vary from a 2.2 grade reading
level to a post-college reading level. Id.




48 LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC POLICY [Vol. 21:1

youth truly comprehend Miranda warnings, such as advising juveniles
of their rights using language the child can understand,?¢3 using “de-
velopmentally appropriate language,”?%* or using simplified juvenile
warnings,?%> no states have provided specific guidance as to what ex-
act words or combination of words should be used or how officers are
to determine whether the particular version they are using is actually
understandable to the child or “developmentally appropriate.”
Studies have shown that “specialized vocabulary deficits likely
have widespread effects on one’s ability to interpret and reason with
the complex verbal information contained in the Miranda warn-
ings.”2%6 With the below-grade level reading abilities of most youth in
the justice system,?¢” it has been suggested that juvenile Miranda

263. See, e.g., ALAa. CopE § 12-15-202(a) (2017) (“When a child is taken into cus-
tody, the person taking the child into custody shall inform the child of all of the
following, in language understandable to the child . . . .”); ARk. CoDE. ANN. § 9-27-
317 (2017) (“A law enforcement officer who takes a juvenile into custody for a delin-
quent or criminal offense shall advise the juvenile of his or her Miranda rights in the
juvenile’s own language.”).
264. For example, Nebraska’s statute provides that:
All law enforcement personnel or other governmental officials having
custody of any person under eighteen years of age shall inform the person
in custody, using developmentally appropriate language and without un-
necessary delay, of such person’s right to call or consult an attorney who
is retained by or appointed on behalf of such person or whom the person
may desire to consult and, except when exigent circumstances exist, shall
permit such person to call or consult such attorney without delay.
NEB. Rev. StaT. AnN. § 43-248.01 (LexisNexis 2017).
265. For example, the Supreme Court of New Hampshire noted in State v. Benoit:
[Blecause accused citizens must understand their rights in order to effec-
tuate a valid waiver, the greatest care must be taken to assure that chil-
dren fully understand the substance and significance of their rights. . . .
We recommend therefore the use of the simplified juvenile rights form
set out in the appendix attached to this opinion if an incriminating state-
ment is offered as evidence in our courts. While we urge law enforcement
agencies to use a simplified juvenile Miranda form, failure to do so will
not, in and of itself, render a juvenile’s statements inadmissible. . . .
[H]Jowever, if a juvenile is not given a statement of his or her rights in the
simplified fashion, this court will presume, when evaluating the circum-
stances surrounding the giving of the statement, that the juvenile’s expla-
nation of his or her rights was inadequate.
490 A.2d 295, 304 (N.H. 1985).
266. Sharon Lynn Kelley, Addressing Relative Criteria for Miranda Waivers: A
Comparison of Juvenile Justice Youths’ and Adult Offenders’ Understanding and Ap-
preciation of the Rights to Silence and Legal Counsel During Police Interrogations 31
(May 2014) (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Drexel University) (on file with Drexel
Libraries iDEA E-Repository and Archives) (summarizing the body of research).
267. Regina M. Foley, Academic Characteristics of Incarcerated Youth and Correc-
tional Educational Programs: A Literature Review, 9 J. EMoTIONAL & BEHAV. DISOR-
DERS 248, 252 (2001).
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warnings should be brought down to a third-grade level.?%® Regardless
of the simplicity of the language used to convey Miranda warnings,
children and adolescents may still prove incapable of grasping the
complex concepts involved, as they may be developmentally unable to
engage in the abstract reasoning, cost-benefit analysis, and weighing
of short- versus long-term gains required to make a valid waiver.?¢°

268. Laurel LaMontagne, Children Under Pressure: The Problem of Juvenile False
Confessions and Potential Solutions, 41 W. St. U. L. Rev. 29, 53 (2013).
LaMontagne’s proposal is as follows:

One model for an ideal Miranda warning would resemble this: The police

want[s] to ask you some questions. You do not have to talk with them.

You do not have to answer their questions. They can use anything you

say in trying to figure out if you did something that was against the law.

If you do not want to talk with the police, you will not get in trouble for

being quiet. If you would like an adult to help you decide what to do, you

can have your parents here. You can also have a lawyer. A lawyer is

someone who is trained in helping you make the best decision for you.

This will not cost you any money. If you want to talk to the police, you

can stop answering their questions whenever you want. Do you under-

stand what I have just told you? What would you like to do?
1d.
269. See supra Part II. Even when jurisdictions work to write juvenile warnings at
lower reading levels, the reading levels are usually still above the skill levels of many
youth suspects; the calculated reading levels typically fail to account for the more
complex legal definitions of words with simple homonyms (e.g., “right”); the simpli-
fied language often fails to accurately convey these complex rights; and even compre-
hensible, simplified descriptions of rights often fail to improve appreciation of the
rights during interrogation, a skill that requires mature and well-reasoned decision-
making skills during stressful situations. For example, King County, Washington re-
cently adopted a set of juvenile Miranda warnings developed through collaboration
between the King County Sherift’s Office and the Department of Public Defense, with
input from a non-profit organization working with system-involved children. Press
Release, John Urquhart, Sheriff, King County Sheriff’s Office, Sheriff’s Office Sim-
plies [sic] Miranda Warnings for Juveniles (Sept. 27, 2017), http://www kingcounty
.gov/depts/sheriff/news-media/news/2017/September/Miranda-warnings-simplified-
for-juveniles.aspx. These thoughtfully designed warnings are written at a 4.8 Flesch-
Kincaid grade level and seek to both simplify and explain the warnings. Despite this
well-intentioned approach, these warnings still may be too complicated linguistically
for many youth, and the conceptually complex nature of the rights, combined with the
emotional stress of the interrogation, may do little to facilitate appreciation of the
warnings’ significance during the interrogation and balanced reasoning about the
waiver decision. In stressful situations, adolescents’ verbal processing, reasoning, and
decision-making skills are particularly compromised. See supra Part II. As a result,
even a clear version of the Miranda warnings would be relatively meaningless if a
youth is emotionally stressed to the point that her processing of the warnings is se-
verely compromised—if information about the warnings are not meaningfully ab-
sorbed, the youth is likely to have great difficulty recalling, considering, and using
this information to guide decision making about the Miranda waiver.
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B. Requiring the Presence of an “Interested” Adult

Recognizing that most juveniles lack the ability to make a valid
Miranda waiver unaided, several jurisdictions require that an “inter-
ested adult” assist them.?’? Although the majority of states recognize
parents, guardians, and custodians as “interested,” the expectations or
assumptions about how these interested adults may actually assist
juveniles during the interrogation process vary across jurisdictions. A
majority of states require that an official who is taking a child into
custody “immediately notify a parent or guardian,”?’! but most fail to
specify whether the parent or guardian is permitted to join the youth in
the interrogation room or whether questioning may occur while the
notification is underway.

Nine states require that a parent, guardian, or legal custodian be
present and informed of the youth’s Miranda rights before the youth
can validly waive them,?’?> with some holding that statements made

270. See Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities, supra note 156, at 1135; see also FeELD, IN-
SIDE THE INTERROGATION Roowm, supra note 190, at 43 (noting that at least ten states
have this requirement).

