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Criminalizing Juvenile Justice: Rules of
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I. INTRODUCTION

The 1967 United States Supreme Court decision In re
Gaulf! precipitated a procedural revolution that has trans-
formed the juvenile court into a legal institution very different

* Professor of Law, University of Minnesota. I benefitted from the criti-
cal comments of a number of colleagues who reviewed an earlier draft of this
Article, including Ms. Kathy Bishop and Professors Daniel Farber, Richard
Frase, and Robert Levy. Of course, they bear no responsibility for my failure to
heed their advice. This Article could not have been completed without the re-
search contributions of a number of students whose assistance is gratefully ac-
knowledged, including Maria Wyant Cuzzo, Gadi Hill, Elizabeth Neufeld-Smith;
Polly Peterson, Jeff Saunders, Agnes Schipper, Ann Underbrink, and Mary Ann
‘Wray.

1. 387U.S.1 (1967).
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from that envisioned by its Progressive creators.2 In the years
since Gault, states have struggled to bring the administration
of their juvenile courts into harmony with the requirements of
the Constitution,3 aided by professional commentary and the
continuing evolution of juvenile procedural due process
requirements.

This Article studies the effects of these efforts on the juve-
nile justice system. The Article briefly reviews the Progressive
conception of the juvenile court and examines both the
changes resulting from the Supreme Court’s due process deci-
sions and the legislative impetus those decisions provided.
Then, through consideration of recent efforts such as Minne-
sota’s new Rules of Procedure for Juvenile Court,4 the Article
analyzes the contemporary juvenile court, examines the extent
to which it has departed from its original conception, and as-
sesses its criminalization and its convergence with adult crimi-
nal courts. The Article concludes that the juvenile court has
been effectively criminalized in that its current administrative
assumptions and operations are virtually indistinguishable
from those of adult criminal courts. At the same time, however,
the procedures of the juvenile court often provide protections
for juveniles less adequate than those afforded adult criminal
defendants. As a result, juveniles receive the worst of both
worlds, and the reasons for the very existence of a separate ju-
venile court are called into question.

II. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
A. THE PROGRESSIVE JUVENILE COURT
Between 1870 and World War I, the railroads changed

2. For various interpretations of the development of the juvenile justice
system, see generally J. INVERARITY, P. LAUDERDALE & B. FELD, LAW AND SocCI-
ETY: SOCIOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES ON CRIMINAL Law 173 (1983); A. PraTt, THE
CHILDSAVERS: THE INVENTION OF DELINQUENCY (2d ed. 1977); D. RoTHMAN, CON-
SCIENCE AND CONVENIENCE: THE ASYLUM AND ITS ALTERNATIVES IN PROGRESSIVE
AMERICA (1980); E. RYERSON, THE BEST-LAID PLANS: AMERICA'S JUVENILE
Court ExPERIMENT (1978); S. ScHLOSSMAN, LOVE AND THE AMERICAN DELIN-
QUENT: THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF “PROGRESSIVE” JUVENILE JUSTICE 1825-
1920 (1977); JUVENILE JUSTICE: THE PROGRESSIVE LEGACY AND CURRENT RE-
FORMS (L. Empey ed. 1979) [hereinafter cited as JUVENILE JusTICE]; Fox, Juve-
nile Justice Reform: An Historical Perspective, 22 Stan. L. REv. 1187 (1970);
Mack, The Juvenile Court, 23 Harv. L. REv. 104 (1909).

3. See, e.g, Note, Minnesota Juvenile Court Rules: Brightening One World
Sfor Juveniles, 54 MiNN. L. REv. 303, 303 (1969).

4. The Rules were promulgated by the Minnesota Supreme Court on De-
cember 17, 1982, and became effective on May 1, 1983. See infra notes 81-87 and
accompanying text.
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America from an agrarian to an industrial society by fostering
economic growth, changing the processes of manufacturing,
and ushering in a period of rapid economic modernization.5 Si-
multaneously, traditional social patterns faced challenges as
new immigrants, primarily from southern and eastern Europe,
and rural Americans flooded into the burgeoning cities and
crowded into ethnic enclaves and urban slums.$ Overburdened
by numbers, cities proved unable to provide even basic needs.?
As a result, urban ghettos, poverty, congestion, disorder, crime,
and inadequate social services accompanied the development
of modern urban industrial life,

Accompanying these developments were changes in family
structure and function, including a reduction in the number
and spacing of children, a shift of economic functions from the
family to other work environments, and a modernization and
privatization of the family that substantially modified the roles
of women and children® The lhtter development was espe-

5. See generally T. COCHRAN, BUSINESS IN AMERICAN Li1FE (1972); S. HAYs,
THE RESPONSE TO INDUSTRIALISM 1885-1914 (1957); R. HOFSTADTER, THE AGE OF
RerForM: FroM Bryan To F.D.R. (1955); G. KoLko, THE TRIUMPH OF CONSERVA-
TisM: A REINTERPRETATION OF AMERICAN HiISTORY, 1900-1916 (1963); D. NosLE,
AMERICA BY DESIGN: SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND THE RISE OF CORPORATE CAFI-
TaLiIsM (1977); H. THORELLY, THE FEDERAL ANTI-TRUST PoLicy (1954); A.
TRACHTENBERG, THE INCORPORATION OF AMERICA (1982); J. WEINSTEIN, THE COR-
PORATE IDEAL IN THE LIBERAL STATE 1900-1918 (1968); R. WIEBE, THE SEARCH
FOR ORDER 1877-1920 (1967).

6. The “new immigrants” differed in language, religion, political heritage,
and culture from the dominant Anglo-Protestant Americans. They predomi-
nantly were peasants, and their cultural and linguistic differences from the
dominant culture, coupled with their numbers, hindered their assimilation.
See, e.g., R. HOFSTADTER, supra note 5, at 8. See generally U.S. BUREAU OF THE
CENsUS, HISTORICAL STATISTICS OF THE UNITED STATES, COLONIAL TIMES TO 1970
(Bicentennial ed. 1976) (statistics about immigration and the changing
demographics of the United States population).

7. See, e.g., W. TRATTNER, FROM POOR LAw 70 WELFARE STATE: A HISTORY
OF SocIAL WELFARE IN AMERICA 135 (3d ed. 1984); H. WLENSKY & C. LEBEAUX,
INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY AND SOCIAL WELFARE 115-32 (1958). The needs of the ur-
ban masses increased by the end of the nineteenth century because of changes
in the economic structure and the difficulties of assimilation created by linguis-
tic and cultural difference. See, e.g., H. HIGHAM, STRANGERS IN THE LAND: PAT-
TERNS OF AMERICAN NATIVISM, 1860-1925, at 87 (1974); R. HOFSTADTER, supra
note 5, at 8.

8. See, e.g., J. KETT, RITES OF PASSAGE: ADOLESCENCE IN AMERICA 1790 TO
THE PRESENT 114-16 (1977); Hareven, The Dynamics of Kin in an Industrial
Community, in TURNING POINTS: HISTORICAL AND SOCIOLOGICAL ESSAYS ON THE
FamrLy 151 (J. Demos & S. Boocock eds. 1978); Hareven & Vinovskis, Patterns of
Childbearing in Late Nineteenth-Century America: The Determinants of Mari-
tal Fertility in Five Massachusetts Towns in 1880, in FAMILY AND POPULATION IN
NINETEENTH-CENTURY AMERICA 85 (T. Hareven & M. Vinovskis eds. 1978). But
see C. DEGLER, AT OppDs: WOMEN AND THE FAMILY IN AMERICA FROM THE
REVOLUTION TO THE PRESENT 9, 178-209 (1980) (industrialization is an inade-
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cially noticeable in the upper and middle classes, which had
begun to view children as corruptible innocents whose upbring-
ing required special attention, solicitude, and instruction.? As a
result, women, especially in the middle and upper classes, as-
sumed a greater role in supervising the child’s moral and social
development.10

At the same time, the general social and economic

quate explanation of the mid-nineteenth century decline in fertility; that de-
cline is caused by women’s “increasing consciousness of themselves as
individuals” and, consequently, their desire to control reproduction). See gen-
erally C. LascH, HAVEN IN A HEARTLESS WORLD: THE FAMILY BESIEGED 6-10
(1977) (effects on family life of the nineteenth-century emancipation of women
and the growth of industrialization); E. SHORTER, THE MAKING OF THE MODERN
FamiLy 205-68 (1975) (explaining changes in family life as consequences of the
growth of laissez-faire capitalism); Wells, Women's Lives Transformed: Demo-
graphic and Family Patterns in America, 1600-1970, in WOMEN IN AMERICA: A
HisTtoRY 16, 18-24 (C. Berkin & M. Norton eds. 1979) (comparing changes in
household structure and women’s place in that structure to the increase in life
expectancies, the decrease in fertility, and the migration to the cities that re-
sulted from industrialization).

9. See generally P. Arits, CENTURIES OF CHILDHOOD 329 (1962) (summa-
rizing the development of the “modern theory” of childhood that suggests that
children are not small adults, but rather that childhood is a separate stage of
development); C. DEGLER, supra note 8, at 86-110 (change in child-rearing meth-
ods of nineteenth century related to new perception of children as innocent
and trainable); J. GiLris, YOUTH AND HisTORY: TRADITION AND CHANGE IN Euro-
PEAN AGE RELATIONS 1770-PRESENT 98-105 (1974) (concern for children ex-
tended to older youths); D. HunT, PARENTS AND CHILDREN IN HisTORY: ThHE
PsycHoLoGgy oF FAMmMILY LIFE IN EARLY MODERN FRANCE 33-36 (1970) (slow
emergence of the concept of “childhood” in France, beginning in the Middle
Ages and attaining full realization during the ancien régime); J. KeTT, supra
note 8, at 109-43 (origins of the idea of “adolescence” from 1840-1880); B. WisHy,
THE CHILD AND THE REPUBLIC 94-114 (1968) (new ideas of childhood and child
rearing as reflected in children’s books and child-rearing manuals for parents
from 1860-1900); deMause, The Evolution of Childhood, in THE HISTORY OF
Cripaoop 1 (L. deMause ed. 1974) (noting the gradual shift from a norm of
physical and sexual abuse of children to one promoting socialization; the new
norm viewed children as malleable creatures to be trained by adults to conform
to societal mores).

Childhood as a recognizable developmental stage is a recent phenomenon.
Prior to the past two or three centuries, there was neither a fully separate,
highly valued social status based on age nor a corresponding age segregation.
Young people were perceived as miniature adults or inadequate versions of
their parents who did not require any special protection or discrete legal status.
Even in the early nineteenth century the newer views of children were only be-
ginning to alter child-rearing practices. This trend was accentuated as commer-
cial and industrial developments enabled young people to achieve economic
independence. See Marks, Detours on the Road to Maturity: A View of the
Legal Conception of Growing Up and Letting Go, 39 Law & CONTEMP. PROBS. 78,
80 (1975). By the end of the nineteenth century, however, the preparation of
children for adult roles and their autonomous departures from home became
much more restrictive. See authorities cited supra notes 2 & 8.

10. See, e.g., A. PLATT, supra note 2, at 75-83; see also B. WisHY, supra note
9, at 116 (discussing increased role of mothers in child development).
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problems sparked the Progressive Movement.!! Progressivism
included a host of ideologies and addressed issues ranging
from economic regulation to criminal justice and political re-
form.12 A unifying theme, however, was the development by
professionals and experts of rational and scientific solutions
that would be administered by the State.l3 Progressive reli-
ance on the State reflected a fundamental belief that state ac-
tion could be benevolent, that government could rectify social
problems, and that Progressive values could be inculcated in
others.14

The Progressive trust of state power combined with
changes in the cultural conceptions of children and child-rear-
ing to lead Progressives into the realm of *“child-saving”—child

11, See generally authorities cited supra note 5.

12. See generally B. BRINGHURST, ANTITRUST AND THE O MoNopoLy (1979)
(antitrust); L. CREMIN, THE TRANSFORMATION OF THE SCHOOL: PROGRESSIVISM IN
AMERICAN EDUcATION, 1876-1957 (1961) (compulsory education); G. KoLxo,
Ranroaps aND REGULATION 1877-1916 (1965) (railroad regulation); D. ROTHAN,
supra note 2 (criminal justice reform); H. THORELLY, supra note 5§ (antitrust); S.
TrFFIN, IN WHOSE BEST INTEREST? CHILD WELFARE REFORM IN THE PROGRESSIVE
ERra (1982) (child welfare); W. TRATTNER, CRUSADE FOR THE CHILDREN: A His-
TORY OF THE NATIONAL CBILD LABOR COMMITTEE AND CHILD LABOR REFORM IN
NEw YORrRk STaTE (1965) (child labor laws); W. TRATTNER, supra note 7 (urban
welfare reform); R. WieBE, BUSINESSMEN AND REFORM (1962) (business regula-
tion); Hays, The Politics of Reform in Municipal Government in the Progressive
Era, Pac. Nw. Q., Oct. 1964, at 152 (*good government").

13. See, e.g., S. HAYS, supra note 5, at 156; R. WIEBE, supra note 5, at 166-70.
Professors Hays and Wiebe attribute Progressive reforms to the newly emerg-
ing middle class of college-educated technocrats, corporate managers, and pro-
fessionals who viewed the decline of the older order as an opportunity to
realize their own potentials through the development of rational, scientiflc, and
managerial solutions to a host of social problems. See S. HAYs, supra note §, at
73-74; R. WIEBE, supra note 5, at 111-32. This interpretation explains the role of
the detached, objective professional and scientific rationality and expertise that
recurs throughout most Progressive reform efforts. See Kennedy, Overview:
The Progressive Era, 37 HISTORIAN 453, 460 (1975); Stone, A Spectre is Haunting
America: An Interpretation of Progressivism, 3 J. LIBERTARIAN STUD. 239, 243-44
(1979). There have been extensive and often conflicting interpretations of the
origins and goals of the Progressive reformers. Compare R. HOFSTADTER, supra
note 5 and Kennedy, supra (Progressive era was an era of transition) with R.
‘WIEBE, supra note 5 and G. KOLXO, supra note 5 (emphasizing conservative as-
pects of Progressivism).

14. See, e.g, F. ALLEN, Legal Values and the Rehabilitative Ideal, in THE
BORDERLAND OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE 25, 26-27 (1964) [hereinafter cited as Bogr-
DERLAND]; F. ALLEN, THE DECLINE OF THE REHABILITATIVE IDEAL: PENAL PoLiCY
AND SociaLl Purrose 11-15 (1981) [hereinafter cited as F. ALLEN, DECLINE]; D.
RoTHMAN, supra note 2, at 60-61; Allen, The Decline of the Rehabilitative Ideal
in American Criminal Justice, 27 CLEV. ST. L. REV. 147, 150-51 (1978). Progres-
sives felt no reservations when they attempted to “Amencamze" the immi-
grants and poor through a variety of agencies of assimilation and acculturation
to become sober, virtuous, middle-class Americans. D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2,
at 49.
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labor laws, child welfare laws, compulsory education laws, and
the juvenile court system.’5 The Progressive programs were in-
tended to structure child development and to control and mold
children while protecting them from exploitation. The goals
and the methods of these programs, however, often reflected
antipathy to the immigrant hordes and a desire to save the sec-
ond generation from perpetuating the old world ways.16
Similarly, the development of new theories about human
behavior and social deviance led Progressives to new views on
criminal justice and social control policies.1” The Progressives
saw crime not as a product of the deliberate exercise of an indi-
vidual’s free willi8 but as a result of external, antecedent
forces.19 They focused, therefore, on reforming the offender

15. As one author noted, many Progressive programs shared a unifying
child-centered theme. “The child was the carrier of tomorrow’s hope whose in-
nocence and freedom made him singularly receptive to education in rational,
humane behavior. Protect him, nurture him, and in his manhood he would cre-
ate that bright new world of the progressives’ vision.” R. WIEBE, supra note 5,
at 169; see also J. KETT, supra note 8, at 226-27 (many groups were instrumental
in structuring the activities of children); REPORT OF PANEL ON YOUTH OF THE
PRESIDENT'S SCIENCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE, YOUTH: TRANSITION TO ADULTHOOD
34 (1974) [hereinafter cited as YOuTH: TRANSITION TO ADPULTHOOD] (the United
States adopted a variety of laws to protect children against dangerous labor
and neglect, to require them to attend school, and to secure for them a better
future); D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2, at 206-07 (Progressives attempted to influ-
ence immigrant children to adopt the American way of life); E. RYERSON, supra
note 2, at 27-31 (the establishment of the juvenile court was an outgrowth of a
more comprehensive child-study movement, based on a view of children as in-
nocents); S. TIFFIN, supra note 12, at 61-83 (institutional child care in the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries was based on children’s innocence and
malleability of character); Schlossman & Wallach, The Crime of Precocious Sex-
uality: Female Juvenile Delinquency in the Progressive Era, 48 Hanv. Epuc.
REv. 65, 67 (1978) (girls were discriminated against in the early twentieth cen-
tury juvenile court because it was believed that they needed more protection
than boys).

16. See Empey, Introduction: The Social Construction of Childhood and
Juvenile Justice, in THE FUTURE OF CHILDHOOD AND JUVENILE JUSTICE 1, 19-21
(L. Empey ed. 1979); Empey, The Progressive Legacy and the Concept of Child-
hood, in JUVENILE JUSTICE, supra note 2, at 3, 25-28. All four of these reforms—
child labor laws, child welfare laws, compulsory education requirements, and
the juvenile court system—reflected the central Progressive assumption that
the ideal way to prepare children for life was to strengthen the nuclear family,
shield children from adult roles, and formally educate them for upward mobil-
ity. See, e.g., D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2, at 206-09; Youts: TRANSITION TO ADULT-
HOOD, supra note 15, at 25.

17. See D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2, at 43.

18. See, e.g, D. MaTza, DELINQUENCY AND DRIFT § (1964); D. ROTHMAN,
supra note 2, at 50-51.

19. The new criminology, as distinguished from the old theory of “free
will,” asserted a scientific determinism of deviance and sought to identify the
causal variables producing crime and deliquency. In its quest for scientific le-
gitimacy, criminology borrowed both methodology and vocabulary from the
medical profession. Medical metaphors such as pathology, infection, diagnosis,
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rather than on punishing the offense.20 The result was the “Re-
habilitative Ideal” that permeated all Progressive criminal jus-
tice reforms2! The Ideal emphasized open-ended, informal,
and highly flexible policies so that the criminal justice profes-
sional had the discretion necessary to formulate individualized,
case-by-case strategies for rehabilitating the deviant.22

and treatment were popular analogues for criminal justice professionals, who
also prescribed an individualized approach to the diagnosis and cure of each
offender. See, e.g., A. PLATT, supra note 2, at 18; D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2, at
56.

