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Supreme Court Landmark Cases
Landmark cases refer to cases that are studied because they have legal as well as historical significance in the United States of America. In the history of the US, the most famous cases are those that have had a lasting impact on the establishment of particular laws, more so pertaining to individual rights and liberties. The US has had several cases that have significantly led to the growth of the country in different measures. As much as all the cases were important to the people of the US, according to my opinion, the most important case would be that of Miranda V. Arizona. This case is the most crucial to law enforcement because it issued an affirmative action on the section of police with an intention to perform custodial inquiries to warn an individual who is accused about his right to remain soundless as well as a right to counsel during interrogations far wider than it had ever occurred prior to the decision of the court. 
The holding of the decision issued in the Miranda case can be perceived as an extension of the doctrine of voluntariness. Maclin (2015) argues that the criticality in various sections of the decision broaden the right to advise to custodial interrogations which dictate that the suspect found in such an environment be notified of his fundamental rights and need an affirmative release before questioning can take effect. The Miranda case made it possible for the court to recognize the importance of the right of a defendant to have the advice of an attorney during interrogation and the desire of representation by a lawyer at the interrogation (Ley & Verhovek, 2014). At the time of deciding the case, the court encountered the controversy of equal protection. The affluent members of the society would receive substantial information concerning their right to remain silent at interrogations, have tactical advice, assistance, and psychological support from their attorneys which made the court to see it as vital to subdue the powerful station house environment. However, for the suspects who were extremely poor to afford a counsel would severely be mishandled by being subjected to unreasonable questioning, putting them invulnerable as well as dangerous positions. 

Consequentially, encountered with duality in the outcome based on economic elements, the court opted not to regard the availability of counsel on the advantage of the wealthy suspects as a lucky complimentary help but instead an elementary dilemma which was prone to being resolved on the principle that all suspects are granted the right to counsel irrespective of indigency. Therefore, the Miranda case is important due to its affirmative broadening of the suspect’s right to counsel regardless of indigency as long as the suspects are at the custodial interrogation. According to Rogers et al. (2012), the Miranda warnings execute the right against self-incrimination by having suspects informed about the existence of the case as well the suspect being presented with counsel to assist the defendant irrespective of his poverty level. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]I believe the supreme court would not rule the three cases the same way, because there are new requirements of the court’s constitutional code of policies for confessions. The first requirement, upon which admissibility by a defendant is depended is that a fourfold warning should be provided to the defendant in custody before being presented for questioning (Domanico et al., 2012). The modem constitutional code of rules for confession requires that a suspect has an obligation to keep mouth shut, that whatever statement he utters may be taken as evidence to prosecute them, that the suspect must be given an attorney and if indigent he must be presented with an attorney at zero cost.
 To overturn these rights, some affirmative terms of denial is needed and tricks, threats or cajoling’s to get access to this waiver are prohibited. If before or at the time of interrogation the suspect chooses to invoke his right remain soundless, questioning must stop and request for a lawyer creates the same concerns until an attorney is procured for the defendant. Additionally, the court would not rule the same for the three cases since currently there exists some miscellany of small directives, for instance, the encumbrance of proof of waiver is left for the state, exculpatory and admission statements are today being treated as confessions. Furthermore, today, the supreme court allows the withdrawal of a waiver. 
When evaluated as the ultimate presentation of public policy, the new regime of the court proves some ambiguity that there is no compensation scheduled for the considerable weakness present in the constitutional limitations. Levick & Tierney (2012) asserts that without subscribing to overall police officer’s black picture which is usually painted by the court, I think it should be openly acknowledged from the onset that custodial interrogation permissible as per the due process common law may essentially encompass some coercion on the suspect. This is reasonable because the police officer may find advantage in the weakness or ignorance of the defendant. The questioning and the atmosphere approaches fair and proper though they may appear in themselves to drive the defendant to confess. 
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