271. These states include Arkansas, ARk. Cobe ANN. § 9-27-313(a)(2) (2017); Cali-
fornia, CaL. WELF. & INsT. CopE § 627(a) (West 2017); Delaware, DEL. CODE ANN.
TIT. 10, § 1004 (2017); Georgia, Ga. CopeE AnN. § 15-11-501(b) (2017); Hawaii,
Haw. REv. StaTt. AnN. § 571-31(b) (LexisNexis 2017); Idaho, Ibpano Juv. R. 8(a);
Ilinois, 705 ILL. Comp. STAT. ANN. 405 / 5-405(1) (West 2017); Iowa, lowa CobE
ANN. § 232.19(2) (West 2017); Louisiana, La. CHiLD. CobE ANN. art. 814(C) (2017);
Maine, ME. REv. StaT. tit. 15, § 3203-A(2)(A) (2017); Maryland, Mp. CopE ANN.,
Cts. & Jup. Proc. § 3-8A-14(b) (2017); Massachusetts, Mass. GEN. LAws ANN. ch.
119, § 67 (2017); Michigan, MicH. Comp. Laws ANN. § 712A.14 (LexisNexis 2018);
Mississippi, Miss. Cope. AnN. § 43-21-303 (2017); Missouri, Mo. Sup. Ct. R.
127.02(a); Montana, MoNT. Cope ANN. § 41-5-331 (2017); Nevada, Nev. REv. StaT.
ANN. § 62C.010(2)(a) (West 2017); New Hampshire, N.H. REv. STAT. ANN. § 594:15
(2017); New Jersey, N.J. StaT. AnNN. § 2A:4A-33 (West 2017) (effective Dec. 31,
1983); New York, N.Y. Fam. Ct. Act § 305.2(3) (McKinney 2017); North Carolina,
N.C. GeN. StaT. ANN. § 15A-505(a) (West 2017); Oregon, Or. REv. StaT. ANN.
§ 419C.097(1) (West 2017); Pennsylvania, 42 PA. Stat. AND CoONs. STAT. ANN.
§ 6326(a) (West 2018); South Carolina, S.C. CopE ANN. § 63-19-810(A) (2018);
South Dakota, S.D. Cobiriep Laws § 26-7A-15 (2018); Tennessee, TENN. CODE
ANN. § 37-1-115(2) (West 2017); Texas, TeEx. Fam. Cope ANN. § 52.02(b)(1) (West
2017); Utah, Uran Cope ANN. § 78A-6-112(3)(a)(i) (West 2017); Virginia, Va.
CopE ANN. § 16.1-247(A) (West 2017); West Virginia, W. VA. CopE AnN. § 49-4-
705(c)(1) (West 2017); Wisconsin, Wis. STAT. ANN. § 938.19(2) (West 2017); and
Wyoming, Wyo. STaT. ANN. § 14-6-206(b) (West 2017).

272. To date, they are Colorado, Connecticut, Kansas, Massachusetts, Montana, New
Jersey, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Vermont. See CoLo. REv. STAT. ANN. § 19-2-
511 (West 2018) (subject to listed exceptions, if the child is under eighteen, a parent,
guardian, or legal or physical custodian of the juvenile must be present and advised of
the juvenile’s Miranda rights; the child and the parent, guardian or legal custodian
may waive parental presence in writing, prior to a custodial statement being taken,
only after the parent, guardian or legal custodian and the child have been fully advised
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of the juvenile’s rights.); ConN. GEN. STAT. ANN. § 46b-137 (West 2017) (“Any ad-
mission, confession or statement, written or oral, made by a child under the age of
sixteen to a police officer or Juvenile Court official shall be inadmissible . . . unless
made by such child in the presence of the child’s parent or parents or guardian and
after the parent, parents or guardian and child have been advised” of the child’s Mi-
randa rights. “Any admission, confession or statement, written or oral, made by a
child sixteen or seventeen years of age to a police officer or Juvenile Court official . . .
shall be inadmissible” unless “(1) the police or Juvenile Court official has made rea-
sonable efforts to contact a parent or guardian of the child, and (2) such child has been
advised” of his or her Miranda rights and that “the child has the right to contact a
parent or guardian and to have a parent or guardian present during any interview[.]”);
In re BM.B., 955 P.2d 1302, 1312-13 (Kan. 1998) (holding that a child under the age
of fourteen cannot waive the rights to silence or an attorney without first having the
“opportunity to consult with his or her parent, guardian, or attorney. . . . Both the
parent and the juvenile shall be advised of the juvenile’s right to an attorney and to
remain silent. Absent such warning and consultation, a statement or confession cannot
be used against the juvenile at a subsequent hearing or trial.”); Commonwealth v. A
Juvenile, 449 N.E.2d 654, 657 (Mass. 1983) (“[F]or the Commonwealth successfully
to demonstrate a knowing and intelligent waiver by a juvenile, in most cases it should
show that a parent or an interested adult was present, understood the warnings, and
had the opportunity to explain his rights to the juvenile so that the juvenile under-
stands the significance of waiver of these rights. For the purpose of obtaining the
waiver, in the case of juveniles who are under the age of fourteen, we conclude that no
waiver can be effective without this added protection.”); MonT. CopE ANN. § 41-5-
331 (2017) (a child under sixteen can waive rights only with a parent’s agreement;
when a parent does not agree, the child can waive after consulting with counsel; a
child who is at least sixteen can make an effective waiver without a parent present);
State v. Presha, 748 A.2d 1108, 1114 (N.J. 2000) (“In respect of confessions by
juveniles of any age, courts should consider the adult’s absence as a highly significant
factor among all other facts and circumstances. By ‘highly significant factor’ we mean
that courts should give that factor added weight when balancing it against all other
factors. . . . In respect of a juvenile under the age of fourteen, we believe an evaluation
of the totality of circumstances would be insufficient to assure the knowing, intelli-
gent, and voluntary waiver of rights. Accordingly, when a parent or legal guardian is
absent from an interrogation involving a juvenile that young, any confession resulting
from the interrogation should be deemed inadmissible as a matter of law, unless the
adult was unwilling to be present or truly unavailable.”); N.C. GEN. STAT. ANN. § 7B-
2101 (West 2017) (“When the juvenile is less than 16 years of age, no in-custody
admission or confession resulting from interrogation may be admitted into evidence
unless the confession or admission was made in the presence of the juvenile’s parent,
guardian, custodian, or attorney. If an attorney is not present, the parent, guardian, or
custodian as well as the juvenile must be advised of the juvenile’s rights[.]”); OkLA.
StaT. AnN. tit. 10A, § 2-2-301 (West 2017) (“No information gained by a custodial
interrogation of a youthful offender under sixteen (16) years of age or a child nor any
evidence subsequently obtained as a result of such interrogation shall be admissible
unless the custodial interrogation . . . is done in the presence of the parents, guardian,
attorney, adult relative, adult caretaker, or legal custodian of the juvenile. No such
custodial interrogation shall commence until the[juvenile] and the parents, guardian,
attorney, adult relative, adult caretaker, or legal custodian of the [juvenile] have been
fully advised of the [youth’s] constitutional and legal rights[.]”); In re E.T.C., 449
A.2d 937, 940 (Vt. 1982) (holding that, under the Vermont Constitution, a juvenile
under the age of eighteen must be “given the opportunity to consult with an adult . . .
who is not only genuinely interested in the welfare of the juvenile but completely
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before a juvenile had the opportunity to consult with a parent or
guardian who had been apprised of that juvenile’s rights are per se
inadmissible. Unlike the totality of the circumstances test, the per se
rule automatically excludes any waiver made by juveniles in violation
of a state’s requirements, so courts retain discretion only to determine
whether the applicable per se requirements have been satisfied.?’3
Other states have employed two-tiered rules that prevent juveniles
younger than a certain age from validly waiving their Miranda rights
unless a parent or guardian is present, yet only create a rebuttable pre-
sumption of inability to validly waive Miranda rights for juveniles
older than that age. Still other states require that younger juveniles
meet with a parent but allow the police to merely offer this opportu-
nity to older juveniles.?’4