20. See E. RYERSON, supra note 2, at 22. These deterministic interpreta-
tions of human behavior caused a redirection of research efforts in order to
identify the causes of crime by scientifically studying the offender, because the
ability to identify the causes of crime also implied the correlative ability to
“cure” crime. Although early positivistic criminology attributed criminal be-
havior to hereditary and biological factors, these views were soon challenged
by social and environmental explanations of crime. The social science profes-
sionals in psychology, sociology, and social work who were emerging from col-
leges and universities acquired a professional stake in environmental
explanations of deviance, because environmental factors allowed for greater
possibilities of intervention and cure than did imperious biological determin-
ism. See, e.g., J. HAWES, CHILDREN IN URBAN SOCIETY: JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
1IN NINETEENTH-CENTURY AMERICA 192 (1971); R. LuBovE, TEE PROFESSIONAL AL~
TRUIST 56 (1967); A. PLATT, supra note 2, at 53; E. RYERSON, supra note 2, at 24;
'W. TRATTINER, supra note 7, at 186. The environmental interpretations of devi-
ance attributed deviance to the social and economic conditions associated with
immigrant ghettos and urban slums into which the benefits of the American so-
ciety could not penetrate. Environmentalists emphasized the impacts of indus-
trialization and urbanization in the process of crime causation. Although there
was always a touch of moralism condemning those who succumbed to these
deleterious influences, there was also an appreciation of the vulnerability of the
urban poor to economic forces and social conditions beyond their control. See,
e.g., E. RYERSON, supra note 2, at 24.

21. These reforms included increased use of probation and indeterminate
sentencing, parole supervision following release, and the juvenile court. See F.
ALLEN, Legal Values and the Rehabilitative Ideal, in BORDERLAND, supra note
14, at 25, 26; see also F. ALLEN, DECLINE, supra note 14, at 6 (twentieth century
innovations in criminal justice reflect the Rehabilitiave Ideal); Allen, supra
note 14, at 149 (same).

22. A pervasive feature of all Progressive criminal justice reforms was dis-
cretionary decision making by experts. Discretion was necessary because iden-
tifying the causes and prescribing the cures for delinquency required an
individualized approach that precluded uniformity of treatment or standardiza-
tion of criteria. See D. ROTHEMAN, supra note 2, at 54. It is probably not coinci-
dental that the increased flexibility, indeterminacy, and discretion in social
control practices corresponded to the increasing volume and changing charac-
teristics of offenders during this period. See id. at 77; see also Feld, supra note
2, at 182 (discretion afforded flexibility in social control of immigrants and their
children).

A flourishing Rehabilitative Ideal requires both a belief in the maleability
of human behavior and a basic moral consensus about the appropriate direc-
tions of human change. It also requires agreement about means and ends, the
goals of change, and the strategies necessary to achieve them. Progressives be-
lieved that the new sciences of human behavior provided them with the tools
for systematic human change. They also believed in the virtues of the social
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The juvenile court was based on this Rehabilitative Ideal.
It was conceived as a specialized, bureaucratic agency, staffed
by experts and designed to serve the needs of a specific cate-
gory of client: the “child at risk,” whether offender, dependent,
or neglected. The juvenile court professionals were to make
discretionary, individualized treatment decisions to achieve be-
nevolent goals and social uplift by substituting a scientific and
preventative approach for the traditional punitive philosophy of
the criminal law.22 The legal justification for intervention was
parens patriae—the right and responsibility of the state to sub-
stitute its own control over children for that of the natural par-
ents when the latter were unable or unwilling to meet their
responsibilities or when the child posed a community crime
problem.24 The parens patriae doctrine drew no distinction be-

order and the propriety of imposing the values of a middle-class lifestyle on im-
migrants and the poor. See F. ALLEN, Legal Values and the Rehabilitative
Ideal, in BORDERLAND, supra note 14, at 25.

23. See Hazard, The Jurisprudence of Juvenile Deviance, in PURSUING JuUs-
TICE FOR THE CHILD 4 (M. Rosenheim ed. 1976) [hereinafter cited as PURSUING
JusTiCcE]; Mennel, Attitudes and Policies Toward Juvenile Delinquency in the
United States: A Historigraphical Review, in 4 CRIME AND SoCIAL JUSTICE 191,
207-15 (M. Tonry & N. Morris eds. 1983); Platt, The Triumph of Benevolence: The
Origins of the Juvenile Justice System in the United States, in CRIMINAL JUSTICE
IN AMERICA 356, 377-84 (R. Quinney ed. 1974); Schultz, The Cycle of Juvenile
Court History, 19 CRIME & DELINQ. 457, 458-59 (1973). See generally authorities
cited supra note 2.

Many of the characteristics of the Progressive juvenile court can be traced
to the Houses of Refuge that emerged in the first third of the nineteenth cen-
tury. The Houses were the first specialized agency for the control of youth.
See, e.g., H. FINESTONE, VICTIMS OF CHANGE: JUVENILE DELINQUENTS IN AMERI-
CAN SOCIETY 25-27 (1976); J. HAWES, supra note 20, at 144-45; J. KETT, supra note
8, at 122, 222; R. MENNEL, THORNS AND THISTLES: JUVENILE DELINQUENTS IN THE
UNITED STATES 1825-1940, at 130-35 (1973); R. PickerT, Houst oF REFUGE: ORI-
GINS OF JUVENILE REFORM IN NEw YORK STATE 1815-1857, at v (1969); D. RoTH-
MAN, THE DISCOVERY OF THE ASYLUM: SoOCIAL ORDER AND DISORDER IN THE NEW
RepuBLIC 207 (1971); Fox, supra note 2, at 1187-89, 1207-12. One authority con-
tends that

developments in the 19th century laid the foundation for the subse-

quent development of the juvenile justice system in the United

States. . . . [L]egislation establishing the juvenile court in Chicago

did no more than formalize long-standing practices for dealing with

juveniles in Ilinois. . . . [I]n almost every state the legal and ideologi-

cal innovations typically associated with the juvenile court (e.g., the ex-

tension of legal control over noncriminal children, the denial of due

process, and the legalization of the rehabilitative ideal) had occurred
before the advent of children’s courts, as a result of earlier legislation
establishing juvenile reformatories.
Sutton, Social Structure, Institutions, and the Legal Status of Children in the
United States, 88 Am. J. Soc. 915, 917 (1983).

24. See, e.g, Cogan, Juvenile Law, Before and After the Entrance of
“Parens Patriae,” 22 S.C.L. REV. 147, 181 (1970); Curtis, The Checkered Career of
Parens Patriae: The State as Parent or Tyrant?, 25 DE PAuL L. Rev. 895, 901-02
(1976); Pisciotta, Saving the Children: The Promise and Practice of Parens Pa-
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tween criminal and noncriminal youth conduct, a view that
supported the Progressive position that juvenile court proceed-
ings were civil rather than criminal in nature. The civil nature
of the proceedings fulfilled the reformers’ desire to remove chil-
dren from the adult criminal system and allowed greater super-
vision of the children and greater flexibility in treatment.2s
Because the reformers eschewed punishment, they could reach
behavior such as smoking, sexual activity, truancy, immorality,
stubbornness, vagrancy, or living a wayward, idle, and dissolute
life—behavior that had previously been ignored but that the
Progressives wished to end because it betokened premature
adulthood.26 Such “status jurisdiction” reflected the dominant
concept of childhood and adolescence that had taken root dur-
ing the nineteenth century and authorized predelinquent inter-
vention to forestall premature adulthood, enforce the
dependent conditions of youth, and supervise children’s moral

triae, 1838-98, 28 CRiME & DELINQ. 410, 410 (1982); Rendleman, Parens Patriae:
From Chancery to the Juvenile Court, 23 S.CL. Rev. 205, 207-10 (1971). The
leading case of the period, Ex parte Crouse, 4 Whart. 9 (Pa. 1838), reflects not
only the ideology of environmentalism and preventive intervention, but also
the breadth of the parens patriae doctrine and the futility of legal challenges to
state intervention. See id. at 11; see also D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2, at 212 (re-
formers’ use of parens patriae to justify state intervention); Fox, supra note 2,
at 1192-93 (the emergence of the doctrine of parens patriae).

25. The juvenile court sought to aid children as well as to control their
criminal behavior. Historically, controlling youth through the criminal law
presented the stark alternatives of a criminal conviction and punishment as an
adult or an acquittal or dismissal that freed the youth from all supervision.
Jury or judicial nullification to avoid punishment excluded many youths from
control, particularly minor offenders. Desires for greater supervision and con-
trol, rather than leniency, animated many reformers. They sought a system
that would allow the law to intervene affirmatively in the lives of young offend-
ers, rather than only to impose punishment. The rehabilitative juvenile court
provided Progressives with a middle ground between punishing behavior
through the criminal process, thereby criminalizing a youth, and ignoring it al-
together, thereby encouraging a resumption of a criminal career. See, e.g., J.
Hawes, supra note 20, at 162; A. PLATT, supra note 2, at 46-55, 101-36; D. RoTH-
MAN, supra note 2, at 213; E. RYERSON, supra note 2, at 33; Fox, supra note 2, at
1194, 1212-15.

26. See authorities cited supra notes 2 & 23; see also Andrews & Cohn, Un-
governability: The Unjustifiable Jurisdiction, 83 YALE L.J. 1383, 1388 (1974) (dis-
cussing the significance of juvenile adjudications for status offenses); Garlock,
"Wayward” Children and the Law, 1820-1900: The Genesis of the Status Qffense
Jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court, 13 GA. L. Rev. 341, 342-43 (1979) (questioning
whether juvenile courts should refuse to exercise jurisdiction over status of-
fenses); Rosenberg & Rosenberg, The Legacy of the Stubborn and Rebellious
Son, 74 Mica. L. Rev. 1097, 1098-99 (1976) (noting that every state and the Dis-
trict of Columbia have statutes giving the juvenile court jurisdiction over status
offenses); Schlossman & Wallach, supra note 15, at 70, 81 (discussing the pur-
pose of the Progressives’ concern with certain behavior).
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upbringing.27

The Progressives envisioned a juvenile court administered
by an expert judge and assisted by social service personnel, cli-
nicians, and probation officers. They hoped judges would be
specialists, trained in the social sciences and child develop-
ment, whose empathic qualities and insight could aid in mak-
ing individualized dispositions in the “best interests of the
child.”28 Because it was assumed that a rational, scientific
analysis of facts would reveal the proper diagnosis and pre-
scribe the cure, the juvenile court’s methodology encouraged
collecting as much information as possible about the child. The
resulting factual inquiry into the whole child accorded minor
significance to the specific criminal offense because the offense
indicated little about a child’s “real needs.”2® Because the re-
formers’ aims were benevolent, their solicitude individualized,
and their intervention guided by science, they saw no reason to
narrowly circumscribe the power of the state. They maximized
discretion to provide flexibility in diagnosis and treatment and
focused on the child and the child’s character and lifestyle
rather than on the crime.

In distinguishing children from adult offenders, the juve-
nile court also rejected the procedures of criminal prosecution.
It introduced a euphemistic vocabulary and a physically sepa-
rate court building to avoid the stigma of adult prosecutions,
and it modified courtroom procedures to eliminate any implica-

27. See A. PLATT, supra note 2, at 135. Ironically, the juvenile court simul-
taneously affirmed the primacy of the nuclear family and expanded the power
of the state to intervene in instances of parental inadequacy. See D. ROTHMAN,
supra note 2, at 212. Child rearing had become too complex to relegate to un-
supervised family control. Immigrant and lower class families, caught in the
conflict of cultures, could not be expected adequately to Americanize their chil-
dren, and state supervision was imposed to assure that the next generation
adopted an acceptable middle-class way of life. See id. at 206. The juvenile
court provided the agency through which Anglo-Protestant Americans defined
the norms of family and childhood to which the outsiders were to adhere. See
E. RYERSON, supra note 2, at 48.

28. One consequence of judicial discretion, however, “was a system that
made the personality of the judge, his likes and dislikes, attitudes and
prejudices, consistencies and caprices, the decisive element in shaping the
character of his courtroom.” D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2, at 238,

29. See id. at 215. A system of decision making in which literally every-
thing is relevant to the ultimate determination of a child’s “best interests” nec-
essarily is heavily dependent on sound judgment and professional expertise.
The Progressives envisioned a well-trained probation staff schooled in the prin-
ciples of psychology and social work, aided by mental hygiene clinics and psy-
chological diagnostic services, and able to provide the scientific undergirding
that would assure consistency in dispositions. Id. at 242-43.
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tion of a criminal proceeding.3¢ For example, proceedings were
initiated by a petition in the welfare of the child, rather than by
a criminal complaint. Because the important issues involved
the child’s background and welfare rather than the commission
of a specific crime, courts dispensed with juries, lawyers, rules
of evidence, and formal procedures. To avoid stigmatization,
hearings were confidential and private, access to court records
was limited, and youths were found to be “delinquent” rather
than guilty of an offense. To make proceedings more personal
and private, the judge was supposed to sit next to the child
while court personnel presented a treatment plan to meet the
child’s needs as determined by a background investigation
identifying the sources of the child’s misconduct. Dispositions
were indeterminate and nonproportional and could continue
for the duration of minority. The events that brought the child
before the court affected neither the degree nor the duration of
intervention because each child’s needs differed and no limits
could be defined-in advance. The dispositional process was
designed to determine why the child was in court in the first in-
stance and what could be done to change the character, atti-
tude, and behavior of the youth to prevent a reappearance.3!

B. THE CONSTITUTIONAL DOMESTICATION OF THE JUVENILE
COUuRT

Despite occasional challenges and criticism of some con-
ceptual or administrative aspects of juvenile justice, no sus-
tained and systematic examination of the juvenile court
occurred until the 1960’s.32 In 1967, however, In re Gaule3 be-
gan a “due process revolution” that substantially transformed
the juvenile court from a social welfare agency into a legal in-
stitution. This “constitutional domestication”34 was the first
step in the convergence of the procedures of the juvenile jus-
tice system with those of the adult criminal process.35

30. See, e.g., PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAw ENFORCEMENT AND ADMINIS-
TRATION OF JUSTICE, TAsk FORCE REPORT: JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND YOUTH
CrmME 92 (1967) [hereinafter cited as JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND YOUTH
Crimvz]; D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2, at 218; see also authorities cited supra notes
2 & 23.

31. See E. RYERSON, supra note 2, at 38.

32. See, eg., Handler, The Juvenile Court and the Adversary System:
Problems of Function and Form, 1965 Wis. L. Rev. 7, 8; Note, Juvenile Delin-
quents: The Police, State Courts, and Individualized Justice, 79 HaRrv. L. REv.
775, T75-76 (1966).

33. 387U.S.1 (1967).

34, Id. at 22.

35. On the “criminalization” of the juvenile court, see, e.g., Feld, Juvenile
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In re Gault involved the delinquency adjudication and in-
stitutional commitment of a youth who allegedly made a lewd
telephone call of the “irritatingly offensive, adolescent, sex vari-
ety” to a neighbor.3¢ Fifteen-year-old Gerald Gault was taken
into custody, detained overnight without notification of his par-
ents, and made to appear at a hearing the following day. A pro
forma petition alleged simply that he was a delinquent minor
in need of the care and custody of the court. The complaining
witness did not appear, no sworn testimony was taken, and no
transcript or formal memorandum of the substance of the pro-
ceedings was made. The judge interrogated Gault, who appar-
ently made incriminating responses. At no time was Gault
assisted by an attorney or advised of a right to counsel. Follow-
ing his hearing, the judge returned Gault to a detention cell for
several days. At his dispositional hearing the following week,
the judge committed Gault as a juvenile delinquent to the State
Industrial School “for the period of his minority [that is, until
21], unless sooner discharged by due process of law.”37

The Court examined the realities of juvenile incarceration
rather than accepting the rehabilitative rhetoric of Progressive
juvenile jurisprudence. In reviewing the history of the juvenile
court, the Court noted that the traditional rationales for deny-
ing procedural safeguards to juveniles included the belief that
the proceedings were neither adversarial nor criminal and that,
because the State acted as parens patriae, the child was enti-
tled to custody rather than liberty.38 The Court rejected these
assertions, however, because denial of procedures frequently
resulted in arbitrariness rather than “careful, compassionate,
individualized treatment.”®® Although the Court hoped to re-

Court Legislative Reform and the Serious Young Offender: Dismantling the
“Rehabilitative Ideal,” 65 MINN. L. REv. 167, 202 (1980). On the due process
revolution in the juvenile court, see, e.g., Paulsen, The Constitutional Domesti-
cation of the Juvenile Court, 1967 Sup. Ct. REV. 233, 237; Paulsen, Kent v, United
States: The Constitutional Context of Juvenile Cases, 1966 Sup. CT. REV. 167,
168-69 [hereinafter cited as Paulsen, Constitutional Context].

36. 387 U.S. at 4.

37. Gault, 387 U.S. at 7-8 (brackets in original). If Gault had been an adult,
his offense would have resulted in no more than a $50 fine or two months’ im-
prisonment; as a juvenile, however, he was subject to incarceration for up to six
years, the duration of his minority. Id. at 8-9. Although Arizona has increased
the penalties that can be imposed in misdemeanor cases, they still are much
less severe than the dispositions juveniles can receive. Cf. Ariz. REV. STAT.
ANN. §§ 13-2904 (1978) (Gault’s conduct is a class 1 misdemeanor); 13-707 (a
class 1 misdemeanor carries a maximum term of imprisonment of six months);
12-802(A) (a class 1 misdemeanor carries a maximum fine of $1000).

38. See Gault, 387 U.S. at 14-17.

39. Id.at18.



1984] JUVENILE JUSTICE 153

tain the potential benefits of the juvenile process, it insisted
that the claims of the juvenile court process had to be candidly
appraised in light of the realities of recidivism, the failures of
rehabilitation, the stigma of a ‘“delinquency” label, the
breaches of confidentiality, and the arbitrariness of the pro-
cess.0 The Court noted that a juvenile justice process free of
constitutional safeguards had not abated recidivism or lowered
the high crime rates among juvenile offenders. It also empha-
sized that the realities of juvenile institutional confinement
mandated elementary procedural safeguards.4l These safe-
guards included advance notice of charges, a fair and impartial
hearing, assistance of counsel, opportunity to confront and
cross-examine witnesses, and a privilege against self-
incrimination.42

Although the Court discussed the realities of the juvenile
system and mandated procedural safeguards, it limited its
holding to the adjudicatory hearing at which a child is deter-
mined to be a delinquent.43 It asserted that its decision would

40. See id. at 21.

41. The Supreme Court noted that:

The fact of the matter is that, however euphemistic the title, a “receiv-
ing home” or an “industrial school” for juveniles is an institution of
confinement in which the child is incarcerated for a greater or lesser
time. His world becomes *“a building with whitewashed walls, regi-
mented routine, and institutional hours . . . .” Instead of mother and
father and sisters and brothers and friends and classmates, his world is
peopled by guards, custodians, state employees, and “delinquents"”
confined with him for anything from waywardness to rape and homi-

cide. . . . [Ulnder our Constitution, the condition of being a [child]
does not justify a kangaroo court.
Id. at 27-28.

