CORE CRIMINAL JUSTICE COURT CASES

These are very abbreviated "point of law" summaries, designed to give entry-level criminal justice students a very basic understanding of a number of American legal principles.  Students are encouraged to consult a text on criminal procedure for a complete examination of these cases and a more careful discussion of the precise points of law they established. 
BRADY v U.S.: 

Plea bargaining is legal as long as an attorney is present to protect the defendant's rights, the plea is voluntarily made, and the defendant has a full knowledge of the consequences
CARROLL v U.S.: 

Police may stop and search a vehicle without a warrant if there is probable cause to believe that the vehicle is carrying individuals or articles that offend the law, and the vehicle is now or is about to be moved

DUNCAN v LOUISIANA: 

Defendants have the right to trial by jury if the potential sentence is more than six months of incarceration
ESCOBEDO v ILLINOIS: 

The right to counsel begins at the point of focus

FLORIDA v ROYER:

Reasonable suspicion can be used as the basis for investigative searches and seizures in situations involving pre-eminent public interests; specifically, reasonable suspicion is the standard to be used to allow investigatory searches of individuals (passengers or non-passengers) on airport grounds

FURMAN v GEORGIA: 

The death penalty is not being administered equitably

GAGNON v SCARPELLI: 

Probationers have the right to an attorney at probation revocation hearings

GIDEON v WAINWRIGHT: 

Indigents have the right to a legal counsel during the trial stage; the state will appoint an attorney to the case if the individual cannot afford one

GREGG v GEORGIA: 

Allows the death penalty to be administered as long as the capital sentence is not mandatory, aggravating and mitigating circumstances are considered, and a bifurcated proceeding (i.e., different judges determine guilt and sentence)

HARRIS v U.S.: 

Plain view doctrine - if the officer is legally present, the offending objects are in plain view, and the incriminating nature is readily apparent, the items may be seized without a warrant
ILLINOIS v GATES: 

Totality of the circumstances test - taken piecemeal, the evidence may not amount to probable cause, but if taken together as a whole the evidence achieves that level, the legal standard of proof for the search has been met

IN RE GAULT: 

Juvenile court proceedings must possess the elements of basic fundamental fairness; juveniles have the right to a proper hearing, to have an advance notification of that hearing and its purpose, the right to be present at the hearing, the right to confront/cross examine the accuser, the right to present 

evidence on your own behalf, the right to be represented by legal counsel at the hearing, the right against self-incrimination, the right to a formal ruling based on

information presented in court, and the right to an appeal

IN RE WINSHIP: 

The standard proof in a juvenile court adjudication is beyond a reasonable doubt
MAPP v OHIO: 

Exclusionary rule applied to the states – evidence unlawfully seized is inadmissible in court

MARYLAND v BUIE: 

Officers may search the suspect and the adjoining space region incident to arrest; if there is reasonable suspicion to believe that there is hidden danger present, officers may conduct a protective sweep of the area, but it is only to be a cursory search for people and may last no longer than it takes to dispel the reasonable suspicion of danger

McKEIVER v PENNSYLVANIA: 

There is no right to a jury trial for juveniles being adjudicated in juvenile court
MIRANDA v ARIZONA: 

Suspects must be informed of their basic rights at the point of arrest, particularly the right to remain silent and the right to have counsel present during any interrogations; confessions must meet the tests of voluntariness and awareness

MORRISSEY v BREWER: 

Parolees have no right to legal counsel at parole revocation hearings
ROCHIN v CALIFORNIA: 
A search cannot shock the conscience, and cannot be exploratory
ROPER v SIMMONS: 

The death penalty cannot be administered to those who were 17 years of age or under when the offense was committed

STACK v BOYLE: 
Fail to appear test - bail may be denied if there is probable cause to believe that defendants will fail to appear at future judicial proceedings

TERRY v OHIO: 
A stop and frisk search may be conducted when there is reasonable suspicion to believe that an individual is now or is about to engage in criminal behavior
U.S. v SALERNO: 
Dangerousness test - bail may be denied if there is clear and convincing evidence that defendant are dangerous and pose a threat to the community at large and the court participants in particular
WOLFF v McDONNELL: 
Inmates have the right to an institutional disciplinary hearing, written advance notice of the hearing, to present evidence/witnesses/testify in their own behalf, and a formal ruling to be placed in their file