Though states adopted these rules in an attempt to provide greater
protection to juveniles, studies suggest that the presence of a parent
neither increases juveniles’ assertion of their rights nor mitigates the
coercive circumstances inherent in police interrogations.?’> Requiring
parental presence during juvenile interrogations assumes that a parent
can enhance a child’s understanding of rights, provide legal advice,
and mitigate the danger of unreliable statements by reducing isolation
and coercive influences.?’¢ However, parents are unlikely to serve as
protective forces for several reasons: parents may have divergent in-
terests from their children, may not fully understand Miranda warn-
ings themselves, and may themselves be overwhelmed by police
pressures.

First, parents may prioritize goals other than reducing the legal
jeopardy their children may be facing.

For example, a parent may wish for this experience to serve as an

educational experience for her child, so she might encourage him to

be honest and take responsibility for his actions. Alternately and

perhaps simultaneously, she may feel compelled to defend her child

against police accusations in the interrogation room. It is also plau-

sible that some exasperated parents who struggle with their chil-

dren’s antisocial behavior may view police as an ally in the process

independent from and disassociated with the prosecution” and “informed of and aware
of the rights guaranteed to the juvenile”).

273. Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities, supra note 156, at 1135.

274. FeLD, INSIDE THE INTERROGATION Roowm, supra note 190, at 44.

275. Thomas Grisso & Carolyn Pomicter, Interrogation of Juveniles: An Empirical
Study of Procedures, Safeguards, and Rights Waiver, 1 Law & Hum. BEHAv. 321,
340 (1997).

276. See FELD, INSIDE THE INTERROGATION RoOM, supra note 190, at 44.
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of restoring order to the household, a perspective likely at odds

with youths’ interests in this process.?””
Parents often insist that a juvenile should “confess” or “tell the truth,”
as such advice is consistent with respected child-rearing philosophies,
which emphasize obedience to authority and assuming responsibility
for the consequences of one’s actions.?’® Accordingly, “a good parent
may be a lousy source of guidance for the protection of the child’s
constitutional rights.”?7® Parents may also be motivated by a desire to
help their community and do their part in solving a crime, failing to
take into account the possibility that their children may say something
incriminating.?80

Any number of these competing motivations can result in par-
ents’ failures to take action in protecting their children from incrimi-
nating themselves. One study found that “nearly three-quarters of a
sample of parents disagreed with the premise that children should be
allowed to withhold information from the police when suspected of a
crime.”?8! Another study reported that “more than two-thirds of the
parents present during actual pre-interrogation waiver proceedings of-
fered no comments or advice to their children.””282 Surveys of parents
of high school students found that more than half disagreed with the
idea that their children should withhold information to avoid self-in-
crimination, and a survey of middle-income parents reported that the
majority would tell their child to waive their rights.?83 Youth who
have been questioned by police with a parent present reported that
parents did not encourage them to invoke their rights: forty percent did
not know whether the parent wished them to make a statement, about
thirty-three percent reported that the parent wanted them to confess,
about twentypercent reported that the parent wanted them to “tell the
truth,” and only about seven percent reported that the parent wanted
them to deny guilt.?®4 “No youth reported that their parents advised
them to remain silent.”’?8> Accordingly, presence of a parent may
weigh more heavily in favor of Miranda waiver than against it.

277. Woolard et al., supra note 170, at 695-96.

278. Id.

279. King, supra note 144, at 468.

280. Id. at 467.

281. Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities, supra note 156, at 1163.

282. Id.

283. FELD, INSIDE THE INTERROGATION RooMm, supra note 190, at 44.

284. Jodi L. Viljoen et al., Legal Decisions of Preadolescent and Adolescent Defen-
dants: Predictors of Confessions, Pleas, Communication with Attorneys, and Appeals,
29 Law & Hum. Benav. 253, 261 (2005).

285. Id.
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Even for parents whose primary motivation is to protect their
children from legal consequences, failure to appreciate the conse-
quences of waiving Miranda rights or holding onto the belief that con-
fessing will result in more lenient treatment may make it difficult for
parents to effectively advise youth. In a study of parents of eleven- to
seventeen-year-olds, twenty-three percent of parents scored in the
“clinically impaired” range when evaluated for Miranda comprehen-
sion,?8¢ and nearly all parents held certain misconceptions that might
doom their provision of adequate advice to a child undergoing interro-
gation.?%” Many lay adults do not understand the complexities and
dangers of the legal system and, thus, cannot properly help protect
their children’s Miranda rights, regardless of sincerity and
motivation.?88

Finally, parents may themselves give in to police pressure and
have difficulty advising their children when confronted with police
tactics designed to limit parental involvement. A child’s arrest is an
extremely stressful experience for most parents. Although parents are
less prone to poor decision making under stress than their children,
they may still be unable to rationally consider what will serve their
children’s best interests in the long term during these stressful
encounters.

Some police officers are also trained to use parents to their ad-
vantage and minimize parental protection. Some may encourage par-
ents to tell their children to cooperate or seat them where they cannot
be seen by the child, who may otherwise look to their parent for gui-
dance.?8? Thus, although the adoption of an “interested adult” policy is
commendable, it nevertheless fails to provide adequate protection.?°°

286. Scores fell in the “clinically impaired” range when the participant received a
score of zero on any item on the Comprehension of Miranda Rights scale of the
Instruments for Assessing Understanding and Appreciation of Miranda Rights. This
scale asks individuals to paraphrase each of the Miranda warnings in their own
words; a score of zero on an item indicates the individual demonstrated no under-
standing of that warning. Woolard et al., supra note 170, at 689.

287. Id. at 694. “Virtually all” parents believed police would inform them if their
child was considered a witness or suspect; half believed police are not permitted to lie
during interrogation, and a majority believed youth would have at least one type of
protection not actually constitutionally required. /d.