42, See id. at 31-57T; see also id. at 22, 24, 27 (discussing whether juveniles
should be afforded constitutional protection through procedural safeguards);
Rosenberg, The Constitutional Rights of Ckildren Charged with Crime: Propo-
sal for a Return to the Not So Distant Past, 27 UCLA L. Rev. 656, 662-63 (1980)
(constitutional protections should attach in proceedings that may result in in-
carceration of a child). The Gault opinion is unclear regarding whether the
various rights afforded juveniles attach because of the possibility of institu-
tional commitment, see, e.g., Gault, 387 U.S. at 13, or if they attach only when
the youth is actually committed to a state correctional facility, see id. at 36-37,
41, 44, 49, 56, 57; ¢f. Schultz & Cohen, Isolationism in Juvenile Court Jurispru-
dence, in PURSUING JUSTICE, supra note 23, at 20, 28 (Gault opinion unclear
about basis of extension of right to juveniles). Compare Duncan v. Louisiana,
391 U.S. 145 (1968) (sixth amendment right to jury trial in state criminal pro-
ceedings determined by the penalty authorized by law rather than the sentence
actually imposed) with Scott v. Ilinois, 440 U.S. 367 (1979) (sixth amendment
right to counsel in state misdemeanor trials attaches only if a jail sentence is
actually imposed).

43. See Gault, 387 U.S. at 13. The Court specifically held that “[w]e do not
in this opinion consider the impact of these constitutional provisions upon the
totality of the relationship of the juvenile and the state. We do not even con-
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in no way impair the value of the unique procedures for
processing and treating juveniles and that the procedural safe-
guards associated with the adversarial process were essential
in juvenile proceedings, both to determine the truth and to pre-
serve individual freedom by limiting the power of the state.44
In contrast to the narrow holding, the basis for the Court’s
constitutional analysis of what rights must be afforded
juveniles in adjudicatory hearings was broad. The Court used
the *“fundamental fairness” requirements of fourteenth amend-
ment due process to grant the rights to notice, counsel, and
confrontation and did not even refer specifically to the explicit
requirements of the sixth amendment.45 The Court did, how-

sider the entire process relating to juvenile ‘delinquents.’” Id.; see also McCar-
thy, Pre-Adjudicatory Rights in Juvenile Court: An Historical and
Constitutional Analysis, 42 U. Prrr. L. REvV. 457, 459-60 (1981) (discussing the
limitations on juveniles’ procedural rights). The Court’s holding did not ad-
dress a juvenile’s rights in either the preadjudicatory (i.e., intake and deten-
tion) or postadjudicatory (i.e., disposition) stages of the proceeding, but
narrowly confined itself to the actual adjudication of guilt or innocence in a
trial-like setting. See Gault, 387 U.S. at 13, 31 n.48. As will be suggested in the
analysis of the Minnesota Supreme Court’s Rules of Procedure for Juvenile
Court, the United States Supreme Court’s reluctance to address the nonadjudi-
catory stages of the juvenile process has resulted in the consistently “second
class” procedural characteristics of the juvenile court. See infra notes 284-331,
344-387, and accompanying text.

44, See Gault, 387 U.S. at 21. In its subsequent delinquency decisions, the
Court balanced the particular function that a constitutional right served against
its impact on the unique processes of the juvenile court and used the degree of
impairment of the traditional juvenile court’s functions as one of the criteria in
determining whether a right would be afforded to juveniles. See, e.g., Breed v.
Jones, 421 U.S. 519, 535-39 (1975); McKeiver v. Pennsylvania, 403 U.S, 528, 547
(1971). In Gault, however, the Court was adjudicating constitutional rights in a
procedural void.

45. The sixth amendment provides:

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a

speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district

wherein the crime shall have been committed . . . and to be informed

of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the

witnesses against him; to have compulsory process for obtaining wit-

nesses in his favor, and to have the Assistance of Counsel for his

defence.
U.S. Const. amend. VI. The discussion of the notice requirement in Gault
made no reference to the sixth amendment’s provision for notice; rather, the
Court held that “due process of law requires notice of the sort we have de-
scribed—that is, notice which would be deemed constitutionally adequate in a
civil or criminal proceeding.” Gault, 387 U.S. at 33. Similarly, although the
Court described a delinquency proceeding as “comparable in seriousness to a
felony prosecution,” id. at 36, the right to counsel in a juvenile proceeding is
grounded in the “due process clause of the fourteenth amendment” rather than
the sixth amendment’s right to counsel, id. at 41. Finally, the Court’s analysis
of the right to confront and examine witnesses rested on “our law and constitu-
tional requirements” rather than the specific language of the sixth amendment.
Id. at 57. In deciding the applicability of the fifth amendment privilege against
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ever, explicitly invoke the fifth amendment to establish that
juveniles were protected against self-incrimination in delin-
quency proceedings.46 The Court’s extension of the self-incrim-
ination protection provides the clearest example of the dual

self-incrimination, the majority resorted to an analytical strategy akin to selec-
tive incorporation, finding a “functional equivalence” between a delinquency
proceeding and an adult criminal trial. See id. at 50.

Cases such as Adamson v. California, 332 U.S. 46 (1947); Betts v. Brady, 316
U.S. 455 (1942), overruled, Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335 (1963); Palko v.
Connecticut, 302 U.S. 319 (1937); and Twining v. New Jersey, 211 U.S. 78 (1908),
reflect the historical constitutional debate between proponents of “selective in-
corporation” and proponents of “fundamental fairness" and *“total incorpora-
tion” of the Bill of Rights. See, e.g., Henkin, “Selective Incorporation” in the
Fourteenth Amendment, 13 YaLE L.J. 74 (1963); Kadish, Methodology and Crite-
ria in Due Process Adjudication—A Survey and Criticism, 66 YALE L.J. 319, 327-
33 (1967); Rosenberg, supra note 42, at 666-67.

The irony of the “fundamental fairness” strategy employed by the Court in
Gault to provide procedural safeguards is that this same strategy later permit-
ted the Court to deny juveniles a jury trial by finding that the right was not fun-
damental. See McKeiver v. Pennsylvania, 403 U.S. 528 (1971); infra notes 57-71
and accompanying text. The irony stems from the fact that in the years be-
tween Gault and McKeiver, the Supreme Court decided Duncan v. Louisiana,
391 U.S. 145 (1968), which held that the sixth amendment right to a jury trial
was applicable to the states via the fourteenth amendment due process clause
because it was “fundamental to the American scheme of justice." Duncan, 391
U.S. at 149.

46. It would be entirely unrealistic to carve out of the Fifth Amend-
ment all statements by juveniles on the ground that these cannot lead

to “criminal” involvement. In the first place, juvenile proceedings to

determine “delinquency,” which may lead to commitment to a state in-

stitution, must be regarded as “criminal” for purposes of the privilege
against self-incrimination. . . . [Clommitment is a deprivation of lib-
erty. It is incarceration against one’s will, whether it is called “crimi-
nal" 01' l(civil‘"
In re Gault, 387 U.S. at 49-50; accord Addington v. Texas, 441 U.S. 418, 428 (1979)
(criminal and delinquency proceedings are distinguishable from involuntary
civil commitment because the former are punitive).

As a consequence of the Court'’s decision in Gault recognizing the applica-
bility of the privilege against self-incrimination, juvenile adjudications no
longer could be characterized as either “noncriminal” or as “nonadversarial,”
because the fifth amendment privilege, more than any other provision of the
Bill of Rights, is the fundamental guarantor of an adversarial process and the
primary mechanism for maintaining a balance between the state and the indi-
vidual.

The Court, in Murphy v. Waterfront Comm'n, 378 U.S. 52 (1964), described
the multiple policies underlying the fifth amendment:

The privilege against self-incrimination . . . reflects many of our funda-

mental values and most noble aspirations: our unwillingness to subject

those suspected of crime to the cruel trilemma of self-accusation, per-
jury, or contempt; our preference for an accusatorial rather than an in-
quisitorial system of criminal justice; our fear that self-incriminating
statements will be elicited by inhumane treatment and abuses; our
sense of fair play which dictates “a fair state-individual balance by re-
quiring the government to leave the individual alone until good cause is
shown for disturbing him and by requiring the government in its contest
with the individual to shoulder the entire load,” . . . ; our distrust of
self-deprecatory statements; and our realization that the privilege,
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functions of such safeguards in juvenile court adjuciations: as-
suring accurate fact finding and protecting against government
oppression.4? In this respect, Gault is a premier example of the
Warren Court’s belief that expansion of constitutional rights
and limitation on the coercive powers of the State could be ob-
tained through the adversary process, which in turn would as-
sure the regularity of law enforcement and reduce the need for

while sometimes “a shelter to the guilty,” is often “a protection to the

innocent.”

378 U.S. at 55 (emphasis added) (citations omitted). See generally L. LEvY, OR-
IGINS OF THE FIFTH AMENDMENT (1968) (historical analysis of the fifth amend-
ment as a limitation on state power over the individual); Ritchie, Compulsion
That Violates the Fifth Amendment: The Burger Court’s Definition, 61 MINN. L.
REv. 383, 385-86 (1977) (discussing the importance of the policies requiring the
government to leave the individual alone and of prohibiting the government
from the act of compelling self-incrimination).

47. If the Court in Gault had been concerned solely with the reliability of
juvenile confessions and the accuracy of fact finding, safeguards other than the
fiftth amendment privilege, such as a requirement that all confessions must be
shown to have been made voluntarily, would have sufficed. In both Gallegos v.
Colorado, 370 U.S. 49 (1962), and Haley v. Ohio, 332 U.S. 596 (1948), the U.S.
Supreme Court considered the admissibility of confessions made by juveniles
and, employing the “voluntariness” test, concluded that youthfulness was a
special circumstance requiring close judicial scrutiny. Gallegos, 370 U.S. at 54-
55; Haley, 332 U.S. at 599-601. The Court, however, recognized that fifth amend-
ment safeguards are not required simply because they ensure accurate fact
finding or reliable confessions, but also because they serve as a means of main-
taining a proper balance between the individual and the state:

The privilege against self-incrimination is, of course, related to the
question of the safeguards necessary to assure that admissions or con-
fessions are reasonably trustworthy, that they are not mere fruits of
fear or coercion, but are reliable expressions of the truth. The roots of
the privilege are, however, far deeper. They tap the basic stream of
religious and political principle because the privilege reflects the limits
of the individual’s attornment to the state and—in a philosophical
sense—insists upon the equality of the individual and the state. In
other words, the privilege has a broader and deeper thrust than the
rule which prevents the use of confessions which are the product of co-
ercion because coercien is thought to carry with it the danger of unreli-
ability. One of its purposes is to prevent the state, whether by force or
by psychological domination, from overcoming the mind and will of the
person under investigation and depriving him of the freedom to decide
whether to assist the state in securing his conviction.

Gault, 387 U.S. at 47 (footnotes omitted); see also Rosenberg, supra note 42, at
668 (discussing the Gault Court’s argument that a juvenile proceeding may be
“functionally equivalent” to an adult criminal proceeding). One author distin-
guishes between those aspects of procedural due process that ensure the relia-
bility of the process of determining guilt and those that are designed to ensure
respect for the dignity of the individual. See Kadish, supra note 45, at 346-6T;
see also McCarthy, supra note 43, at 464 (distinguishing between procedures
“designed to lead to accurate determinations” and those designed to safeguard
the “balance in the relationship between an individual and the government”);
infra notes 101-64 and accompanying text (analyzing the Minnesota Rules of
Procedure for Juvenile Court’s treatment of the admissibility of juvenile
confessions).
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continual judicial scrutiny.48

In subsequent juvenile court decisions, the Supreme Court
further elaborated upon the criminal nature of delinquency
proceedings. In In re Winship,2® the Court decided that proof of
delinquency must be established “beyond a reasonable doubt,”
rather than by lower civil standards of proof.5¢ Because there
is no explicit provision of the Bill of Rights regarding the stan-
dard of proof in criminal cases, the Winship Court first held
that proof beyond a reasonable doubt was a constitutional re-
quirement in adult criminal proceedings.5! The Court then ex-
tended the same standard of proof to juvenile proceedings
because of the standard’s equally vital role there.52 The Court
concluded that the need to prevent unwarranted convictions
and to guard against government power was sufficiently impor-
tant to outweigh the dissenters’ concerns that the juvenile
court’s unique therapeutic function would be thwarted and that
“differences between juvenile courts and traditional criminal
courts [would be eroded].”s3

48. See Allen, The Judicial Quest for Penal Justice: The Warren Court and
The Criminal Cases, 1975 U. ILL. L.F. 518, 530-31.

49. 397 U.S. 338 (1970).

50. See id. at 368.

51. See id. at 361-64.

52. See id. at 365-67. It is instructive to compare the Winship Court’s treat-
ment of the standard of proof in delinquency cases with that required for invol-
untary civil commitment of the mentally ill, which requires only “clear and
convincing” evidence. Addington v. Texas, 441 U.S. 418, 433 (1979). In Adding-
ton, Chief Justice Burger distinguished both criminal and delinquency prosecu-
tions from involuntary civil commitments and, in so doing, equated criminal
trials and delinquency proceedings:

The Court [in Winship] saw no controlling difference in loss of liberty

and stigma between a conviction for an adult and a delinquency adjudi-
cation for a juvenile. Winship recognized that the basic issue—whether
the individual in fact committed a criminal act—was the same in both
proceedings. There being no meaningful distinctions between the two
proceedings, we required the state to prove the juvenile's act and in-
tent beyond a reasonable doubt.
. . . Unlike the delinquency proceeding in Winship, a civil commit-
ment proceeding can in no sense be equated to a criminal prosecution.
441 U.S. at 427-28. Chief Justice Burger also noted that proof “beyond a reason-
able doubt” is a critical component of criminal cases because it helps to pre-
serve the “‘moral force of the criminal law,’ . . . and we should hesitate to
apply it too broadly or casually in noncriminal cases.” Jd. at 428 (citation
omitted).

53. See Winship, 397 U.S. at 376-77 (Burger, C.J., dissenting). Although
parens patriae intervention may be a desirable method of dealing with way-
ward youths, “that intervention cannot take the form of subjecting the child to
the stigma of a finding that he violated a criminal law and to the possibility of
institutional confinement on proof insufficient to convict him were he an adult.”
397 U.S. at 367.
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Five years later, the Court in Breed v. Jones54 held that the
protections of the double jeopardy clause of the fifth amend-
ment prohibit the adult criminal prosecution of a youth after a
conviction in juvenile court for the same offense. Although the
Court framed the issue in terms of the applicability of an ex-
plicit provision of the Bill of Rights to state proceedings,55 it re-
solved the question by recognizing the functional equivalence
and the identical interests of the defendants in a delinquency
proceeding and an adult criminal trial.5é

Only in McKeiver v. Pennsylvania®? did the Court decline
to extend the procedural safeguards of adult criminal prosecu-
tions to juvenile court proceedings.58 The Court in McKeiver
held that a jury is not required in a juvenile proceeding be-
cause the only requirement for “fundamental fairness” in such
proceedings is “accurate factfinding,” a requirement that can
be as well satisfied by a judge as by a jury.5® In suggesting that
due process in the juvenile context required nothing more than

54. 421 U.S. 519 (1975).

55. See id. at 520.

56. The Court reiterated:

Although the juvenile-court system had its genesis in the desire to pro-

vide a distinctive procedure and setting to deal with the problems of

youth, including those manifested by antisocial conduct, our decisions

in recent years have recognized that there is a gap between the origi-

nally benign conception of the system and its realities.

. . . [I]t is simply too late in the day to conclude . . . that a juve-
nile is not put in jeopardy at a proceeding whose object is to determine
whether he has committed acts that violate a criminal law and whose
potential consequences include both the stigma inherent in such a de-
termination and the deprivation of liberty for many years.

Id. at 528-29. The Court concluded that, with respect to the risks associated
with double jeopardy, “we can find no persuasive distinction in that regard be-
tween the [juvenile] proceeding . . . and a criminal prosecution, each of which
is designed to ‘vindicate [the] very vital interest in enforcement of criminal
laws.”” Id. at 531 (quoting United States v. Jorn, 400 U.S. 470, 479 (1971) (plural-
ity opinion)) (brackets in Breed).

57. 403 U.S. 528 (1971).

58. McKeiver was ultimately decided on the basis of fourteenth amend-
ment due process and “fundamental fairness,” even though the Court noted
that the sixth amendment jury trial guarantee was applicable to state criminal
proceedings by its incorporation into the fourteenth amendment. See id. at 540.
The Court insisted, however, that “the juvenile court proceeding has not yet
been held to be a ‘criminal prosecution,” within the meaning and reach of the
Sixth Amendment, and also has not yet been regarded as devoid of criminal as-
pects merely because it usually has been given the civil label.” Id. at 541. The
Court cautioned that “[t]here is a possibility, at least, that the jury trial, if re-
quired as a matter of constitutional precept, will remake the juvenile proceed-
ing into a fully adversary process and will put an effective end to what has been
the idealistic prospect of an intimate, informal protective proceeding.” Id. at
545.

59. See id. at 543.
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accurate fact-finding, however, the Court departed significantly
from its own prior analyses, which relied on the dual rationales
of accurate fact-finding and protection against governmental
oppression.s® Furthermore, in insisting that the accuracy of the
fact-finding process is the only concern of fundamental fair-
ness, the Court ignored its own analysis in Gault, in which it
held that the fifth amendment’s privilege against self-incrimina-
tion was necessary in order to protect against governmental op-
pression even though accurate fact-finding might be impeded.6!
Justice Brennan’s concurring-dissenting opinion in McKeiver
notes that protection from governmental oppression might also
be afforded by an alternative method, such as a public trial that
would render the adjudicative process visible and accountable
to the community.62 The Court, however, denied that protec-
tion against government oppression was required at allé3 and,
invoking the mythology of the sympathetic, paternalistic juve-
nile court judge, rejected the argument that the inbred, closed
nature of the juvenile court could prejudice the accuracy of
fact-finding.64

60. See, e.g., In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358, 363-64 (1970); In re Gault, 387 U.S.
1, 47 (1967).