288. Abigail Kay Kohlman, Note, Kids Waive the Darndest Constitutional Rights:
The Impact of J.D.B. v. North Carolina on Juvenile Interrogation, 49 Am. Crim. L.
REv. 1623, 1639 (2012).

289. INBAU ET AL., supra note 150, at 252.

290. Although state statues providing for parental presence frequently also allow for
a non-parent interested adult to be present, many of the problems with parental pres-
ence would also apply to lay, non-parental advocates. Even if such advocates were
trained in the meaning of the Miranda warnings, an explanation by a knowledgeable
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C. Videotaping Interrogations

To minimize false confessions, the ABA has long recommended
that law enforcement agencies should videotape the entirety of custo-
dial interrogations of all criminal suspects; when videotaping is im-
practical, they should audiotape the entirety of such interrogations.?°!
Videotaping has been widely encouraged as a solution to the problem
of false confessions for a variety of reasons. First, “the presence of a
camera may deter interrogators from using the most egregious, psy-
chologically coercive tactics—and deter frivolous defense claims of
coercion where none existed.”?°2 Additionally, when a videotape ex-
ists, factfinders have an “objective and accurate record of the process
by which a statement was taken—a common source of dispute that
results from ordinary forgetting and self-serving distortions in
memory.”2%3

Although the ABA has urged state legislatures and courts to en-
act rules or laws of procedure mandating video or audiotaping, many
state supreme courts have declined to do so, finding that due process
does not require it.2°# Out of at least twenty-five states that mandate

adult will not overcome a youth’s inability to comprehend the Miranda rights con-
cepts when that inability is due to developmental immaturity. Furthermore, even non-
parental lay advocates may have ideas about what course of action may be best for the
youth—including taking responsibility and being held accountable. Ultimately, any
interested adult other than the youth’s attorney will be ill-equipped to fully consider
the implications of any statement made during an interrogation.

291. Am. Bar Ass’n, Criminal Justice Section, Achieving Justice: Freeing the Inno-
cent, Convicting the Guilty: Report of the ABA Criminal Justice Section’s Ad Hoc
Innocence Committee to Ensure the Integrity of the Criminal Process, 37 Sw. U. L.
REv. 763, 887 (2008).

292. Kassin et al., supra note 33, at 26.

293. Id.

294. See e.g., People v. Raibon, 843 P.2d 46, 49 (Colo. App. 1992) (stating that
although recording an interview might “remove some questions that may later arise
with respect to the contents of that interview” and be a better investigative practice,
the court would not “mold our particular view of better practice into a constitutional
mandate which would restrict the actions of law enforcement agents in all cases”);
State v. Kekona, 886 P.2d 740, 745-46 (Haw. 1994) (“Although having an electronic
recording of all custodial interrogations would undoubtedly assist the trier of fact in
ascertaining the truth, we do not agree that the due process clause of our State Consti-
tution requires such a practice.”); State v. Rhoades, 822 P.2d 960, 970 (Idaho 1991)
(holding that although each state may extend the protections of its own constitution
beyond the parameters guaranteed by the federal constitution, the Due Process Clause
of the Idaho state constitution does not require that statements made by defendants be
recorded to be admissible); People v. Everette, 543 N.E.2d 1040, 1047 (Ill. App. Ct.
1989), rev’d on other grounds, 565 N.E.2d 1295 (Ill. 1990) (declining to interpret the
Illinois Constitution to require recording because “the most appropriate means of aug-
menting the due process rights of citizens, especially in view of the ramifications of
the rule urged by defendant, is through legislation”); State v. Buzzell, 617 A.2d 1016,
1018 (Me. 1992) (“While there are obvious benefits to be realized when statements
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the recording of custodial interrogations by either statute or case law,
only eight specifically address the recording of juvenile interroga-
tions.??> Even in states with recording statutes, the efficacy of these

are recorded, [the defendant] has not persuaded us that recording is essential to ensure
a fair trial, or that the due process clause of our state constitution requires electronic
recording of custodial interrogation.”); Mississippi, Williams v. State, 522 So. 2d 201,
208 (Miss. 1988) (“We accept that whether or not a statement is electronically pre-
served is important in many contexts. If a recording does exist it will often help to
demonstrate the voluntariness of the confession, the context in which a particular
statement was made, and of course, the actual content of the statement. However, this
Court has never held nor does our constitution require that the mere absence of a tape
recording renders such statements inadmissible.”); Vermont, State v. Gorton, 548
A.2d 419, 422 (Vt. 1988) (“The most appropriate means of prescribing rules to aug-
ment citizens’ due process rights is through legislation. . . . In the absence of legisla-
tion, we do not believe it appropriate to require, by judicial fiat, that all statements
taken of a person in custody be tape-recorded.”) (Internal citations omitted); Washing-
ton, State v. Spurgeon, 820 P.2d 960 (Wash. Ct. App. 1991) (holding that the Wash-
ington State Constitution does not require “police officers to tape record
interrogations conducted at the jail house on penalty of exclusion of the evidence if
they fail to do so. . . . such a sweeping change in long standing police practice should
be made only. . .in the form of the adoption of a rule of evidence or a statute mandat-
ing recording. We hold the Washington constitution does not require taping of custo-
dial interrogations.”).

295. See CaL. PENAL CopE § 859.5 (West 2018) (mandating that any custodial inter-
rogation of a detained individual suspected of murder “be electronically recorded in
it’s entirety”); CaL. WELF. & INsT. CoDE § 626.8 (West 2018) (applying CaL. PENAL
CopE § 859.5 to children in juvenile court accused of murder); 705 ILL. Comp. STAT.
405 / 5-401.5 (2018) (““An oral, written, or sign language statement of a minor who, at
the time of the commission of the offense was under the age of 18 years, made as a
result of a custodial interrogation conducted at a police station or other place of deten-
tion . . . shall be presumed to be inadmissible as evidence against the minor in any
criminal proceeding or juvenile court proceeding” for any felony and for certain mis-
demeanor sex offenses “unless: (1) an electronic recording is made of the custodial
interrogation; and (2) the recording is substantially accurate and not intentionally al-
tered.”); Mo. ANN. StaT. § 211.059 (West 2018) (mandating that recordings of juve-
nile interrogations be presumed admissible as long as the recordings meet certain
requirements related to reliability); N.C. GEN. STAT. ANN. § 15A-211 (West 2018)
(“Any law enforcement officer conducting a custodial interrogation in an investigation
of a juvenile shall make an electronic recording of the interrogation in its entirety.”);
State v. Barker, 73 N.E.3d 365, 375-77 (Ohio 2016) (finding that, as applied to
juveniles, the statutory presumption that an electronically recorded custodial statement
is voluntary violates due process because it eliminates the state’s burden of proving,
by a preponderance of the evidence, that the confession was voluntary, and removes
“all consideration of the juvenile’s unique characteristics . . . from the due-process
analysis unless the juvenile introduced evidence to disprove voluntariness when the
interrogation was electronically recorded”); Or. REv. StaT. AnN. § 133.400 (West
2018) (“A custodial interview conducted by a peace officer in a law enforcement
facility shall be electronically recorded if the interview is conducted . . . (b) with a
person under 18 years of age in connection with an investigation into a felony, or an
allegation that the person being interviewed committed an act that, if committed by an
adult, would constitute a felony.”); TEx. Fam. Cope AnN. § 51.095 (West 2018) (stat-
ing that a child’s custodial statement is admissible in evidence if “the statement was
made orally . . . is recorded by an electronic recording device” and certain enumerated
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statutes is highly variable, given the wide range of penalties imposed
for non-compliance. Some jurisdictions bar entirely the confession’s
admission;2°¢ other jurisdictions admit the confession and defer to the
factfinder as to its probative value in determining guilt.>®7 With such a
wide range of consequences, some law enforcement agencies may be