61. See supra notes 46-47 and accompanying text.

62. See McKeiver, 403 U.S. at 553-55 (Brennan, J., concurring and dissent-
ing). The McKeiver decision involved two cases raising the issues of jury trials
in juvenile proceedings, one arising in Pennsylvania and the other in North
Carolina. Although Justice Brennan acknowledge® that delinquency prosecu-
tions were not criminal proceedings for purposes of implicating the sixth
amendment right to a jury trial and required only the *“essentials of due pro-
cess and fair treatment,” id. at 553 (Brennan, J., concurring and dissenting), he
differentiated between the Pennsylvania and North Carolina proceedings. Jus-
tice Brennan noted that “the States are not bound to provide jury trials on de-
mand so long as some other aspect of the process adequately protects the
interests that Sixth Amendment jury trials are intended to serve.” Id. at 554
(Brennan, J., concurring and dissenting). He noted that the availability of trial
by jury protects the individual against oppression by providing a mechanism to
appeal to the conscience of the community. Id. (Brennan, J., concwring and
dissenting). The Pennsylvania juvenile procedures permitted a public trial,
which Justice Brennan regarded as providing a functionally equivalent safe-
guard for the core values protected by the jury trial rights. See id. at 554-35
(Brennan, J., concurring and dissenting). He dissented in the North Carolina
case, however, because the North Carolina procedures either permitted or re-
quired the exclusion of the public, and the public had in fact been excluded
from the proceedings, which arose out of demonstrations by black students and
adults against public school discrimination. Id. at 556-57 (Brennan, J., concur-
ring and dissenting); see also infra notes 480-83 and accompanying text.

63. See McKeiver, 403 U.S. at 547-48.

64. See id. at 550-51.

Concern about the inapplicability of exclusionary and other rules of ev-

idence, about the juvenile court judge’s possible awareness of the juve-

nile’s prior record and of the contents of the social file; about repeated
appearances of the same familiar witnesses in the persons of juvenile
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In denying juveniles the constitutional right to jury trials,
the Court in McKeiver departed from its earlier mode of analy-
sis®5 and emphasized the adverse impact that this right would
have on the informality, flexibility, and confidentiality of juve-
nile court proceedings.66 Rather than asking whether the con-
stitutional right in question would have an adverse impact on
any unique benefits of the juvenile court, the Court asked
whether the right to a jury trial would positively aid or
strengthen the functioning of the juvenile justice system.67 Al-
though the McKeiver Court found faults with the juvenile pro-
cess, it asserted that imposing jury trials would in no way
correct those deficiencies and would make the juvenile process
unduly formal and adversarial. The Court did not consider,
however, whether there might be any offsetting advantages to
increased formality in juvenile proceedingsé8 or to what extent
its earlier decision in Gault6® had effectively foreclosed its re-
newed concern with flexibility and informality at the adjudica-

and probation officers and social workers—all to the effect that this will

create the likelihood of pre-judgment—chooses to ignore, it seems to

us, every aspect of fairness, of concern, of sympathy, and of paternal

attention that the juvenile court system contemplates.

Id. at 550. There is, however, ample reason for concern about the accuracy of
the fact-finding process in a justice system in which the same probation officers
and the same child appear repeatedly before the same judge, who has access to
the minor’s previous social history and delinquency record in the course of de-
ciding different aspects of the case at different stages. See infra notes 378-79
and accompanying text (des#ribing the inherently prejudicial nature of such re-
peated contacts and excessive familiarity).

65. The McKeiver case is a “peculiar” decision because it required the
Court both to misread its own precedents regarding the dual functions of pro-
cedural safeguards and the appropriate method of constitutional adjudication,
and to ignore its own legal premises in Winship regarding the standard of proof
beyond a reasonable doubt. See, e.g., F. ZIMRING, THE CHANGING LEGAL WORLD
OF ADOLESCENCE 83 (1982); Rosenberg, supra note 42, at 677.

66. The result clearly was dictated by the Court’s concern that the right to
a trial by jury would be the one procedural safeguard most disruptive of the
traditional juvenile court and would require substantial alteration of traditional
juvenile court practices because “it would bring with it . . . the traditional de-
lay, the formality, and the clamor of the adversary system and, possibly, the
public trial.” McKeiver, 403 U.S. at 550. Ultimately, the Court realized that such
an imposition would render the juvenile court virtually indistinguishable from
a criminal court and would raise the more basic question of whether there is
any need for a separate juvenile court at all. See id. at 551.

67. See id. at 547.

68. As one of its rationales for imposing procedural formality in /n re
Gault, 387 U.S. 1 (1967), the Court opined that the absence of formality *fre-
quently resulted not in enlightened procedure, but in arbitrariness.” Id. at 18-
19.

69. 387 U.S. 1 (1967). Gault, particularly with its importation of the fifth
amendment as the bulwark of the adversary system, had determined that an
informal, flexible, nonadversarial procedure was inconsistent with the require-
ments of due process. See, e.g., Gardner, Punishment and Juvenile Justice: A
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tory stage. The Court also gave no indication why a more
formal hearing was incompatible with the therapeutic disposi-
tions that a young delinquent might receive. Although the
Court decried the possibility of a public trial,?0 it presented no
evidence or arguments to support its conclusion that publicity
would be undesirable and that confidentiality of juvenile court
proceedings was an indispensable element of the juvenile jus-
tice process.?1

Together, Gault, Winship, and McKeiver precipitated a pro-
cedural revolution in the juvenile court system that has unin-
tentionally but inevitably transformed its original Progressive
conception. Progressive reformers envisioned the commission
of an offense as essentially secondary to a determination of the
“real needs” of a child—the child’s social circumstances and
environment. Intervention was premised on the need for reha-
bilitation and social uplift, not on the commission of an offense.
Although McKeiver refused to extend the right to a jury trial to
juveniles, Gault and Winskip imported the adversarial model,
the privilege against self-incrimination, attorneys, the criminal
standard of proof, and the primacy of factual and legal guilt as
a constitutional prerequisite to intervention. By emphasizing
criminal procedural regularity in the determination of delin-
quency, the Supreme Court shifted the focus of the juvenile
court from the Progressive emphasis on the “real needs” of the
child to proof of the commission of criminal acts, thereby effec-
tively transforming juvehile proceedings into criminal
prosecutions.?2

Since these decisions, the transformation of the juvenile
court has continued through legislative, judicial, and adminis-
trative action. In addition to increased procedural formality,
there have been major changes in other parts of the system.

Conceptual Framework for Assessing Constitutional Rights of Youthful Offend-
ers, 35 Vanp. L. REv. 791, 830 (1982).

70. See McKeiver, 403 U.S. at 550. The McKeiver plurality did not respond
to the point made by Justice Brennan in his partial dissent that the possibility
of a public trial was an alternative mechanism that satisfied the core values of a
jury trial. See supra note 62.

71. In other cases, the Court has held to the contrary, finding that the con-
fidentiality of juvenile proceedings must in some circumstances give way to
other important interests. See, e.g., Smith v. Daily Mail Publishing Co., 443 U.S.
97, 104 (1978) (freedom of the press in publishing lawfully obtained information
prevails over state’s interest in protecting juvenile's privacy); Davis v. Alaska,
415 U.S. 308, 319 (1974) (the defendant’s right of confrontation in a criminal case
is paramount to the state’s interest in preserving the confidentiality of a juve-
nile record).

72. See E. RYERSON, supra note 2, at 156.
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The Supreme Court’s recognition that the Progressive juvenile
court failed to realize its benevolent therapeutic promise has
led to changes in the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. Diver-
sion, deinstitutionalization, and *decriminalization” of status
offenders have altered the role of the juvenile court™ as states
have removed status jurisdiction from their juvenile codes en-
tirely,” redefined it to avoid the stigma of crime/delinquency
adjudications,?™ and limited the dispositions that noncriminal

73. See, e.g, Empey, Juvenile Justice Reform: Diversion, Due Process, and
Deinstitutionalization, in PRISONERS IN AMERICA 13 (L. Ohlin ed. 1973). Al-
though “[t]he juvenile court’s jurisdiction over children’s noncriminal misbe-
havior has long been seen as a cornerstone of its mission,” that foundation is
rapidly eroding. INSTITUTE OF JUDICIAL ADMININSTRATION AND AMERICAN BAR
ASSOCIATION, JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS PROJECT (1977) [hereinafter cited as
JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS]. The quotation is from JUVENILE JUSTICE STAN-
DARDS, supra, STANDARDS RELATING TO NONCRIMINAL MISBEHAVIOR 2. The Stan-
dards continue: “These standards take the position that the present
jurisdiction of the juvenile court over noncriminal behavior—the status offense
jurisdiction—should be cut short and a system of voluntary referral to services
provided outside the juvenile justice system adopted in its stead.” Id.

The Juvenile Justice Standards Project was a cooperative effort of the Insti-
tute of Judicial Administration and the American Bar Association. The result
of the Project’s efforts was a multivolume set of standards that was intended to
be to the juvenile justice process what the Standards Relating to Criminal Jus-
tice was to the criminal process. Most of these standards were approved by the
ABA at its mid-year meeting in 1979. The remainder, with the exception of one
volume, were approved at the ABA’s mid-year meeting in 1980. The STANDARDS
RELATING TO NONCRIMINAL MISBEHAVIOR were published in 1982, See also E.
SCHUR, RADICAL NON-INTERVENTION: RETHINKING THE DELINQUENCY PROBLEM
46-51 (1973) (discussing the failure of programs for predicting delinquency);
Rosenheim, Notes on Helping Juvenile Nuisances, in PURSUING JUSTICE, supra
note 23, at 52 (courts persist in handling status offenses despite studies recom-
mending alternative treatment).

Virtually every professional group that has considered the issue of status
jurisdiction has recommended either its elimination from the juvenile court or
drastic restrictions on the grounds for and intensity of intervention. These rec-
ommendations also have sustained the “deinstitutionalization” movement. See
generally NEITHER ANGELS NOR THIEVES: STUDIES IN THE DE-INSTITUTIONALIZA-
TION OF STATUS OFFENDERS (J. Handler & J. Zatz eds. 1982) [hereinafter cited as
NEITHER ANGELS NOR THIEVES].

4. See, e.g., MINN. STAT. 260.015(5) (e) (1971), repealed by Act of April 11,
1974, ch. 469, § 1, Minn. Laws 1149.

75. One version of the redefinitional process was the removal of status of-
fenses from the delinquency jurisdiction of the juvenile court and the creation
of a separate legal category of “Persons in Need of Supervision” (PINS). M.
LEVIN & R. SARRI, JUVENILE DELINQUENCY: A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF LEGAL
CODES IN THE UNITED STATES 12 (1974).

Minnesota has chosen not to label truants, runaways, alcohol and con-
trolled substance offenders, and petty offenders as “delinquent.” See MINN.
Start. § 260.015 (5), (19)-(23) (1982). Although the juvenile court still has juris-
diction over these offenders, see, e.g.,, MINN. STAT. §§ 260.111 (1982), the disposi-
tions it may impose are more limited than those that can be imposed on
delinquent children. Compare id. § 260.194 (dispositions available to children
who are habitually truants, runaways, or juvenile petty offenders) and id.
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offenders can receive.’ Similarly, legislatures and courts have
extensively scrutinized the handling of serious young offend-
ers, and the most difficult youths in the juvenile justice process
are now removed to criminal courts for prosecution as adults.7?
These jurisdictional modifications narrow the scope of the juve-
nile court both at the “hard” end, through the removal of seri-
ous juvenile offenders, and at the *“soft” end, through the
removal of status offenders. At the same time that juvenile ju-
risdiction is being narrowed, the dispositions of the remaining
delinquents increasingly reflect the impact of the *justice
model,” in which “just deserts” rather than “real needs” pre-
scribe the appropriate sentence.’ Principles of proportionality
and determinacy based on the present offense and prior record,
not the best interests of the child, dictate the length, location,
and intensity of intervention.” Finally, as the dispositions by
the juvenile court increasingly subordinate the “needs” of the
offender to the nature of the offense and traditional justifica-
tions for punishment, the formal procedural safeguards of the
juvenile court increasingly resemble those of the adult criminal
process.8® These four developments—the removal of status of-
fenders, the waiver of serious offenders into the adult system,
the increasing punitiveness of dispositions, and the growing
emphasis on procedural formality—have contributed to the
criminalization of the juvenile court. Current practice, as ex-

§ 260.195 (dispositions available to juvenile alchohol and controlled substance
offenders) with id. § 260.185 (Supp. 1983) (dispositions available to delinquent
children).

76. See, e.g, In re Ellery C., 32 N.Y.2d 588, 591, 300 N.E.2d 424, 425, 347
N.Y.S.2d 51, 53 (1973) (prohibiting the commitment of status offenders to the
same institutions as youths who committed crimes); Harris v. Calendine, 233
S.E.2d 318, 325 (W. Va. 1977) (prohibiting incarceration of status offenders in a
secure institution with children guilty of criminal conduct).

The deinstitutionalization of status offenders received substantial impetus
with the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974, 42 U.S.C. §§ 5601-5640 (1976 & Supp. I 1979), as amended by Juvenile Jus-
tice Amendments of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-509, 94 Stat. 2750 (1980). That Act pro-
vided, inter alia, that “juveniles . . . charged with . . . offenses that would not
be criminal if committed by an aduit. . ., shall not be placed in juvenile de-
tention or correctional facilities.” 42 U.S.C. § 5633(a)(12)(a) (1976 & Supp. III
1979) (cwrrent version at 42 U.S.C. § 5633(a)(12)(a) (1982)). See generally
NEITHER ANGELS NoOR THIEVES, supra note 73 (evaluative studies of impact in
the states of J.J.D.P. deinstitutionalization mandate).

T1. See, e.g., Feld, Reference of Juvenile Offenders for Adult Prosecution:
The Legislative Alternative to Asking Unanswerable Questions, 62 M. L. Rev.
515, 519-20 (1978) [hereinafter cited as Feld, Reference of Juvenile Offenders};
Feld, supra note 35, at 172; infra notes 497-522 and accompanying text.

78. See infra notes 428-53 and accompanying text.

9. See infra notes 442-53 and accompanying text.

80. See infra notes 391-95 and accompanying text.
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emplified by Minnesota’s new rules of procedure, can be under-
stood only against this background.

C. THE BACKGROUND OF MINNESOTA’S RULES OF PROCEDURE
FOR JUVENILE COURT

In September, 1975, Chief Justice Robert Sheran of the
Minnesota Supreme Court appointed a seventeen-member
Study Commission to assess the role and operation of the juve-
nile courts in Minnesota and to recommend to the supreme
court ways to improve the administration of juvenile justice.81
Elected officials, county attorneys, defense lawyers, police, ju-
venile court judges, school officials, and citizens comprised the
Study Commission,82 and a supreme court justice served as its
liaison with the court. Acting on a Study Commission recom-
mendation, Chief Justice Sheran appointed a Special Task
Force in early 1980 and charged it with developing uniform
statewide rules of juvenile court procedure to replace the ex-
isting patchwork of rules.83 Because the Commission remained
ultimately responsible for proposing the rules to the Minnesota
Supreme Court, members of the two groups consulted each
other regularly during the year and a half that the Task Force
met.8¢ The majority of the Task Force members were con-

81. See, e.g.,, SUPREME COURT JUVENILE JUSTICE STUDY COMMISSION, REPORT
TO THE MINNESOTA SUPREME COURT 1-3 (1976).

82. See id. at 1. The Commission conducted a number of studies about the
administration of juvenile justice and made various recommendations to the
court.

83. Order of the Minnesota Supreme Court, In re Proposed Rules of Juve-
nile Court Procedure (Feb. 25, 1980) (copy on file with the author). The Task
Force was composed of several members of the Study Commission and a
number of other active participants in the juvenile justice process. Rules ex-
isting at the time of the Task Force’s creation allowed the urban counties to
promulgate their own rules of procedure while requiring rural counties to ad-
here to uniform rules. Compare Minn. R.P. Juv. Ct. (1982) (uniform rules for
rural counties) with BENCH Book: HENNEPIN County JUVENILE COURT RULES
(1977).

84. Although never explicitly articulated, the views of members of both
groups diverged on several important juvenile justice policy issues, reflecting
their fundamental philosophical differences. Within the Rules Drafting Task
Force, the policy views of the “practitioners”—the urban juvenile court judges,
prosecutors, and defense attorneys—prevailed. When the Task Force Report
was submitted to the full Juvenile Justice Study Commission, the commission
members on the Rules Drafting Task Force who had been in the minority on
the Task Force were able to persuade a majority of the Commission’s members
to endorse their “minority” position. Thus, the proposed rules of procedure for
juvenile court that were eventually submitted to the Minnesota Supreme Court
for adoption represented the minority position of those who were responsible
for their drafting. Compare STATE OF MINNESOTA SUPREME COURT, PROPOSED
RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR JUVENILE COURT (July 20, 1982) (the Task Force mi-
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cerned primarily with the efficient administration of juvenile
justice and wanted to afford the young defendant considerable
autonomy as a participant in the process, whereas the majority
of the Study Commission subscribed to the traditional rehabili-
tative and paternalistic approach.8s

The Court promulgated the new Minnesota Rules of Proce-
dure for Juvenile Court on December 17, 1982, with an effective
date of May 1, 1983.286 Although some of the new rules add little
more than a processing timetable to the preexisting proce-
dures,87 others raise issues of substantive juvenile jurispru-

nority position) with R. ScotrT, MINORITY REPORT TO THE PROPOSED JUVENILE
Court RULES (1982) (the Task Force majority position) (a copy of the Minority
Report is on file with the author).

85. The latter position is reflected in the letter of transmittal that accompa-
nied the Proposed Rules when they were submitted to the Minnesota Supreme
Court for adoption:

Children by reason of their status deserve the special protection of the

law. And the interests of society are best served by affording them

every reasonable assistance and incentive to adapt their future conduct

to the norms of society, despite the odds against success with many

. « + . While the juvenile courts cannot assure rehabilitation, they must

secure to the children coming within their jurisdiction an environment

which invites that outcome. This environment is best evidenced by
practices and procedures which adapt themselves to the circumstances

of the case, which make the child’s rights and interest a first concern of

the court, which promote the child’s self-respect and acceptance of so-

ciety’s standards of conduct and which encourage confidence in the in-

tegrity and compassion of the juvenile courts.
Supreme Court Juvenile Justice Study Commission, Letter Submitting Pro-
posed Rules 2-3 (May 24, 1982) (copy on file with the author).

86. After receiving the Proposed Rules of Procedure for Juvenile Court,
the Minnesota Supreme Court ordered their publication and scheduled a hear-
ing for November 16, 1982, at which the court would receive oral and written
testimony. Order of Minnesota Supreme Court, In re Proposed Rules of Proce-
dure for Juvenile Court (Aug. 24, 1982). There were a number of briefs and pe-
titions filed, and extensive oral testimony, virtually all of which centered on one
provision of the rules that would have extended the Miranda warning require-
ment to “school personnel.” Proposed Rule 6.01 provided that confessions, ad-
missions, or statements would not be admissible if they were obtained “during
an interrogation of a child who is physically restrained by . . . school staff per-
sonnel,” unless the interrogators complied with certain procedural require-
ments. In re Proposed Rules of Procedure for Juvenile Court, supra, Rule 6.01.
This provision was eliminated from the rules ultimately promulgated. See, e.g.,
MmN, R.P. Juv. Cr. 6.01 (limits Miranda requirement to interrogations by peace
officers, probation officers, and parole officers).

The members of the Rules Drafting Task Force whose majority positions
within the Task Force had been overruled by the majority of the Supreme
Court’s Juvenile Justice Study Commission filed a “Minority Report to the Pro-
posed Juvenile Court Rules.” The rules that the supreme court ultimately
adopted repudiated several of the Commission’s proposals and reinstated the
Rules Task Force recommendations. See supra note 84

87. The Rules establish two timetables for processing juvenile offenders
through the various stages of the justice system. The timetables vary depend-
ing upon whether the youth is being held in detention. For youths not held in
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dence. In promulgating these rules, the Minnesota Supreme

detention, the formal process is initiated by the filing of a delinquency petition.
MiInN. R.P. Juv. Ct. 19,

The Rules are silent on what role an intake screening unit will perform in
deciding which cases are petitioned to the juvenile court. Traditionally, intake
involves a preliminary screening of cases prior to the filing of charges, typically
performed by the juvenile court’s probation department, which may dismiss
the case, authorize the filing of a petition, or “informally adjust the case.” In
many juvenile courts approximately half the cases are informally adjusted at
intake, either by referral to another agency, by continuation on “informal pro-
bation,” or in some other way. JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND YOUTH CRIME,
supra note 30, at 5; see also JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STAN-
DARDS RELATING TO THE JUVENILE PROBATION FUNCTION: INTAKE AND PREDISPO-
SITION INVESTIGATIVE SERVICES, Standard 2.1 commentary at 31 (commenting
on the frequency of nonjudicial handling of cases).

Prior to the new rules, referrals to those Minnesota juvenile courts that had
intake units received a discretionary social evaluation, and the social services
staff then decided which cases to send to the county attorney for formal han-
dling. The Rules may reverse the order of review by providing that “[t]he dis-
cretionary decision as to whether a delinquency or petty matter should be
initiated lies with the county attorney.” MInN. R.P. Juv. CT. 17; see also MINN.
R.P. Juv. Crt. 19.02(2) (requiring the county attorneys to approve and endorse
all petitions). The enhanced role of the prosecutor in the juvenile justice pro-
cess is one of the consequences of Gaulf’s importation of the adversarial pro-
cess into the juvenile court. See generally McCarthy, Delinquency Dispositions
Under the Juvenile Justice Standards: The Consequences of a Change of Ra-
tionale, 52 N.Y.U. L. Rev. 1093, 1099-1100 (1977) (discussing the enhanced role of
the prosecutor afforded by the Juvenile Justice Standards); Rubin, The Emerg-
ing Prosecutor Dominance of the Juvenile Court Intake Process, 26 CRIME & Dk-
LINQ. 299, 312-17 (1980) (discussing the emergence and significance of the
prosecutor’s role at intake in California and Florida). Some county attorneys
have promulgated policies and guidelines to structure the relationship between
the intake social screening function and the legal charging function. See, e.g.,
HeENNEPIN COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE—JUVENILE SECTION, PoLicY AND PROCE-
DURE MANUAL 1-5 (Dec. 7, 1983). The Hennepin County Attorney allows intake
discretionary authority only for first offenders who have not committed serious
offenses.

Service of summons or notice must be by personal service or by mail and
must be made sufficiently in advance of the hearing to give the person time to
prepare. MINN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 8.02(6). A child who is not being held in custody
must be arraigned within 20 days after the petition has been served and must
admit or deny the allegations of the petition at that time. Minn. R.P. Juv. Cr.
20.02(2). If the child admits the allegations and the court accepts those admis-
sions, the case will be set for disposition. Prior to the dispositional hearing, the
court may order the preparation of a social report, and this report must be
available for inspection 24 hours prior to the time set for the hearing. MINN.
R.P. Juv. Ct. 30.03. For youths not in detention, the disposition hearing will oc-
cur within 45 days of the delinquency determination. MinN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 30.02.

For youths who deny the allegations of the petition, a trial must commence
within 60 days. Prior to the trial and within five days of being notified by the
court that a youth has denied the petition, the county attorney shall give notice
of evidence and identification procedures, MinN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 23.01, and addi-
tional offenses that it intends to offer at trial, MiNN. R.P. Juv. CT. 23.02. In addi-
tion, the Rules provide for the completion of reciprocal discovery procedures
between the county attorney and the defense attorney within five days of re-
ceipt of a request for the items governed by the Rules. Minn. R.P. Juv. Cr.
24.01. The Rules also provide for a discretionary pretrial conference if re-
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Court made a number of fundamental policy choices about the
nature and theory of the juvenile court, choices that reflect
some of the philosophical tensions that existed between the
Task Force and the Study Commission. These philosophical
tensions are symptomatic of the basic questions swrrounding
the administration of juvenile justice and the role of the juve-
nile court as an institution.

The remainder of this Article examines the evolution of the
juvenile court system from the benevolent, therapeutic institu-
tion envisioned by its Progressive creators to one that gives
juveniles neither the minimal procedural safeguards guaran-
teed to adults nor the special solicitude needed by children.s8

quested by either party or the court, Minn. R.P. Juv. CT. 25.01, and an eviden-
tiary hearing either prior to or, more typically, as part of the trial to determine
the constitutional admissibility of evidence, Mmn. R.P. Juv. Cr. 26.01. At the
conclusion of the trial, the court may withhold an adjudication of delinquency
for 90 days, and it may delay making an adjudication for an additional 90 days.
MmN. RP..Juv. Ct. 29.02. If the court does make a finding of delinquency, the
case will be sent on for disposition as described previously.

For a youth who is taken into custody and held in detention, the sequence
and timing of the stages of the process are accelerated and a detention hearing
is required. The detention hearing must be commenced within 36 hours after
the child is taken into custody, MmnN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 18.06, and a petition stating
probable cause also must be filed within this same 36-hour period. Following
arraignment, a detained youth must be brought to trial within 30 days rather
than the 60 days provided for youths who remain at liberty, and the various no-
tice, discovery, and pretrial proceedings must be completed during this period.
MiNN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 27.02(1) (a). Following trial, the court may withhold an adju-
dication of delinquency of a detained youth for 15 days or, if it makes a finding
of delinquency, make a disposition of the case within 15 days. Mmn. R.P. Juv.
Cr. 29.02; 30.02(a).

88. This thesis will be developed through an analysis similar to Professor
Herbert L. Packer’s analytical framework. See H. PACKER, THE LIMITS OF THE
CRIMINAL SANCTION 149-246 (1968); Packer, Two Models of the Criminal Process,
113 U. Pa. L. REv. 1 (1964). Critiques of Packer's analysis include Griffiths, Ide-
ology in Criminal Procedure or A Third “Model” of the Criminal Process, 19
Yare LJ. 359 (1970); Goldstein, Reflections on Two Models: Inquisitorial
Themes in American Criminal Procedure, 26 STaNn. L. Rev. 1009 (1974). Packer
distinguishes two sets of values, each conceptualized in a different model: the
Crime Control Model and the Due Process Model. See H. PACKER, supra, at 153.
Packer’s insight enables us “to recognize explicitly the value choices that un-
derlie the details of the criminal [or juvenile] process. In a word, what we need
is a normative model, or rather two models, to let us perceive the normative
antinomy that runs deep in the life of the criminal law.” Packer, supra, at 5.
The Crime Control Model is based on a belief that the repression of crime as-
sures the liberty of the law-abiding and that the goal of liberty is accomplished
most efficiently by an administrative process heavily relying upon the profes-
sionalism and expertise of the various law enforcement officials. See H.
PACKER, supra, at 158-63. In Packer’s Crime Control Model, the quest for effi-
ciency—the expeditious apprehension, conviction, and disposition of offend-
ers—is set in the context of a high volume of offenders and limited resources
with which to deal with them. Assuring the speedy and final resolution of
cases requires an administrative, rather than adversarial, model of justice in
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The Article discusses the Supreme Court decisions that under-
lay this evolution and analyzes the Minnesota Rules of Proce-
dure for Juvenile Courts as a dramatic and troubling example
of states’ responses to those decisions.8? The Article concludes
that, in every instance in which the Minnesota Supreme Court
had the opportunity to provide juveniles with greater proce-
dural safeguards than those afforded adult criminal defendants
and to recognize the special characteristics of youth, the court
chose not to furnish the safeguards but to treat juveniles just
like adult criminal defendants. Conversely, in every instance in
which the court had an opportunity to treat juveniles at least as
well procedurally as adult criminal defendants, it adopted juve-
nile court procedures with less effective safeguards. Thus, de-
spite two decades of Supreme Court decisions, legislative
reform, and rule revisions, it is as true today as in 1966 that
“the child receives the worst of both worlds: that he gets
neither the protections accorded to adults nor the solicitous

which the professionalism of the police and prosecutors quickly will cull the in-
nocent defendants out of the system. A heavy reliance on informal administra-
tive decision making and discretion is crucial to the successful operation of the
system. See id. The Due Process Model, by contrast, is based on a belief that
the reliability of the process is more important than its efficiency and that relia-
bility is best assured by a variety of formal procedures designed to fend off the
coercive powers of the state from all but the legally guilty. See id. at 163-71.
The Due Process Model rejects informal procedures, the inherent inaccuracy of
which are magnified when coupled with human fallibility. Instead, the Due
Process Model requires the development of elaborate procedural safeguards to
provide a check against such errors because of the adverse consequences of an
erroneous criminal conviction. The Due Process Model, to a far greater extent
than the Crime Control Model, recognizes the oppressive potential of the state
and imposes limitations on official power in order to assure individual liberty
and autonomy. See id. The two models differ significantly in their views of dis-
cretionary decision making, their beliefs about the importance of the availabil-
ity of counsel, and their reliance on per se rules and procedural safeguards to
assure the orderly working of the process. See id. at 171-73.

The Progressives reformers’ conception of the juvenile court exemplified
many of the procedural features of Packer’s Crime Control Model, including
discretionary decision making, heavy reliance on professional expertise, and an
informal administrative process rather than a formal adjudicative one. The
Progressives, at least in theory, justified their emphasis on discretionary deci-
sion making and professional expertise with the “medical model” of treatment,
which required individualized evaluation. See D. ROTHMAN, supra note 2, at 59.

89. The following analysis will show that the Minnesota Supreme Court’s
resolution of these issues, as reflected in the Minnesota Rules of Procedure for
Juvenile Court, closely corresponds to the assumptions embodied in the Crime
Control Model. See supra note 88. Unlike the Progressives’ conception of the
juvenile court, however, see supra note 88, the Minnesota Supreme Court’s con-
temporary version of the juvenile court is not premised on a “medical model”
of administrative expertise, but is simply a Crime Control Model applied to
youths charged with crimes.
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care and regenerative treatment postulated for children.'s0

III. WAIVER OF THE RIGHT TO REMAIN SILENT AND
THE RIGHT TO COUNSEL

When the Supreme Court in I re Gault made the privilege
against self-incrimination applicable to juvenile court proceed-
ings,9 the procedural safeguards developed in Miranda v. Ari-
zona®2 also became applicable to juveniles. Accordingly, the
validity of a minor’s waiver of fifth amendment rights, the vol-
untariness of any confession obtained, and the waiver of any
other constitutional right were determined by assessing
whether there was a “knowing, intelligent, and voluntary
waiver” under the “totality of the circumstances.”s3 Prior to
Miranda, only the “voluntariness” of a confession was deter-
mined by judicial review of the totality of the circumstances.84

90. Kent v. United States, 383 U.S. 541, 556 (1966).

91. 387 U.S. 1, 42-57 (1967); see supra notes 46-47 and accompanying text.

92. 384 U.S. 436 (1966). The Gault Court cited Miranda as authority for the
assertion that persons, even juveniles, cannot be compelled to testify against
themselves. See In re Gault, 387 U.S. at 50 n.87, 56 n.97. Because AMiranda
rights attach whenever an accused is in custody, presumably Gault extends
those same rights to juveniles, even though the decision itself was concerned
with adjudicatory rights. See id. at 13, Although the Supreme Court has never
explicitly held that Miranda applies to juvenile proceedings, the Court, in Fare
v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707 (1979), “assume[d] without deciding that the Afi-
randa principles were fully applicable to the present [juvenile] proceedings.”
Id. at 717 n4.

93. Miranda, 384 U.S. at 444; see also Brady v. United States, 397 U.S. 742
(1970) (guilty pleas); Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458 (1938) (waiver of counsel).
See generally Y. Kamisar, A Dissent from the Miranda Dissents, in POLICE IX-
TERROGATION AND CONFESSIONS: Essays N Law aND PoLricy 41-76 (1980) (inade-
quacy of “totality of circumstances” evaluations of voluntariness); Dix, Waiver
in Criminal Procedure: A Brief for More Careful Analysis, 55 Tex. L. Rev. 193,
214-16 (1977) (discussing the distinction between “voluntarily” and *“know-
ingly”).

In Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458 (1938), the Supreme Court first estab-
lished the “totality of the circumstances” test to determine the validity of a
waiver of rights:

A waiver is ordinarily an intentional relinquishment or abandonment

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 swrounding that
case, including the background, experience, and conduct of the
accused.

Id. at 464.

94 See, eg., Rogers v. Richmond, 365 U.S. 534, 543-44 (1961); Ashcraft v.
Tennessee, 322 U.S. 143, 153 (1944); Comment, Juvenile Confessions: Whether
State Procedures Ensure Constitutionally Permissible Confessions, 67J. Crou. L.
& CRvmioLoGY 195, 196 (1976). See generally Developments in the Law — Con-
fessions, 79 Harv. L. REv. 935, 954-1030 (1966) (general discussion of the “volun-
tariness” issue prior to Miranda).
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Since Miranda, however, the validity of waivers of both the
fifth amendment privilege against self-incrimination and the
sixth amendment right to counsel are evaluated under this test
as well.95

Even before Miranda and Gault, the United States
Supreme Court instructed trial courts to be particularly solici-
tous of the effects that a youth’s age and inexperience may
have on the validity of waivers and the voluntariness of confes-
sions.96 In re Gault reiterated and reemphasized that “admis-

95. Miranda, 384 U.S. 436, 475-77 (1966); see also Mincey v. Arizona, 437 U.S.
385, 396-402 (1978) (detailing the circumstances of police interrogation of hospi-
talized accused that demonstrated that accused’s will was overcome).

96. In Haley v. Ohio, 332 U.S. 596 (1948), a fifteen-year-old “lad” was inter-
rogated by police in relays beginning shortly after midnight, denied access to
counsel, and confronted by confessions of codefendants before he finally con-
fessed at five o’clock a.m. The Supreme Court reversed his conviction, ruling
that a confession obtained under these circumstances was involuntary:

What transpired would make us pause for careful inquiry if a ma-
ture man was involved. And when, as here, a mere child—an easy vic-

tim of the law—is before us, special care in scrutinizing the record

must be used. Age 15 is a tender and difficult age for a boy of any race.

He cannot be judged by the more exacting standards of maturity. That

which would leave a man cold and unimpressed can overawe and over-

whelm a lad in his early teens. This is the period of great instability
which the crisis of adolescence produces. ... [W]e cannot believe
that a lad of tender years is a match for the police in such a contest.

He needs counsel and support if he is not to become the victim first of

fear, then of panic.

The age of petitioner, the hours when he was grilled, the duration

of his quizzing, the fact that he had no friend or counsel to advise him,

the callous attitude of the police toward his rights combine to convince

us that this was a confession wrung from a child by means which the

law should not sanction.
Id. at 599-601.

In Gallegos v. Colorado, 370 U.S. 49 (1962), the confession was obtained
from “a child of 14.” The Court reiterated that the youth of the accused is a
special circumstance that may affect the voluntariness of a confession, and it
reemphasized the vulnerability of youth:

But a 14-year-old boy, no matter how sophisticated, is unlikely to have

any conception of what will confront him when he is made accessible

only to the police. . . . [W]e deal with a person who is not equal to the
police in knowledge and understanding of the consequences of the
questions and answers being recorded and who is unable to know how

to protect his own interests or how to get the benefits of his constitu-

tional rights.

Id. at 54. It then added:

A lawyer or an adult relative or friend could have given the petitioner

the protection which his own immaturity could not. Adult advice

would have put him on a less unequal footing with his interrogators.

Without some adult protection against this inequality, a 14-year-old boy

would not be able to know, let alone assert, such constitutional rights

as he had.

Id.
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sions and confessions of juveniles require special caution.”s7? In
Fare v. Michael C.9%8 however, the Court seemed to retreat
somewhat from its solicitude for age, at least when the defend-
ant was a 16-year-old with several arrests and considerable ex-
perience with the police and had served “time” in a youth
camp.9® Fare reaffirmed the “totality of the circumstances” test
as the appropriate standard for evaluation of the validity of
waivers of rights and the admissibility of juvenile confessions.
It held that the juvenile's request to speak with his probation
officer while subjected to custodial interrogation was neither a
per se invocation of his Miranda privilege against self-incrimi-
nation nor the functional equivalent of a request to consult
with counsel, which would have required the cessation of fur-
ther interrogation.100

The Minnesota Supreme Court has followed the “totality of
the circumstances” standard in determining the validity of a ju-
venile’s waiver of Miranda rights, other constitutional rights,
and the voluntariness of any statement, both in its decisions
and in its rules.101 In State ». Nunn,102 for example, the Minne-
sota Supreme Court specifically rejected the argument that no
confession by a juvenile should be admitted unless a parent or
guardian was present at the time that the juvenile waived his
rights.103 The court in Nunn quoted the Supreme Court deci-

97. Gault, 387 U.S. at 45.
98. 442 U.S. 707 (1979).
99. See id. at 726-2T7.

100. See id. at 722-24. Analytically, Fare is not even a juvenile case, but sim-
ply an interpretation of Miranda focusing on whether a request to consult with
a probation officer is the equivalent of a request to meet with an attorney. See,
e.g., Edwards v. Arizona, 451 U.S. 477 (1981) (police cannot continue interroga-
tion after an accused has requested counsel until counsel is made available).
In holding that a child’s request to speak with someone other than an attorney
was simply one of many factors in determining the validity of a AMiranda
waiver, the Fare Court expressly declined to give children greater protection
than adults. See Fare, 442 U.S. at 724-27; see also Rosenberg, supra note 42, at
686-90 (analyzing effect of Fare’s presumption that Miranda rights extend to
delinquency actions).