conditions are met); Wis. STAT. ANN. § 938.195 (West 2018) (“(a) A law enforcement
agency shall make an audio or audio and visual recording of any custodial interroga-
tion of a juvenile that is conducted at a place of detention” and “(b) If feasible, a law
enforcement agency shall make an audio or audio and visual recording of any custo-
dial interrogation of a juvenile that is conducted at a place other than a place of deten-
tion” unless the juvenile refuses to cooperate if recorded, the statement was a response
to routine booking questions, the failure to record was in good faith, the statement was
spontaneous, or there were exigent public safety circumstances.).

296. See, e.g., Stephan v. State, 711 P.2d 1156, 1164 (Alaska 1985) (holding that
“exclusion is the appropriate remedy for an unexcused failure to electronically record
an interrogation, when such recording is feasible”); Inp. R. Evip. 617(a) (stating that
“[i]n a felony criminal prosecution, evidence of a statement made by a person during a
Custodial Interrogation in a Place of Detention shall not be admitted against the per-
son unless an Electronic Recording of the statement was made, preserved, and is
available at trial, except upon clear and convincing proof” that one of seven excep-
tions was met excusing the lack of recording); Utan R. Evip. 616(b) (stating that
“evidence of a statement made by the defendant during a custodial interrogation in a
place of detention shall not be admitted against the defendant in a felony criminal
prosecution unless an electronic recording of the statement was made and is available
at trial” unless one of several exceptions applies).

297. See, e.g., NEB. REvV. STAT. ANN. § 29-4504 (West 2018) (indicating that, if a
law enforcement officer fails to record a custodial interrogation regarding certain felo-
nies and no exception applies or the prosecution cannot meet its burden of proof, “a
court shall instruct the jury that they may draw an adverse inference for the law en-
forcement officer’s failure to comply with such section”); V1. STAT. ANN. tit. 13,
§ 5585 (2017) (“If law enforcement does not make an electronic recording of a custo-
dial interrogation as required by this section” and no exception applies, “the evidence
is still admissible, but the Court shall provide cautionary instructions to the jury re-
garding the failure to record the interrogation”); Wis. STAT. ANN. § 972.115 (West
2017) (permitting the court to instruct the jury, upon the defendant’s request, that they
“may consider the absence of an audio or audio and visual recording of the interroga-
tion in evaluating the evidence relating to the interrogation and the statement in the
case” only absent certain conditions or a showing of good cause “[i]f a statement
made by a defendant during a custodial interrogation is admitted into evidence in a
trial for a felony before a jury and if an audio or audio and visual recording of the in-
terrogation is not available”); Commonwealth v. DiGiambattista, 813 N.E.2d 516,
533-34 (Mass. 2004) (citations omitted) (“[W]hen the prosecution introduces evi-
dence of a defendant’s confession or statement that is the product of a custodial inter-
rogation or an interrogation conducted at a place of detention (e.g., a police station),
and there is not at least an audiotape recording of the complete interrogation, the
defendant is entitled (on request) to a jury instruction. . . cautioning the jury that,
because of the absence of any recording of the interrogation in the case before them,
they should weigh evidence of the defendant’s alleged statement with great caution
and care. Where voluntariness is a live issue and the humane practice instruction is
given, the jury should also be advised that the absence of a recording permits (but
does not compel) them to conclude that the Commonwealth has failed to prove volun-
tariness beyond a reasonable doubt.”).
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inadequately motivated to ensure that interrogations are recorded.
However, some agencies have recognized that the ability to review the
record is critical to ensure that juveniles were not prompted with lead-
ing questions or supplied with details that later became mistakenly
attributed to the juveniles themselves.?%8

However, even a videotaped interrogation and confession cannot
ameliorate the risk that an inadequately understood Miranda waiver
poses for child and adolescent suspects. First, videotaped confessions
are prone to bias based on the perspective of the camera; research of
videotaped confessions from three different angles found that “[I]ay
participants who saw only the suspect judged the situation as less co-
ercive than those focused on the interrogator. By directing visual at-
tention toward the accused, the camera can lead jurors to
underestimate the amount of pressure actually exerted by the ‘hidden’
detective,” and the same may be true even for experienced trial
judges.?®® Second, judges may believe that they can tell a juvenile’s
understanding of Miranda from cursory comments made during tap-
ing, but “[bJeing able to watch a young person answer ‘yes’ in re-
sponse to short questions about his understanding of his rights gives
little aid in determining whether he truly understood his rights and
whether his waiver was voluntary.”3%° Third, judges may incorrectly
assume that a juvenile who appears calm during Miranda warnings
and interrogations is not under substantial stress or may believe a ju-
venile who appears mature in the video does not have the same devel-
opmental vulnerabilities as other youth.

The case of California’s Joseph Hall is a clear illustration of how
videotaping can fail to protect juveniles from the admission of an in-
valid waiver.3°! Joseph was accused of killing his father in 2011 when
Joseph was ten years old.392 His stepmother, Krista, was present for
his interrogation,3%3 but “had clear conflicts of interest. Krista’s hus-
band (Jeffrey) had just been killed. She immediately faced criminal
charges of her own for her involvement in the offense after Joseph
was questioned. And ultimately, she testified as one of the prosecu-

298. LaMontagne, supra note 268, at 51-52.

299. Kassin et al., supra note 33, at 27.

300. Kevin Lapp, Taking Back Juvenile Confessions, 64 UCLA L. Rev. 902, 933
(2017).

301. In re Joseph H., 188 Cal. Rptr. 3d 171 (Cal. Ct. App.), review denied, 367 P.3d
1 (Cal. 2015), cert. denied, 137 S. Ct. 34 (2016).