101. See, e.g., In re M.A., 310 N.W.2d 699 (Minn. 1981); In re Welfare of
S.W.T., 277 N.W.2d 507 (Minn. 1979); State v. Loyd, 297 Minn. 442, 212 N.W.2d 671
(1973); State v. Hogan, 297 Minn. 430, 212 N.W.2d 664 (1973). The Minnesota
Supreme Court’s contribution to the jurisprudence of juvenile confessions pri-
marily consists of the recognition that juveniles interrogated in the informal at-
mosphere of the juvenile court may be lulled into confessions, which may be to
their detriment. As the Loyd court noted, however, as long as it is made clear
to juveniles that the questioning authorities are not operating as their friends,
but as their adversaries, the confidential atmosphere of the juvenile court poses
no danger. 297 Minn. at 450, 212 N.W.2d at 676-77.

102. 297 N.W.2d 752 (1980).

103. See id. at 755. The court characterized the presence of parents simply
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sion in Fare with approval and reaffirmed its own adherence to
the “totality” approach in determining the validity of a waiver
of Miranda rights by a juvenile.104

Minnesota’s new rules also reflect this stance. Rule 6 pro-
vides that confessions, admissions, or statements obtained
from a child in custody will be admissible only to “the extent a
statement is admissible against an adult defendant in a crimi-
nal matter”105 and requires, as a prerequisite to admissibility,
that a child receive Miranda warnings “to the same extent that
an adult in a criminal matter is advised prior to custodial inter-
rogation.”106 Rule 15 governs waivers of the right to counsel
and constitutional rights other than the privilege against self-
incrimination. In determining whether a child “voluntarily and
intelligently” confessed or waived the right to counsel, Rules 6
and 15 require the court to look at the “totality of the circum-
stances,” which is defined as including but not limited to “the
presence and competence of the child’s parent(s) or guardian,
the child’s age, maturity, intelligence, education, experience,
and ability to comprehend.”107

In adopting this standard, the Minnesota Supreme Court
affirmed the principle that juveniles are legally capable of waiv-
ing the fifth amendment right against self-incrimination, the
sixth amendment right to counsel, or any other constitutional
right when the circumstances indicate that they did so know-
ingly, intelligently, and voluntarily. The court’s position is also
consistent with the legislature’s judgment that youths twelve
years of age or older are capable of making informed decisions
regarding waiver of rights without parental concurrence.108

as one factor in the totality of the circumstances bearing on the voluntariness
issue. See id. The Minnesota Supreme Court had, on previous occasions, re-
jected defendants’ requests that parental presence be an absolute prerequisite
for the admissibility of statements obtained from juveniles:
Although we recognize that the presence of parents and their guidance
during interrogation of a juvenile is desirable, we reject the absolute
rule that every minor is incapable and incompetent as a matter of law
to waive his constitutional rights. In determining whether a juvenile
has voluntarily and intelligently waived his constitutional rights, paren-
tal presence is only one factor to consider and is not an absolute
prerequisite.
State v. Hogan, 297 Minn. 430, 440, 212 N.W.2d 664, 671 (1973).
104. See Nunn, 297 N.W.2d at 755 (quoting with approval Fare v. Michael C.,
442 U.S. 707, 725-26 (1979)).
105. Minn. R.P. Juv. Cr. 6.01.
106. MmnN. R.P. Juv. CT. 6.01(1).
107. Mmn. R.P. Juv. Crt. 6.01(2); 15.02(1); 15.03.
108. Minnesota law provides:
Waiver of any right which a child has under this chapter must be an
express waiver intelligently made by the child after the child has been
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There are problems, however, in applying such standards.
When evaluating the validity of a waiver under the totality of
the circumstances, courts tend to focus on characteristics of the
juvenile, such as age, education, and 1.Q., and on circumstances
surrounding the interrogation, such as methods and length of
the interrogation and any subsequent repudiation of the state-
ment.10%8 Courts have identified factors relevant to the determi-
nation of “voluntariness” but have declined to give controlling
weight to any particular factor, instead remitting the weighing
of different factors to the unfettered discretion of the trial
court.1® Consequently, there are “no clear-cut rules which
could protect a child who is not as mature or knowledgeable as
an adult, [and] courts are left without clear touchstones by
which to evaluate a particular confession.”111 Similarly, the po-
lice who interrogate a juvenile may be unable to determine in
advance whether a waiver will be admissible at trial. Indeed,
the factors invoked in the “totality of the circumstances” test
have been characterized as “amorphous, illusive, and largely
unreviewable.”112

Despite the judicial determinations, both by decision and

fully and effectively informed of the right being waived. If a child is

under 12 years of age, the child’s parent, guardian or custodian shall

give any waiver or offer any objection contemplated by this chapter.
MmN. StaT. § 260.155(8) (1982).

109. See, e.g., West v. United States, 399 F.2d 467, 469 (5th Cir. 1968), cert. de-
nied, 393 U.S. 1102 (1969); People v. Lara, 67 Cal. 2d 365, 376-77, 432 P.2d 202, 217-
18, 62 Cal. Rptr. 586, 599 (1967), cert. denied, 392 U.S. 945 (1968); State v. White,
494 S.W.2d 687, 691 (Mo. Ct. App. 1973). The factors that emerge from the cases
include the age of the juveniles, their education, the “criminal sophistication”
and experience of the youths that bear on their knowledge of their rights,
whether the youths were questioned incommunicado, whether the interroga-
tion occurred before or after the filing of formal charges, the methods and
length of interrogation, and whether the youths subsequently repudiated their
statements. See, e.g, West, 399 F.2d at 469.

110. See, e.g., Grisso, Juveniles’ Capacities to Waive Miranda Rights: An
Empirical Analysis, 68 CaLr. L. REv. 1134, 1138-39 (1980). “There is no case
law, however, which suggests how to evaluate all the considerations systemati-
cally. The manner in which the factors are weighed and combined has always
been a matter of judicial discretion.” Id. at 1138.

111. Comment, supra note 94, at 202. Professor Thomas Grisso, after sur-
veying all of the relevant juvenile waiver decisions between 1948 and 1979 to
identify whether a youth’s characteristics affected a court's ruling on the valid-
ity of a waiver, concluded that no single variable is determinative since constel-
lations of variables are usually cited in conjunction with one another. He notes
that confessions obtained from juveniles 12 years of age or younger frequently
are excluded, as well as those from juveniles with LQ. scores below 75, but that
no single factor is treated by courts as conclusive. See Grisso, supra note 110,
at 1138 n.24.

112. See Y. KaMisar, supra note 93, at 43-44, 64-76; see also Schulhofer, Con-
Jessions and the Court, 79 MicH. L. REv. 865, 867-71 (1981) (reviewing Y.



174 MINNESOTA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:141

by rule, that the “totality of the circumstances” test is an ade-
quate tool for assessing a youth’s ability to understand and
waive constitutional rights, considerable doubt remains as to
whether a typical juvenile's waiver is, or even can be, “know-
ing, intelligent, and voluntary.” Empirical studies evaluating
juveniles’ understanding of their Miranda rights indicate that
most juveniles who receive the Miranda warning may not un-
derstand it well enough to waive their constitutional rights in a
“knowing and intelligent” manner.113 Such lack of comprehen-
sion by minors raises questions about the adequacy of the Mi-
randa warning as a safeguard. The Miranda warning was

KAMISAR, POLICE INTERROGATIONS AND CONFESSIONS: Essays IN Law AND PoL-
cy (1980)).

This emphasis on discretion parallels Packer’s Crime Control Model, see
supra note 88, which accepts the legitimacy of police interrogation, particularly
in the initial stages of an investigation, and which emphasizes the reliability
and trustworthiness of statements obtained rather than the interrogation cir-
cumstances that produced them. See H. PACKER, supra note 88, at 187-88. Ac-
cordingly, “no hard and fast rule can be laid down about how long the police
should be permitted to interrogate the suspect . . . [nor] about what kinds of
police conduct are coercive. It is a factual question in each case . .. .” Id. at
188-89. The Due Process Model, on the other hand, would oppose such discre-
tion. It would suggest that custodial interrogation conflicts with the premises
of an adversary process that imposes the burden on “the state to make its case
against a defendant without forcing him to cooperate in the process, and with-
out capitalizing on his ignorance of his legal rights.” Id. at 191 (emphasis ad-
ded). The goals of the Due Process Model are achieved through “the
substitution of broad, quasi-legislative rules of administration for the more
traditional case-by-case adjudication;” greater equality between the state and
the accused, primarily through the assistance of counsel; and “restriction(s) on
law enforcement discretion.” Id. at 194. The Due Process Model would favor a
per se rule, preferably one mandating consultation with counsel prior to police
interrogation, to avoid the discretionary problems associated with case-by-case
adjudications of the admissibility of confessions. Id. at 201.

113. See, e.g., T. GRISSO, JUVENILES’ WAIVER OF RIGHTS: LEGAL AND PsycHoO-
LoGIicaL COMPETENCE (1981); Ferguson & Douglas, 4 Study of Juvenile Waiver,
7 SaN DIEGo L. REv. 39, 54 (1970); Grisso, supra note 110, at 1160. One study
found that over 90% of the juveniles interrogated waived their rights, that an
equal number did not understand the rights they waived, and that even a sim-
plified version of the language in the Miranda warning failed to cure these de-
fects. Ferguscen & Douglas, supra, at 53. Another study found that the problems
of understanding and waiving rights were particularly acute for younger
juveniles:

As a class, juveniles younger than fifteen years of age failed to meet

both the absolute and relative (adult norm) standards for comprehen-

sion . . . . The vast majority of these juveniles misunderstood at least
one of the four standard Miranda statements, and compared with
adults, demonstrated signicantly poorer comprehension of the nature
and significance of the Miranda rights.
Grisso, supra note 110, at 1160. Grisso also reported that although “juveniles
younger than fifteen manifest significantly poorer comprehension than adults
of comparable intelligence,” the level of comprehension exhibited by youths
sixteen and older, although comparable to that of adults, left much to be de-
sired. See id. at 1157.
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designed to inform and educate a defendant to assure that sub-
sequent waivers would indeed be “knowing and intelligent.”114
If most juveniles lack the capacity to understand the warning,
however, its ritual recitation hardly accomplishes that

purpose.l15

Empirical research also suggests that juveniles are simply
not as competent as adults to waive their rights in a “knowing
and intelligent” manner. Indeed, it is this “developmental fact”
that accounts for many of the legal disabilities imposed upon
children.116 The alternative policies that might respond to this

114, Miranda requires advising the accused of his or her constitutional
rights in order to assure that any subsequent waiver is made in a knowing, in-
telligent, and voluntary manner. The Court reasoned that unless the protective
warning is given to dispel “the compulsion inherent in custodial surroundings,"”
no statement could be truly voluntary. See Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 458
(1966). By providing for an automatic advisory, courts also were relieved from
examining the facts and circumstances surrounding each confession to deter-
mine whether its maker “knew” of his or her rights. Thus, Miranda not only
introduced a mandatory, “per se” procedure, but focused judicial scrutiny on
the issue of waiver. See, e.g.,, Comment, supra note 94, at 197.

115. “The purpose of the Miranda warnings is to convey information to the
suspect. Plainly, one who is told something he does not understand is no bet-
ter off than one who is told nothing at all.” United States v. Frazier, 476 F.2d
891, 900 (D.C. Cir. 1973) (Bazelon, CJ., dissenting), cert. denied, 414 U.S. 911
(1973).

116. The recognition that children stand on a different legal footing than
aduits is reflected in the host of legal disabilities imposed on children for their
own protection. As one court noted:

The concept of establishing different standards for a juvenile is an ac-
cepted legal principle since minors generally hold a subordinate and
protected status in our legal system. There are legally and socially rec-
ognized differences between the presumed responsibility of adults and
minors. . . . [M]inors are unable to execute a binding contract . . .,
unable to convey real property . . ., and unable to marry of their own
free will . . . . It would indeed be inconsistent and unjust to hold that
one whom the State deems incapable of being able to marty, purchase
alcoholic beverages . . ., or even donate their own blood. . ., should be
compelled to stand on the same footing as an adult when asked to
waive important Fifth and Sixth Amendment rights at a time most crit-
ical to him and in an atmosphere most foreign and unfamiliar,
Lewis v. State, 259 Ind. 431, 437-38, 288 N.E.2d 138, 141-42 (1972) (citations omit-
ted). The same factors of age and relative immaturity that have resulted in var-
ious legal doctrines to protect minors from their own incapacity would appear
to apply to waivers of constitutional rights and their attendant consequences as
well. If children are legally incapable of making a contract, executing a valid
will, or entering into a marriage, the disability seemingly would also attend the
making of incriminating statements. See, e.g., Bailey & Soderling, Born to
Lose—Waiver of Fifth and Sixth Amendment Rights by Juvenile Suspects, 15
CLEARINGHOUSE REV. 127, 129 (1981). Courts have, however, indulged the view
that minors can intelligently waive their rights, at least to incriminate them-
selves, because the judiciary views confessions as an important tool of law en-
forcement. Seg, e.g.,, Comment, supra note 94, at 201; see also People v. Lara, 67
Cal. 24 365, 379-81, 432 P.2d 202, 212-13, 62 Cal. Rptr. 586, 536-97 (1967), cert. de-
nied, 392 U.S. 945 (1968).
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difficulty, however, raise other troublesome issues.!17 The op-
tion adopted by the Minnesota Supreme Court118 is to continue
to use a “totality of the circumstances” test, raise judicial
awareness about the particular vulnerabilities of youth, and
hope that juvenile court judges conscientiously reviewing waiv-
ers under the totality of the circumstances will be able to dis-
tinguish between competent and incompetent waivers and
confessions by juveniles.11® This solution, however, is weak-
ened by the multitude of factors implicated by the “totality” ap-
proach, the lack of guidelines as to how the various factors
should be weighed, and the myriad combinations of factual sit-
uations that make almost every case unique. These factors re-
sult in virtually unlimited and unreviewable judicial
discretion.120 Thus, when the “totality” test is viewed in its pro-
cedural context, it appears to exclude only the most egre-
giously obtained confessions and then only on a haphazard
basis.121

117. For example, one commentator identifies five policy strategies for as-
sessing the validity of a juvenile’s waiver: 1) continued adherence to the adult
“totality of the circumstances” test; 2) exclusion of confessions obtained from a
juvenile who is under juvenile court jurisdiction from admission in an adult
criminal prosecution following waiver; 3) an “Atmospheric Requisite Stan-
dard,” or a requirement that the relationship between the juvenile and the in-
terrogator be sufficiently adversarial, so that the youth would not be lulled into
confessing by the informal atmosphere of the juvenile court; 4) a statutory re-
quirement that parents be promptly called or a youth promptly arraigned as a
prerequisite to police interrogation; and 5) a mandatory requirement of paren-
tal presence during police interrogation. See Comment, supra note 94, at 201-07,

118. See supra notes 101-07.

119. See MinN. R.P. Juv. CT. 6.01; ¢f Commonwealth v. Roane, 494 Pa. 389,
396-98, 329 A.2d 286, 289-90 (1974) (Eagen, J., dissenting) (parental presence re-
quirement is “a prophylactic rule [that] is unrealistic”).

120. See, e.g., Y. Kamisar, supra note 93, at 43-44, 64-76; Comment, supra
note 94, at 202. Grisso notes that “[t]he degree to which judges can weigh
these factors consistently, however, is difficult to discern. There are numerous
combinations of factors possible and no guidelines as to how they should be
weighed and balanced. This results in almost unlimited judicial discretion.”
Grisso, supra note 110, at 1138-39. Indeed, in Fare v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707
(1979), in which the United States Supreme Court upheld the applicability of
the totality of the circumstances test, there were substantial divisions within
the Court over its meaning as applied to the facts of the case itself. Both dis-
senting opinions concluded that the youth did not understand the rights he
purportedly waived. Compare id. at 724-27 (the youth made an intelligent
waiver) with id. at 733-3¢ (Powell, J., dissenting) (discussing evidence sug-
gesting that the youth did not understand his rights) and id. at 730 & n.1 (Mar-
shall, J., dissenting) (the police did not attempt to allay the youth’s concern
that the police would erroneously tell him that a police officer was an attorney
in order to elicit information).

121. Even a cursory review of the cases suggests the extreme facts required
to find that a juvenile’s waiver is invalid. See, e.g., People v. Baker, 9 Ill. App. 3d
654, 292 N.E.2d 670 (1973) (15-year-old, 1.Q. of 72, first grade reading level, non-



1984] JUVENILE JUSTICE 177

In light of the difficulties of the “totality” test, several juris-
dictions have attempted to develop some concrete guidelines or
per se rules requiring the presence of an “interested” adult,
such as a parent or an attorney, at the interrogation of a juve-
nile before the confession or waiver can be valid.222 The per se
approach, as advocated by commentators and adopted by
courts, excludes any waiver or confession made by a juvenile
without adherence to the requisite procedural safeguards.123

Courts and commentators have advanced a variety of rea-
sons for such a per se requirement. In In re Dino,124¢ for exam-
ple, the Louisiana Supreme Court asserted that

the rights which a juvenile may waiver [sic] before interrogation are so
fundamental to our system of constitutional rule and the expedient of
requiring the advice of a parent, counsel or advisor so relatively simple
and well established as a safeguard against a juvenile's improvident ju-
dicial acts, that we should not pause to inquire in individual cases

whether the juvenile could, on his own, understand and effectively ex-
ercise his rights.125

functional student). Juvenile's confessions typically are admitted by trial
courts, and only extreme facts will overturn those admissions on appeal. For
examples of the facts required to overturn a confession, see, e.g., Thomas v.
State, 447 F.2d 1320 (4th Cir. 1971) (15-year-old, LQ. of 72, fifth grade dropout, 19
hours of incommunicado interrogation, not taken before a judge for two days,
and not given adequate explanation of his constitutional rights); In re Estrada,
1 Ariz. App. 348, 403 P.2d 1 (1965) (l4-year-old, low education and literacy, seri-
ous and complex charges, hasty proceedings); In re P., 7 Cal. 3d 801, 500 P.2d 1,
103 Cal. Rptr. 425 (1972) (14-year-old, retarded, immature, first offender).