302. Id. at 177-78.

303. Id. at 186.
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tion’s key witnesses against Joseph at trial.”3%¢ During the interroga-
tion, “Krista encouraged Joseph to continue answering questions,
urging him that everything would be fine ‘as long as you told . . .
about . . . [w]hat you did.’ 305

The California appellate court held that the stepmother’s pres-
ence could not be coercive because “Joseph frequently looked to his
stepmother for support.”3% The court referenced the video several
times, each time determining that his behavior in the recording
showed the waiver’s validity.3?7 Seeing Joseph on video led the court
to believe that it could intuit his comprehension level from his cursory
responses, understand his susceptibility—or lack thereof—to pressure
based on his expressed emotions, and identify the impact of his step-
mother’s presence based on the number of times he looked at her.3%8
The videotape preserved his interrogation but provided no real protec-
tion or insights into Hall’s mental functioning or comprehension.

Finally, the moment a camera is turned on or off can be decisive.
A truncated recording showing only the final confession can often
make a confession appear spontaneous, voluntary, and uncoerced
when, in fact, it followed a protracted, pressure-laden interrogation
process. “Law enforcement often records these recaps after asking
suspects to recount their story multiple times. Thus, by the time the
camera is recording, the suspect’s statements may contain little of the
emotion and agitation that may have been present initially.”3%° Ulti-
mately, in ideal circumstances, videotaping Miranda waivers and in-
terrogations can assist judges in identifying invalid waivers, but it will
not fix a youth’s inadequate comprehension of Miranda, developmen-
tal immaturity, or vulnerability to police pressure—and it may not

304. See Petition for Writ of Certiorari, J.H. v. California, 2016 WL 792197, at

*29-30 (U.S. Jan. 4, 2016) (No. 15-1086).

305. Id. (alterations in original).

306. In re Joseph H., 188 Cal. Rptr. 3d at 186.

307. Specifically, the court noted:
The videotape of the interview shows he had no trouble communicating,
aside from needing explanation of a few terms. . . .The video (which we
have viewed) reveals that Joseph frequently looked to his stepmother for
support, so we are not persuaded [that her presence was coercive]. . . .
[T]he record does not support the minor’s assertion that his hesitation,
confusion, and misunderstanding of the full scope of what it meant to
“waive” his rights, showed involuntariness. To the contrary, the video
shows he felt guilty for what he had done.

Id. at 186-87.

308. Id.

309. Michael Kiel Kaiser, Wrongful Convictions: If Mandatory Recording Is the An-

tidote, Are the Side Effects Worth It?, 67 Ark. L. REv. 167, 184 (2014).
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even protect against admission of confessions following involuntary
or uninformed waivers.

D. Changing the Legal Standard for Valid Waiver

As research on youth vulnerability during interrogation has
gained prominence, some states have taken other, more progressive
steps to protect juveniles from invalid waivers and subsequent confes-
sions. Such protections include implementing a modified totality of
circumstances test to determine the validity of a juvenile waiver and
creating a rebuttable presumption that a waiver is invalid.3'° Although
these policies will protect some youth, they leave open the possibility
that many juvenile suspects will still waive Miranda rights without
sufficient understanding and appreciation of those rights or that they
will do so as a result of susceptibility to police pressure.

In addition to the factors required when determining the validity
of an adult waiver, some states require consideration of a juvenile’s
life circumstances apart from age alone.3!! This variation on the stan-
dard totality test appears to recognize the role of underdeveloped cog-
nitive and socioemotional capacities in limiting a child’s or
adolescent’s abilities to provide a knowing and intelligent waiver. Al-
though this modified totality test would be a step in the right direction
if juvenile waiver capacities varied dramatically from individual to
individual, the test fails to appreciate that most younger juveniles do
not adequately understand and appreciate their rights to silence and
counsel. By using a case-by-case analysis to determine a youth’s ma-
turity and the impact of maturity on waiver, these states leave many

310. See, e.g., N.M. StaT. ANN. § 32A-2-14 (West 2018) (creating “a rebuttable
presumption that any confessions, statements or admissions made by a child thirteen
or fourteen years old to a person in a position of authority are inadmissible” and
detailing factors a court should consider in “determining whether the child knowingly,
intelligently and voluntarily waived [her] rights”); ArRk. CopE AnNN. § 9-27-317
(2017) (listing circumstances the court should consider in “determining whether a
juvenile’s waiver of the right to counsel at any stage of the proceeding was made
freely, voluntarily, and intelligently” as well as circumstances under which a juve-
nile’s waiver shall not be accepted).

311. See, e.g., ArRk. CoDE ANN. § 9-27-317 (the court should consider “[t]he juve-
nile’s physical, mental, and emotional maturity”); State v. Jimenez, 799 P.2d 785, 792
(Ariz. 1990) (“[W]e evaluate whether police conduct was coercive in the context of a
juvenile confession by carefully scrutinizing not only the external circumstances
under which the juvenile was questioned but also the juvenile’s reasonably apparent
cognitive abilities.”); State v. Kim Thul Ouk, 516 N.W.2d 180, 184-85 (Minn. 1994)
(citation omitted) (“[T]he determination whether a waiver of rights if voluntarily and
intelligently made by a juvenile is a fact question dependent upon the totality of the
circumstances. Factors to be considered in this test include the child’s age, maturity,
intelligence, education, experience, and the presence or absence of parents.”).
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youth unprotected when facing the consequences of an uninformed but
still legally acceptable waiver.

To date, only New Mexico has completely barred Miranda waiv-
ers by children under age thirteen and has created a rebuttable pre-
sumption against waiver validity for those ages thirteen to fourteen.3!2
This provides greater protection than almost any other jurisdiction for
the youngest juveniles. However, no extra protections are provided for
youth older than fourteen, despite the reduced comprehension ob-
served among many youth ages fifteen and sixteen.

V.
RECOMMENDATIONS

As noted in this article, the increasingly settled recognition that
children cannot be treated the same as adults for purposes of Miranda
waiver has led to a variety of reforms aimed to temper the coercive
character of police interrogation and lessen the risk of false confes-
sions by juveniles. But these reforms repeatedly fall short of the mark.
We can, and must, do more to protect children and youth facing custo-
dial interrogation. Forty years of research on juveniles’ Miranda
waiver capacities, combined with more recent scientific findings on
adolescent brain development and youth behavior, firmly establish
that youth are substantially compromised in their abilities to provide
knowing, intelligent, and voluntary waivers of their Miranda rights.
The warnings themselves are insufficient to guard against these innate
deficits in understanding, appreciation, and waiver-related decision
making.

To ensure meaningful application of the intended protections of
Miranda for youth subject to custodial interrogations, we make the
following recommendations:

Youth Who Are Age Fourteen or Younger Should Be
Prohibited from Waiving Miranda Rights

Given the high percentage of youth age fourteen and younger
who lack the requisite comprehension and decision-making skills to
provide knowing, intelligent, and voluntary waivers of Miranda
rights,313 law enforcement should never interrogate these youth in cus-
todial settings without the presence and assistance of a lawyer. The
chief objection to such a requirement is the concern that providing
lawyers in the interrogation room will result in a net loss for public

312. N.M. StaT. ANN. § 32A-2-14 (West 2018).
313. See supra Part I1.
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safety: critics suggest that lawyers will advise juveniles to remain si-
lent and deprive police of an important crime-fighting tool.3'# This
concern is likely exaggerated. Not all children who are advised to re-
main silent will take this advice. More importantly, however, this ra-
tionale is insufficient to justify the forfeiture of key constitutional
rights. As the Supreme Court stated in Escobedo v. Illinois:
[N]o system of criminal justice can, or should, survive if it comes
to depend for its continued effectiveness on the citizens’ abdication
through unawareness of their constitutional rights. No system worth
preserving should have to fear that if an accused is permitted to
consult with a lawyer, he will become aware of, and exercise, these
rights. If the exercise of constitutional rights will thwart the effec-
tiveness of a system of law enforcement, then there is something
very wrong with that system.3!3

The Court also addressed the connection between the Sixth Amend-

ment right to counsel and the Fifth Amendment privilege against self-

incrimination:
It is argued that if the right to counsel is afforded prior to indict-
ment, the number of confessions obtained by the police will dimin-
ish significantly, because most confessions are obtained during the
period between arrest and indictment, and “any lawyer worth his
salt will tell the suspect in no uncertain terms to make no statement
to police under any circumstances.” This argument, of course, cuts
two ways. The fact that many confessions are obtained during this
period points up its critical nature as a “stage when legal aid and
advice” are surely needed. The right to counsel would indeed be
hollow if it began at a period when few confessions were obtained.
There is necessarily a direct relationship between the importance of
a stage to the police in their quest for a confession and the critical-
ness of that stage to the accused in his need for legal advice. Our
Constitution, unlike some others, strikes the balance in favor of the
right of the accused to be advised by his lawyer of his privilege
against self-incrimination. We have learned the lesson of history,
ancient and modern, that a system of criminal law enforcement
which comes to depend on the “confession” will, in the long run, be
less reliable and more subject to abuses than a system which de-
pends on extrinsic evidence independently secured through skillful
investigation.316

314. See, e.g., King, supra note 144, at 475.
315. Escobedo v. Illinois, 378 U.S. 478, 490 (1964).
316. Id. at 488—89. The Court went on to quote Dean Wigmore, a leading authority
on the law of evidence:
[Alny system of administration which permits the prosecution to trust
habitually to compulsory self-disclosure as a source of proof must itself
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For more than a century, the Court’s interrogation decisions have
attempted to strike a balance between the state’s need to maintain pub-
lic safety while protecting an individual’s interest in personal auton-
omy and freedom from police coercion.3!” In extending the Fifth
Amendment right to the interrogation room—the most inquisitorial
stage of the adversarial process—the Court attempted to protect sus-
pects from the intense pressures of custodial interrogation by requiring
police to advise suspects of the rights to remain silent and to assis-
tance of counsel via the Miranda warning.3!8 Ironically, although Mi-
randa was meant to empower suspects to terminate questioning, the
law requires that they affirmatively invoke their rights at the moment
when they are likely most isolated and subjected to the coercive pres-
sures of custody.3!® The unwaivable right to assistance of counsel in
the interrogation room for youth fourteen and younger is imperative to
ensuring that the rights of youth in this age group are fully protected.

For Youth Ages Fifteen and Sixteen, There Should Be a
Rebuttable Presumption of an Invalid Waiver

In this mid-adolescent period, Miranda waiver capacities are tied
closely to intelligence.32° Given that many youth who come into con-
tact with the juvenile justice system have below average 1Q scores,3?!
which police are generally unable to discern at the time of question-
ing, there should be a robust rebuttable presumption that youth in this
age group cannot provide a valid waiver. A rebuttable presumption
would place the burden on the prosecution to show that a particular
fifteen- or sixteen-year-old defendant waived his or her Miranda
rights knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily. This would recognize
and acknowledge the limitations of fifteen- and sixteen-year-old sus-

suffer morally thereby. The inclination develops to rely mainly upon such
evidence, and to be satisfied with an incomplete investigation of the other
sources. The exercise of the power to extract answers begets a forgetful-
ness of the just limitations of that power. The simple and peaceful process
of questioning breeds a readiness to resort to bullying and to physical
force and torture. If there is a right to an answer, there soon seems to be a
right to the expected answer,—that is, to a confession of guilt. Thus the
legitimate use grows into the unjust abuse; ultimately, the innocent are
jeopardized by the encroachments of a bad system. Such seems to have
been the course of experience in those legal systems where the privilege
was not recognized.

Id. (quoting 8 WiGMoRE oN EviDENCE 309 (3d ed. 1940)).

317. FELD, INSIDE THE INTERROGATION Room, supra note 190, at 4.

318. Id. at 5.

319. See supra Part III; see also supra notes 196-214 and accompanying text.

320. See supra notes 153-161 and accompanying text.

321. See supra notes 153—-161 and accompanying text.
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pects as a group and still allow prosecutors to rely on valid Miranda
waivers. The inquiry should require proof that a fifteen- or sixteen-
year-old suspect genuinely understood their Miranda rights, appreci-
ated the consequences of waiving them, and independently waived
their rights free from police coercion. Meeting the burden would re-
quire more than a showing that the defendant was read the rights and
then subsequently confessed; rather, it would require evidence that the
youth, at the time he or she waived the rights, had the requisite capaci-
ties to understand the nature and meaning of those rights, appreciated
the implications of waiving and of invoking those rights, and resisted
police pressure and made an independent waiver decision.

The Miranda Court held that “a heavy burden rests on the gov-
ernment to demonstrate that the defendant knowingly and intelligently
waived his privilege against self-incrimination and his right to retained
or appointed counsel.”’3?2 The Supreme Court has since addressed the
prosecution’s burden in a few cases, most often addressing the ques-
tion of whether waiver occurred, rather than the validity of the
waiver.323 In some cases, dissenting justices have opined that the pros-
ecution’s burden should be higher than the current standard of a pre-
ponderance of the evidence. Some dissenters have also noted that the
Court has allowed for confessions to be admitted in cases in which the
prosecution failed to meet even the low preponderance standard.3#

Although at least one court has noted in a juvenile Miranda
waiver case that the prosecution currently “bears the heavy burden of
showing that a waiver was valid,”3?> this “heavy burden” does not
actually amount to a meaningful presumption that a waiver was inva-

322. Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 475 (1966).

323. In North Carolina v. Butler, the Court held that there is a presumption “that a
defendant did not waive his rights” such that the prosecution must put forth some
evidence that the defendant actually waived (e.g., silence alone does not prove
waiver). 441 U.S. 369, 373 (1979). The Court in Colorado v. Connelly clarified that
this standard also applies to analysis of the voluntariness of the statement such that
“[w]henever the State bears the burden of proof in a motion to suppress a statement
that the defendant claims was obtained in violation of our Miranda doctrine, the State
need prove waiver only by a preponderance of the evidence.” 479 U.S. 157, 168
(1986). More recently, in Berghuis v. Thompkins, the Court held that, “[i]f the State
establishes that a Miranda warning was given and the accused made an uncoerced
statement, this showing, standing alone, is insufficient to demonstrate ‘a valid waiver’
of Miranda rights. The prosecution must make the additional showing that the ac-
cused understood these rights” by a preponderance of the evidence. 560 U.S. 370, 384
(2010) (citation omitted). However, in Berghuis, the Court also noted that “the lack of
any contention that he did not understand his rights indicates that he knew what he
gave up when he spoke.” Id. at 371.