122, See, e.g., Lewis v. State, 259 Ind. 431, 288 N.W.2d 138 (1972) (parental
presence an absolute prerequisite to admissibility); In re Dino, 359 So. 2d 586
(La.) (same), cert. denied, 439 U.S. 1047 (1978). See generally Levy & Skacevic,
What Standard Should be Used to Determine a Valid Juvenile Waiver, 6 PEP-
PERDINE L. REV. 767 (1979); Note, Interrogation of Juveniles: The Right to a Par-
ent’s Presence, T7 DicK. L. REV. 543 (1973); Note, Waiver of Miranda Rights by
Juveniles: Is Parental Presence a Necessary Safeguard?, 21 J. Fan. L. 725 (1982);
Comment, The Judicial Response to Juvenile Confessions: An Examination of
the Per Se Rule, 17 DuQ. L. REV. 659 (1978).

123. The difference between the totality test and the per se approach re-
flects the tensions between the Crime Control and Due Process Models. See
supra note 88. The totality approach allows courts discretion to consider a
youth’s maturity, but imposes minimal interference with police investigative
work. The per se approach assumes that most juveniles are immature and
hence require special protections to assure their understanding of the process.
Although the per se requirement greatly simplifies the role of courts in the ad-
ministration of the juvenile process, see Allen, supra note 48, at 532, it may pro-
vide unnecessary protection for the occasional sophisticated youth in order to
afford adequate protection for the vast majority of unsophisticated juveniles,
see Grisso, supra note 110, at 1135.

124, 359 So. 2d 586 (La. 1978), cert. denied, 439 U.S. 1047 (1978).

125. Id. at 592. The Dino court also observed that reliance on the “totality of
the circumstances” test

tends to mire the courts in a morass of speculation similar to that from
which Miranda was designed to extricate them in adult cases. Al-
though the Miranda court did not express itself specifically on the spe-
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The perceived virtues of a per se parental presence require-
ment include mitigating the dangers of untrustworthiness, re-
ducing coercive influences, providing an independent witness
who can testify in court as to any coercion that was present, as-
suring the accuracy of any statements obtained, and relieving
police of the burden of making subjective judgments on a case-
by-case basis about the competency of the youths they are
questioning.126 Indianal2? and Georgial28 also have judicially
created per se requirements, as did Pennsylvania until very re-

cial needs of juveniles confronted with police interrogation, the reasons
given for making the warning an absolute prerequisite to interrogation
peoint up the need for an absolute requirement that juveniles not be
permitted to waive constitutional rights on their own.

Id. at 591.

126. The problem of the inability of police to anticipate in advance whether
a statement obtained from a juvenile will be admissible has been a concern of
other courts as well. As the Indiana Supreme Court noted in Lewis v. State,
259 Ind. 431, 288 N.E.2d 138 (1972):

The authorities seeking to question a juvenile enter into an area of
doubt and confusion when the child appears to waive his rights to
counsel and against self-incrimination. They are faced with the possi-
bility of taking a statement from him only to have a court later find that
his age and the surrounding circumstances precluded the child from
making a valid waiver. There are no concrete guidelines for the author-
ities to follow in order to insure that the waiver will be upheld. The
police are forced to speculate as to whether the law will judge this ac-
cused juvenile on the same plane as an adult in regard to the waiver of
his constitutional rights, or whether the court will take cognizance of
the age of the child and apply different standards. . . .

. Clearly defined procedures should be established in areas
which lend themselves to such standards in order to assure both effi-
cient police procedure and protection of the important constitutional
rights of the accused. Age is one area which lends itself to clearly de-
fined standards.

Id. at 436-37, 288 N.E.2d at 141; see also Dino, 359 So. 2d at 591.

127. See Lewis v. State, 259 Ind. 431, 439, 288 N.E.2d 138, 142 (1972) (requiring
the presence of a parent or guardian is a safeguard that recognizes “the inher-
ent differences between adults and minors” and ensures that any waiver is
truly voluntary). The Lewis court emphasized that it was not erecting a bar to
juvenile confessions, but rather establishing a procedure by which to gauge
their admissibility:

The rule adopted here does not mean that a minor’s confession is
per se inadmissible but merely holds that, as a result of the age of the
accused, the law requires certain specific and concrete safeguards to
insure the voluntariness of a confession. The long standing tradition
that juveniles can waive their right to silence or to an attorney is con-
tinued, but at the same time another long termed tradition, that such
waivers require special precautions to insure it be done knowingly and
intelligently, is recognized.

Id. at 440, 288 N.E.2d at 142-43.

128. Cf Freeman v. Wilcox, 119 Ga. App. 325, 329, 167 S.E.2d 163, 167 (1969)
(both parent and child must be advised of the child’s right to have counsel
present during interrogation).
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cently.129 The California Supreme Court created a slightly dif-

129. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court has come full circle on its view of
the procedural safeguards required at the interrogation of a juvenile. Initially,
the standard for determining the admissibility of a juvenile’s waiver and con-
fession-was the traditional totality of the circumstances test. See, e.g., Com-
monwealth v. Porter, 449 Pa. 153, 159, 295 A.2d 311, 317 (1972); Commonwealth v.
Moses, 446 Pa. 350, 354, 287 A.2d 131, 133 (1971). It then created a per se “inter-
ested adult” rule which provided that juveniles could not waive their right to
silence or to the assistance of counsel without first being provided opportunity
to consult with an “interested aduit,” who is informed of the juvenile's rights
and is interested in the welfare of the child. See, e.g., Commonwealth v. Mar-
kle, 475 Pa. 266, 269, 380 A.2d 346, 348 (1977); Commonwealth v. McCutchen, 463
Pa. 90, 93, 343 A.2d 669, 670 (1975), cert. denied, 424 U.S. 934 (1976), overruled,
People v. Christmas, 502 Pa. 218, 465 A.2d 989 (1983); Commonwealth v. Starkes,
461 Pa. 178, 185-86, 335 A.2d 698, 701 (1975); Commonwealth v. Roane, 459 Pa. 389,
394-95, 329 A.2d 286, 289-90 (1974).

In Roane, 459 Pa. 389, 329 A.2d 286 (1974), the Pennsylvania Supreme Court
relied upon language in Gallegos v. Colorado, 370 U.S. 49, 54-55 (1962), see supra
note 96, suggesting that an immature youth needs the opportunity to consult
with a lawyer or other adult. The court excluded a juvenile's confession be-
cause a request by the boy’s mother for counsel for her son was ignored.
Roane, 459 Pa. at 394-95, 329 A.2d at 288. In Markle, 475 Pa. 266, 380 A.2d 346
(1977), the court emphasized the per se nature of the parental consultation re-
quirement. “When a juvenile has not been given this opportunity for consulta-
tion, we need not look to the totality of the circumstances to determine the
voluntariness of the confession.” Id. at 270, 308 A.2d at 348. Then, in Common-
wealth v. Christmas, 502 Pa. 218, 465 A.2d 989 (1983), the Pennsylvania Supreme
Court retreated from its “overly protective and unreasonably paternalistic” per
se rule in order to give “more adequate weight to the interests of society.” Id.
at 223, 465 A.2d at 992. According to the Christmas formulation, there is a rebut-
table presumption of a juvenile’s incompetence to waive his or her rights.

[W]e presume that a juvenile is incompetent to waive his rights with-

out opportunity for consultation with an informed and interested adult;

this presumption must be tested against the totality of the circum-

stances surroundmg a given waiver to determine whether the particu-

lar juvenile might in fact be competent to waive his rights without such

opportunity.

Id. at 223, 465 A.2d at 992.

Because the prosecution already bears the burden of establishing the vol-
untariness of confessions, see, e.g., Lego v. Twomey, 404 U.S. 477, 489 (1972), it is
unclear how a presumption of incompetence differs from a requirement that
the prosecution affirmatively establish the validity of a waiver under the total-
ity of the circumstances. See, e.g., Commonwealth v. Christmas, 502 Pa. at 225-
26, 465 A.2d at 993 (Larsen, J., concurring). Finally, in Commonwealth v, Wil-
liams, — Pa. —, 475 A.2d 1283 (1984), the Pennsylvania Supreme Court repudi-
ated the rebuttable presumption it had created in Ckristmas, and returned to
the traditional totality of the circumstances analysis.

The requirements of due process are satisfied, and the protection

against the use of involuntary confessions which law and reason de-

mand is met by application of the totality of circumstances analysis to

all questions involving the waiver of rights and the voluntariness of

confessions made by juveniles. All of the attending facts and circum-

stances must be considered and weighed in determining whether a ju-
venile’s confession was knowingly and freely given. Among those
factors are the juvenile’s youth, experience, comprehension, and the
presence or absence of an interested adult.

Id. at —, 475 A.2d at 1288.
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ferent per se rule in People v. Burton,13° treating a juvenile's
request to see his parents as the functional equivalent of an in-
vocation of the fifth amendment privilege and analogous to a
request to consult with an attorney.131 A number of other
states have enacted statutes that make the opportunity for a
youth to consult with an interested adult a prerequisite to the
admissibility of any confession.132

The Minnesota Supreme Court’s Juvenile Justice Study
Commission, hoping to achieve a similar result, proposed a per
se rule requiring parents or guardians to be present at any in-
terrogation and to agree in writing to any waiver of rights by
the juvenile.133 Without such an adult presence, no statement

130. 6 Cal. 3d 375, 491 P.2d 793, 99 Cal. Rptr. 1 (1971).

131. See id. at 383-84, 491 P.2d at 798, 99 Cal. Rptr. at 6; see also People v.
Randall, 1 Cal. 3d 948, 954, 464 P.2d 114, 117-18, 83 Cal. Rptr. 658, 661-62 (1970)
(* ‘If the individual [in an adult criminal case] indicates in any manner, at any
time prior to or during questioning, that he wishes to remain silent, the interro-
gation must cease. At this point he has shown that he intends to exercise his
Fifth Amendmant privilege . . . ') (quoting Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436,
473-74 (1966)). The California Supreme Court held in Burtor that when a child
who is in custody and who is interrogated without the presence of counsel re-
quests to see one of his or her parents, further questioning must cease. That
holding presaged the United States Supreme Court’s decision in Fare v.
Michael C., 442 U.S. 707 (1979). See supra notes 98-100 and accompanying text.
In In re Michael C,, 21 Cal. 3d 471, 579 P.2d 7, 146 Cal. Rptr. 358 (1978), rev’d sub
nom., Fare v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707 (1979), the California Supreme Court ex-
tended Burton’s “parental request” rule to a youth’s request to consult with his
or her probation officer. The California court reasoned that because the proba-
tion officer is a “trusted guardian figure” who exercises the parens patriae au-
thority of the state, a minor’s request for his or her probation officer is the
same as a request to consult with parents during an interrogation which, under
Burton, constitutes an invocation of the fifth amendment privilege. See id. at
476, 579 P.2d at 10, 146 Cal. Rptr. at 361. The United States Supreme Court re-
jected this position in Fare v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707 (1979), distinguishing the
role of counsel from that of probation officers in the Miranda process. See id.
at 718-24.

132. See, e.g., CoLo. REV. STAT. § 19-2-102(3) (¢) (I) (1978); CONN. GEN. STAT.
ANN. § 46b-137(a) (West Supp. 1984); N.M. StaT. AnN. § 32-1-27(E)(8) (1978),
OKLA. STAT. ANN. tit. 10, § 1109(A) (West Supp. 1983-1984).

133. The proposed rules that the Juvenile Justice Study Commission origi-
nally submitted to the Minnesota Supreme Court recommended a per se re-
quirement that parents or guardians be present at any juvenile’s interrogation
and also would have required that the parents agree to any waiver of rights.
See In re Proposed Rules of Procedure for Juvenile Court, supra note 86, Rule
6.02 (“[A] waiver made out of court must be in writing and signed by the child
and the child’s parent(s) or guardian.”) (emphasis added). Proposed Rule
15.02, governing the waiver of counsel, included a similar per se parental con-
currence requirement. The Proposed Rules’ inclusion of a per se parental pres-
ence requirement was one of the philosophical and procedural issues dividing
the Rules Drafting Task Force and the Juvenile Justice Study Commission.
The Minnesota Supreme Court’s reinstatement of the totality of the circum-
stances test represents one of the instances in which the court had a clear
choice between providing an additional safeguard that recognized the immatur-
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by the juvenile would have been admissible.13¢ The proponents
of the rule, like the jurisdictions requiring per se parental pres-
ence, viewed juveniles as neither mature enough to understand
their rights nor competent enough to waive them without prior
consultation with a knowledgeable adult. Advocates of paren-
tal presence believe that it reduces the juvenile’s sense of isola-
tion, pressure, and fear in the interrogation process and
provides legal advice about the consequences of a waiver that
the juvenile otherwise might not appreciate.

A per se requirement assumes both that the presence of
parents would benefit the child, because of an identity of inter-
ests, and that parents can adequately understand their child’s
legal rights and function as effective advisors. Such assump-
tions, however, may not be valid. Requiring parental presence
during interrogation may not benefit the child because it may
increase rather than decrease the coercive pressures to which
the youth is subjected.135 The parents’ potential conflict of in-
terest with the child, their emotional reactions to their child’s
arrest, or their own intellectual or social disabilities may make
them unable to play the envisioned supportive role for the
child.136 One study found that most parents did not directly ad-
vise their children about the waiver decision and that those
that did almost always urged the child to waive rights.137 More-
over, research on the extent to which adults understand and in-
telligently waive their own Miranda rights casts doubt on
whether even well-intentioned parents can provide much
assistance; they seldom have legal training and may not under-
stand the problems facing the child.138 Indeed, the case law is

ity and lack of capacity of most juveniles, or treating youths like adult eriminal
defendants, and chose the latter course.
134. In re Proposed Rules of Procedure for Juvenile Court, supra note 86,
Rule 6.03.
135. One critic of the parental presence requirement noted:
[Will] the presence of this “friendly adult” . . . create the intended re-
sults[?] Parents, possibly ashamed and/or angered that their child is
in custody, may further coerce the child into owning up to the alleged
offense, instead of affording the youth shelter, Moreover, a parent may
be no more knowledgable than the juvenile about constitutional rights
and the consequences of a confession.
Comment, supra note 94, at 205.
136. See Grisso, supra note 110, at 1142; Comment, supra note 94, at 205.
137. T. Grisso, supra note 113, at 187, 200. This empirical observation was
bolstered by questionnaire surveys that found that a substantial majority of the
parents felt that juveniles should never be allowed to withhold from police any
information about their involvement in a crime. Id. at 175, 179.
138. Professor Grisso explained:
The most serious objections to this [parental presence] alternative
concern the ability of laymen to provide effective assistance in a
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replete with instances of parents coercing their children into
confessing to the police.13® Rather than mitigating the pres-
sures of interrogation, parents appear predisposed to coercing
their children to waive the right to silence.

The Minnesota Supreme Court ultimately rejected the
Study Commission’s proposed per se rule requiring parental
presence. The court’s decision seems wise, because the pro-
posed rule would not adequately safeguard a child’s rights and

preinterrogation setting. Commentators have observed that many par-

ents do not care, and that “[o}ften the parents are, at best, only equal

in capacity to the child and therefore poorly equipped to comprehend

the complexities confronting them.” In one recent empirical study,

nearly three-quarters of a sample of parents disagreed with the prem-

ise that children should be allowed to withhold information from the

police when suspected of a crime. In another study, more than two-

thirds of the parents present during actual preinterrogation waiver pro-
ceedings offered no comments or advice to their children. When these
findings are coupled with those of the instant studies, which indicate

that many adults do not themselves adequately understand their Mi-

randa rights, the “interested adult” alternative becomes even less

attractive.

Grisso, supra note 110, at 1163 (quoting McMillian & McMurtry, The Role of the
Defense Lawyer in the Juvenile Court—Advocate or Social Worker?, 14 Sr.
Louis U.L.J. 561, 570 (1970)); see also T. GRisso, supra note 113, at 170-82; Grisso
& Ring, Parents’ Attitudes Toward Juvenile’s Rights in Interrogation, 6 Crim.
JusT. & BEHAV. 211, 224 (1979) (citing studies that suggest “that parental gui-
dance in such matters often is not an adequate substitute for the advice of
trained legal counsel”).

Research evaluating the extent to which adults understand and intelli-
gently waive their Miranda rights raises the question whether parents can pro-
vide their children with much technical, legal assistance. See, e.g., Driver,
Confessions and the Social Psychology of Coercion, 82 Harv. L. Rev. 42, §9
(1968) (‘“even highly educated men may make incriminating admissions simply
because they fail to comprehend the legal significance of their remarks”); Grif-
fith & Ayres, A Postscript to the Miranda Project: Interrogation of Draft Protes-
ters, 77 YaLE L.J. 300, 305-10 (1967) (even sophisticated subjects failed to
understand the nature and function of their constitutional rights); Medalie,
Zeitz & Alexander, Custodial Police Interrogation in Our Nation's Capital: The
Attempt to Implement Miranda, 66 MicH. L. REv. 1347, 1372-75 (1968) (“ratings
indicated that 15 percent of the eighty-five ‘post-Miranda defendants’ failed to
understand the warning of the right to presence of counsel, and 24 percent
failed to understand the warning of the right to appointed counsel”); Project,
Interrogations in New Haven: The Impact of Miranda, 76 YALE L.J. 1519, 1613
(1967) (“Warnings are not useless, but neither can they eliminate whatever ‘in-
herently coercive atmosphere’ the police station may have.”).