324. See, e.g., Berghuis, 560 U.S. at 411 (Sotomayor, J., dissenting); Connelly, 479
U.S. at 185 (Brennan, J., dissenting).

325. Rodriguez v. McDonald, 872 F.3d 908, 922 (9th Cir. 2017).
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lid. Certainly, the current presumption as applied to adult Miranda
waiver cases does not offer meaningful protection to fifteen- and six-
teen-year-olds who are at substantial risk of invalid waivers, but
whose confessions are too often deemed admissible. The presumption
of invalidity we propose would require an in-depth analysis of facts
surrounding the waiver and should require that the state establish va-
lidity of the waiver by clear and convincing evidence.32¢

For Older Teens Ages Seventeen to Nineteen, Although Further
Research on Miranda Waiver Capacities Is Needed, Available
Research Suggests Special Protections May Be Required

Research on the Miranda waiver capacities of older adolescents
and young adults is more limited, but there is some research sug-
gesting that this age group may still have difficulty fulfilling the intel-
ligent/appreciation requirement.3?” Although the legal system
typically uses ages eighteen and twenty-one as dividing lines between
youth and adults, extant research suggests that individuals up to age
nineteen appear to appreciate their rights in ways similar to younger
adolescents.3?® Additionally, emerging brain science research suggests
the decision-making processes of this age group are affected by ongo-
ing brain development that continues through the mid-twenties.3>°
With continuing neurological and behavioral research on this age
group, as well as ongoing policy debates about whether older adoles-
cents also require differentiated treatment in the justice system, the

326. The clear and convincing standard “is deemed appropriate when there are par-
ticularly important individual interests or rights at stake.” Michael S.
Greger, Preliminary Questions of Fact for the Judge: The Standard of Proof for Pre-
trial Admissibility Problems, 20 Sw. U. L. Rev. 453, 461-62 (1991). As the Supreme
Court has noted, “not only does the standard of proof reflect the importance of a
particular adjudication, it also serves as ‘a societal judgment about how the risk of
error should be distributed between the litigants.” The more stringent the burden of
proof a party must bear, the more that party bears the risk of an erroneous decision.”
Cruzan ex rel. Cruzan v. Dir., Mo. Dep’t of Health, 497 U.S. 261, 283 (1990) (cita-
tions omitted) (quoting Santosky v. Kramer, 455 U.S. 745, 755 (1982)). The Supreme
Court has also found that the clear and convincing standard is justified by “the weight
of the defendant’s liberty interests.” Scott M. Brennan, Due Process Comes Due: An
Argument for the Clear and Convincing Evidentiary Standard in Sentencing Hear-
ings, 77 Iowa L. Rev. 1803, 1821 (1992). In the context of juvenile Miranda waiver,
a clear and convincing standard would appropriately recognize youths’ developmental
vulnerabilities by placing the risk of error on the prosecution, realizing the “heavy
burden” intended by the courts in this context.

327. See supra Part I1.
328. Id.
329. Id.
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laws, practices, and policies governing the Miranda waiver capacities
of seventeen- to nineteen-year-olds should receive further scrutiny.

Research is insufficient for strong policy recommendations at this
stage, but the Miranda comprehension abilities of this young adult age
group and their decision making during interrogation should be ex-
amined in future research. In particular, careful attention should be
paid to both invocation of Miranda rights and the application of the
voluntariness test, including whether the totality of circumstances
analysis needs to be particularized to the developmental attributes of
this older adolescent population in the same way it should be particu-
larized for younger teens. With respect to invocation, the Supreme
Court appears to have suffered from at least a mild case of “buyer’s
remorse,” walking back earlier strictures on law enforcement’s ability
to interrogate suspects once a request for counsel was made33°© to a
more relaxed view that looks at how explicit the invocation was,33! the
timing of the request,33? or even the amount of time between an initial
request for counsel and later interrogation.333 Even in the absence of
an express presumption against waiver for this group, their potential
“intelligent” waiver difficulties may require a tighter rein on law en-
forcement in the interpretation of these tests than currently is applied
to adult suspects.

330. See Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 474 (1966) (“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. If the individual cannot obtain an
attorney and he indicates that he wants one before speaking to police, they must re-
spect his decision to remain silent.”).

331. See Berghuis v. Thompkins, 560 U.S. 370, 381 (2010) (“There is good reason
to require an accused who wants to invoke his or her right to remain silent to do so
unambiguously. A requirement of an unambiguous invocation of Miranda rights re-
sults in an objective inquiry that ‘avoid[s] difficulties of proof and . . . provide[s]
guidance to officers’ on how to proceed in the face of ambiguity.”) (citation omitted)
(alterations in original) (quoting Davis v. United States, 512 U.S. 452, 458-59
(1994)); Davis, 512 U.S. at 459 (“Although a suspect need not ‘speak with the dis-
crimination of an Oxford don,” he must articulate his desire to have counsel present
sufficiently clearly that a reasonable police officer in the circumstances would under-
stand the statement to be a request for an attorney. If the statement fails to meet the
requisite level of clarity, Edwards does not require that the officers stop questioning
the suspect.”).

332. See Michigan v. Mosley, 423 U.S. 96, 105-06 (1975) (holding that when a
suspect invokes his right to silence during an interrogation, the police may still ques-
tion him later about other crimes unrelated to the subject matter of the first
interrogation).

333. See Maryland v. Shatzer, 559 U.S. 98, 109-10 (2010) (holding a fourteen-day
break in custody is sufficient to dissipate custody’s coercive effects for purposes of
Miranda analysis).
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CONCLUSION

Aligning Miranda v. Arizona with J.D.B. v. North Carolina and
current scientific research is essential if we are to give youth the full
measure of the protections against self-incrimination that the Supreme
Court first spelled out over fifty years ago. Knowing that youth are
both more vulnerable and susceptible to the coercive pressures of a
custodial law enforcement interrogation requires that we view their
Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment rights through a different lens than
that commonly used for adult suspects. Scientific findings contraindi-
cate a one-size-fits-all totality of the circumstances test that simply
takes the age of the suspect into account. A substantial number of
young suspects lack the requisite skills to make a voluntary, knowing,
and intelligent waiver of their rights, even with special protections;
even youth with stronger skill sets still need special consideration
given their reduced capacity to meet the requirements of a valid
waiver. Just as the Supreme Court articulated a distinctive Eighth
Amendment jurisprudence for youth facing the harshest penalties in
the criminal justice system, the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment pro-
tections against compelled self-incrimination must likewise yield to
the scientific reality that our understanding of youths’ constitutional
rights may need to be recalibrated to conform to recent research and
related scientific findings.