139. See, e.g., United States v. Fowler, 476 F.2d 1091, 1093 (7th Cir. 1973).
Some courts have held that when a child responds to a question from his or her
parent in the presence of police officers, he or she is not subjected to custodial
interrogation and Miranda does not apply. See, e.g., In re C.P.D., 367 A.2d 133,
135 (D.C. 1976). Others have ignored reality in order to avoid finding coercion,
See, e.g., Anglin v. State, 259 So. 2d 752, 752 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1972) (mother
repeatedly urged her fifteen-year-old boy “to tell the truth” or “she would clob-
ber him,” but the court concluded that “the motherly concern for. . . the basic
precepts of morality are to be commended. . . . [and there was no} threat or
coercion on [her] part”).
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might even aggravate the problem. Moreover, it would have in-
troduced an additional tier of litigable issues, requiring courts
to determine whether the parent was informed of the juvenile’s
rights, whether the parent understood those rights, and
whether the parent and child had an adequate opportunity to
confer. This might have diverted judicial attention from an as-
sessment of the validity of the confession itself to a mechanical
inquiry into the parents’ presence and understanding. The
court’s decision to reinstate the “totality of the circumstances”
test is hardly an adequate alternative, however, because of the
inability to adequately consider the child's immaturity and be-
cause appellate courts are unable to continually monitor the
discretionary decisions of trial judges.140 In addition, the new
Minnesota rules on waivers of rights may constitute a regres-
sion from the safeguards previously afforded juveniles. The
previous juvenile rules of procedure used in the nonmetro-
politan counties prohibited a child from waiving the “right to
counsel at a hearing to determine whether a delinquency cause
shall be referred for prosecution, when the cause involves an
alleged act by the child that would be a felony if committed by
an adult” and required that the child have access to counsel at
reasonable times whenever in custody or detention.141

Although the preceding discussion has focused on waivers
of Miranda rights during police interrogation, similar problems
exist with respect to analyzing waivers of the right to counsel
under Minnesota’s Rule 15 as well. There is both a “fifth
amendment right to counsel” and a sixth amendment right to
the assistance of counsel at trial.1#2 The Minnesota Rules of
Procedure for Juvenile Court use the same “totality of the cir-
cumstances” to evaluate waivers of both types of rights. Al-
though a waiver of Miranda rights may provide the state with
additional evidence it would not otherwise have, a waiver of the
right to counsel fundamentally alters both the structure and
function of the entire juvenile justice process and the ability of
a defendant to participate in adversarial proceedings. The need
to insure that waiver of the right to counsel is “knowing” and
“yoluntary” is thus even more compelling than for waiver of
Miranda rights.

Instead of relying on a discretionary review of the circum-

140. See supra notes 109-12 and accompanying text.

141, Minn. R. P. Prob.-Juv. Cts. 1-5(1).

142. See, e.g, Edwards v. Arizona, 451 U.S, 477 (1981) (fifth amendment right
to have counsel present during custodial interrogation); United States v. Henry,
4477U.S. 264 (1980) (sixth amendment right to the assistance of counsel at trial).
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stances, a better way to “assure that the constitutional rights of
the child are protected and to promote the rehabilitation of the
child”143 would be the adoption of a per se rule that requires
consultation with counsel and the presence of an attorney at
every interrogation of a juvenile and prior to any waiver of the
right to counsel.14# Since waivers of both Miranda rights and
the right to counsel involve legal and strategic considerations
as well as knowledge and understanding of rights and an ap-
preciation of consequences, it is difficult to see how any other
alternative could be as effective. A per se requirement of con-
sultation with counsel prior to a waiver takes account of the im-
maturity of youths and their lack of experience in law
enforcement situations. In addition, however, it recognizes that
attorneys rather than parents possess the skills and training
necessary to assist the child in the adversarial process.145 Both
the Juvenile Justice Standards Project and the Gault and Fare
Courts emphasized the importance of adequate legal counsel in
situations where a juvenile’s waiver of rights is likely to affect

143. Minn. R.P. Juv. Cr. 1.02.
144. See T. Grisso, supra note 113, at 200.

145. The Juvenile Justice Standards Project recommended that *“[t]he right
to counsel should attach as soon as the juvenile is taken into custody .. .
when a petition is filed . . ., or when the juvenile appears personally at an in-
take conference, whichever occurs first.” JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, Supra
note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO PRETRIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS, Standard 5.1 at
89. In addition, “[the juvenile] should have ‘the effective assistance of counsel
at all stages of the proceeding’” and this right to counsel is mandatory and
nonwaivable. Id.

The commentary to the Standards does qualify the absolute, nonwaivable
nature of the right to counsel. “In recommending that the respondent’s right to
counsel in delinquency proceedings should be nonwaivable, this standard is
not intended to foreclose absolutely the possibility of pro se representation by
a juvenile.” JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING
TO PRETRIAL COURT PROCEDURES, Standard 5.1 commentary at 93. The United
States Supreme Court, in Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806 (1975), held that a
defendant in a state criminal trial has a constitutional right to proceed without
counsel when he or she voluntarily and intelligently elects to do so. Id. at 835-
36. The Faretta Court emphasized that the sixth amendment guarantees de-
fendants the “assistance of counsel.”

It speaks of the “assistance” of counsel, and an assistant, however ex-

pert, is still an assistant. The language and spirit of the Sixth Amend-

ment contemplate that counsel, like the other defense tools guaranteed

by the Amendment, shall be an aid to a willing defendant—not an or-

gan of the State interposed between an unwilling defendant and his

right to defend himself personally.
Id. at 820. The crucial issue for juveniles, as for adults, is whether such a
waiver can occur “voluntarily and intelligently,” particularly without prior con-
sultation with counsel. It would be an extraordinary juvenile who should be
able to persuade a court that he or she possesses sufficient maturity and legal
sophistication to effect pro se representation and still obtain a fair trial.
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the result of a proceeding.146 Mandatory, nonwaivable repre-
sentation by counsel not only protects the rights of the juve-
nile, but also helps the courts by assisting in the efficient
handling of cases and assuring that any waivers that the juve-
nile is entitled to make are in fact made knowingly and
intelligently.147

146. The Supreme Court in Gault mandated the right to counsel because “a
proceeding where the issue is whether the child will be found to be ‘delinquent’
and subjected to the loss of his liberty for years is comparable in seriousness to
a felony prosecution.” In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 36 (1967). Because the decision to
waive the privilege against self-incrimination and confession often is determi-
native of the outcome of the proceeding, “the juvenile needs the assistance of
counsel to cope with problems of law, to make skilled inquiry into the facts,
[and] to insist upon regularity of the proceedings . . . . The child ‘requires the
guiding hand of counsel at every step in the proceedings against him.'" Id. at
36 (quoting Powell v, Alabama, 287 U.S, 45, 69 (1932)) (emphasis added).

The Gault Court noted that the President's Crime Commission recom-
mended that “in order to assure ‘procedural justice for the child,’ it is neces-
sary that ‘[cjounsel .. . . be appointed as a matter of course wherever coercive
action is a possibility, without requiring any affirmative choice by child or par-
ent.’” Id. at 38 (quoting PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAw ENFORCEMENT AND
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, THE CHALLENGE OF CRIME IN A FREE SoCIETY 86-87
(1967)). The Court also observed that the Commission emphasized that the
right to counsel was the cornerstone of the entire procedural apparatus of juve-
nile justice, “the keystone of the whole structure of guarantees that a minimum
system of procedural justices requires.” Id. at 38 n.65 (quoting PRESIDENT’S
CoMMISSION ON Law ENFORCEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, THE CHAL-
LENGE OF CRIME IN A FREE SocIETY 86 (1967)).

Similarly, the Supreme Court in Fare v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707 (1979),
based its decision that a request for a probation officer was not a per se invoca-
tion of the right to counsel on the crucial role of counsel in the criminal and
juvenile processes. “It is this pivotal role of legal counsel that justifies the per
se rule established in Miranda, and that distinguishes the request for counsel
from the request for a probation officer, a clergyman, or a close friend."” Jd. at
722. The Fare Court elaborated on the crucial role of counsel by noting that

the lawyer occupies a critical position in our legal system because of

his unique ability to protect the Fifth Amendment rights of a client un-

dergoing custodial interrogation. Because of this special ability of the

lawyer to help the client preserve his Fifth Amendment rights once the
client becomes enmeshed in the adversary process, the Court found
that “the right to have counsel present at the interrogation is indispen-
sable to the protection of the Fifth Amendment privilege under the sys-
tem” established by the Court. Moreover, the lawyer's presence helps
guard against overreaching by the police and ensures that any state-
ments actually obtained are accurately transcribed for presentation
into evidence.

The per se aspect of Miranda was thus based on the unique role

the lawyer plays in the adversary system of criminal justice in this

country. Whether it is a minor or an adult who stands accused, the

lawyer is the one person to whom society as a whole looks as the pro-
tector of the legal rights of that person in his dealings with the police
and the courts.

Id. at 719 (quoting Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 469 (1966)).

147. JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO
PrETRIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS, Standard 5.1 commentary at 92. Commentators
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The requirements of assistance of counsel, nonwaivability
of counsel, and consultation with counsel prior to the waiver of
other rights is not just the “idealistic” recommendation of pol-
icy groups and commentators. For several years, the Texas
Family Code had a provision invalidating juvenile waivers of
rights made without assistance of counsel.148 The Texas courts
interpreted the legislation to include an absolute right to coun-
sel unless the child waived the right with the assistance of an
attorney.14® One court concluded that

the Legislature was taking every precaution to protect the rights of mi-
nors from those who might unintentionally or perhaps in some cases
intentionally take advantage of one who is young, inexperienced and
perhaps unable to exercise his constitutional rights until he finds it is
too late to have those rights protected.150

Legislative amendments in 1975 eliminated the absolute assist-
ance of counsel, substituting instead the conventional Miranda

have suggested other advantages that could follow from mandatory representa-
tion of juveniles. Professor Grisso, for example, has observed:
[W]hile defense counsel would almost always advise a client to remain
silent until the attorney has had the opportunity to review the case
fully, the per se proposal would not always reduce the amount of infor-
mation the police acquire about juvenile offenses. In some instances,
the lawyer might assist the suspect to explain clearly his noninvolve-
ment in the incident; in other cases, the lawyer might help the juvenile
make a statement that is not susceptible to an inaccurate or adverse
interpretation by the police. At all events, since information gathered
from police interrogations of juveniles is often inaccurate and therefore
useless, the proposed per se rule could only serve to increase the accu-
racy of any information imparted.
Grisso, supra note 110, at 1163-64.
148. The Texas law provided that:
Unless a contrary intent clearly appears elsewhere in this title, any
right granted to a child by this title or by the constitution or laws of
this state or the United States may be waived in proceedings under
this title if:
(1) the waiver is made by the child and the attorney for the child;
(2) the child and the attorney waiving the right are informed of and
understand the right and the possible consequences of waiving it;
(3) the waiver is voluntary; and
(4) the waiver is made in writing or in court proceedings that are
recorded.
TEX. FaM. CODE ANN. § 51.09 (Vernon 1975) (amended 1975); see infra note 151
and accompanying text; see also Dawson, Delinquent Children and Children in
Need of Supervision: Draftsman’s Comments to Title 3 of the Texas Family
Code, 5 TEx. TECH L. REV. 509, 524-25 (1974) (the Texas legislature felt that the
child’s attorney is the only appropriate adult who may effectively concur with a
waiver of a right by a child); Comment, Waiver of Constitutional Rights by a
Juvenile Under the Texas Family Code: The 1975 Amendment to Section 51.09,
17 S. Tex. L.J. 301, 303 (1975) (the Texas statute gave rise to the most progres-
sive provisions of juvenile law before its scope was limited by the 1975
amendments).
149. See, e.g, In re SE.B, 514 S.W.2d 948, 950 (Tex. Civ. App. 1974); In re
R.EJ,, 511 S.W.2d 347, 349 (Tex. Civ. App. 1974).
150. In re S.E.B,, 514 S.W.2d 948, 950-51 (Tex. Civ. App. 1974).
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warning/waiver formula.151 Several other jurisdictions, how-
ever, Including Iowa and Wisconsin, maintain significant re-
strictions on the circumstances under which a juvenile may
waive either Miranda rights or the right to the assistance of
counsel in all stages of the juvenile process.152 These states
have also recognized that uncounseled delinquency convictions
cannot lead to out-of-home dispositions of such youths.153

Affording mandatory, nonwaivable counsel to juveniles
during interrogation and at all court proceedings is not, how-
ever, a panacea. Attorneys may not be capable of or committed
to representing juvenile clients in an effective adversarial man-
ner. Organizational pressures to cooperate, judicial hostility to-
ward adversarial litigants, role ambiguity created by the dual
goals of rehabilitation and punishment, reluctance to help
juveniles “beat a case,” or an internalization of a court’s treat-
ment philosophy may compromise the role of counsel in juve-
nile court.15¢ Although Gault was premised on the ability of

151. See TEx. FAM. CODE ANN. § 51.09(b) (Vernon Supp. 1975-1983). The leg-
islative changes provoked one writer to note:

Under the new amendment, the child is subjected to the same pressure
and police chicanery that has diluted the protection of Miranda for
adults, but the juvenile does not have the same presence of mind as
the more mature adult violator. The juvenile’s right to counsel, which
was so effectively safeguarded by prior §51.09, has now been denied
him . ... One might surmise that the amendment is worded to en-
sure swlft and easy confessions and, therefore, convictions.
Comment, supra note 148, at 310.

152. See Iowa CoDE AnN. § 232.11 (West Supp. 1984-1985); Wis. STAT. ANN.
§48.23 (West 1983). Iowa prohibits the waiver of counsel at interrogation by
any youth under sixteen years of age without written parental concurrence.
Regardless of any Miranda waivers, no child of any age may waive the assist-
ance of counsel at any of the various stages and hearings of the juvenile justice
process. Jowa CODE ANN. § 232.11. Alabama has also experimented with meas-
ures to secure effective legal advice to juveniles prior to interrogation. See ALA.
CobDE § 12-15-57 (1975) (repealed 1981).

153. See, e.g., Wis. STAT. ANN. § 48.23(1)(a) (West Supp. 1983-1984); ¢f. Scott
v. Ilinois, 440 U.S. 367 (1979) (no indigent defendant may be imprisoned unless
the state has afforded him the assistance of appointed counsel).

154. The co-optation of defense attorneys in the adult criminal process has
been described in Blumberg, The Practice of Law as Confidence Game: Organi-
zational Cooptation of a Profession, Law & Soc'y Rev., June 1967, at 15, 19-20.
Blumberg argues that certain institutional pressures and the need to maintain
stable, cooperative relationships with other personnel in the system are incon-
sistent with effective advocacy and an adversary position. Defense attorneys
are involved in ongoing relations with prosecutors and judges and become de-
pendent on their cooperation. Similarly, prosecutors and the court depend on
defense attorneys to cooperate in order to expedite a large volume of cases.
The result is a system of informal relationships in which maintaining organiza-
tional stability may become more important than the representation of any
given client. See id. at 18-24. The same analysis has been applied to the role of
attorneys in juvenile court. See, e.g., A. PLATT, supra note 2, at 163-75. See gen-



188 MINNESOTA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:141

lawyers to manipulate formal procedures for the benefit of
their clients, many commentators have noted that this does not
always happen in juvenile proceedings.155 Indeed, there are
some indications that representation of juveniles by lawyers in
more traditional “therapeutic” juvenile courts may actually re-
dound to the disadvantage of the client in adjudications or
dispositions.156

A rule mandating nonwaivable assistance of counsel for
juveniles prior to interrogation as well as throughout the pro-
cess would have substantial implications for the juvenile court.
It would probably restrict the ability of police to obtain waivers
from and interrogate youths who are criminally sophisticated
as well as those too immature to protect themselves. Indeed,
courts have decried the effects that procedural safeguards and
per se rules would have on the efficient repression of crime. “It
is apparent most courts, required to deal pragmatically with an
ever-mounting crime wave in which minors play a dispropor-
tionate role, have considered society’s self-preservation interest

erally Duffee & Siegel, The Organization Man: Legal Counsel in the Juvenile
Court, 7T CRmM. L. BULL. 544, 548-53 (1971) (juveniles with counsel are more likely
to be incarcerated than juveniles without counsel); Platt & Friedman, The Lim-
its of Advocacy: Occupational Hazards in Juvenile Court, 116 U. Pa. L. Rev,
1156, 1184 (1968) (private lawyers do not enhance juveniles’ bargaining power
or rights); Platt, Schechter & Tiffany, In Defense of Youth: A Case Study of the
Public Defender in Juvenile Court, 43 IND. L.J. 619, 629 (1968) (informal relation-
ships in juvenile court influence judges to dispose of cases based on their per-
sonal feelings about counsel). Other studies have questioned whether lawyers
can actually perform as adversaries in a system rooted in parens patriae and
benevolent rehabilitation. See, e.g.,, W. STAPLETON & L. TEITELBAUM, IN DEFENSE
oF YouTtH 37-39 (1972); Fox, supra note 2, at 1236; Genden, Separate Legal Rep-
resentation for Children: Protecting the Rights and Interests of Minors in Judi-
cial Proceedings, 11 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 565, 587-93 (1978); Kay & Segal, The
Role of the Attorney in Juvenile Court Proceedings: A Non-Polar Approach, 61
GEo. L.J. 1401, 1410 (1973); Lefstein, Stapleton & Teitelbaum, /n Search of Juve-
nile Justice: Gault and Its Implementation, 3 Law & Soc’y Rev. 491, 561 (1969);
Lemert, Legislating Change in the Juvenile Court, 1967 Wis. L. REv. 421, 430-34;
see also Ferster, Courtless & Snethen, The Juvenile Justice System: In Search of
the Role of Counsel, 39 ForpHAM L. REV, 375, 411 (1971) (it is sometimes the
proper role of counsel to seek the least serious disposition rather than to de-
fend zealously); McMillian & McMurtry, The Role of the Defense Lawyer in the
Juvenile Court—Advocate or Social Worker?, 14 St. Louis U.LJ. 561, 597-98
(1970) (role of counsel as advocate unclear when placement appears to be best
for the child).

155. See, e.g., D. Horowrrz, THE COURTS AND SoclaL Poricy 171-219 (1977);
W. STAPLETON & L. TEITELBAUM, supra note 154, at 63-96; Fox, supra note 2, at
1236.

156. See, e.g., D. HOROWITZ, supra note 155, at 191-94; W. STAPLETON & L. TEl-
TELBAUM, supra note 154, at 63-96; Clarke & Koch, Juvenile Court: Therapy or
Crime Control, and Do Lawyers Make a Difference?, 14 Law & Soc'y REv. 263,
304-06 (1980).
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in rejecting a blanket exclusion for juvenile confessions."157
Such an exclusion would impose substantial burdens on the
delivery of legal services in rural areas.158

The response to all of these objections, however, is that
every defendant is already entitled by Gault and Miranda to
the assistance of counsel during interrogation and at every crit-
ical stage of the process, that only “an inexperienced person in
the toils of the law” will cooperate with the police to the per-
son’s own detriment, and that only an attorney can redress the
imbalance between a vulnerable youth and the state.!5 The is-
sue is not one of entitlement, but rather the ease or difficulty
with which waivers of counsel are found, which in turn has the
enormous implications for the entire administration of the ju-
venile justice process discussed above.

Despite these difficulties, however, the one inescapable fact
of juvenile justice administration in Minnesota is that a major-
ity of all youths prosecuted as delinquents are not represented
by counsel during the process.l6® Nearly half the juveniles
charged with felonies and more than a quarter of those sen-
tenced to correctional facilities had no lawyer,'6! and the
county-by-county variations in rates of representation suggest
that nonrepresentation reflects judicial policies rather than

157. In re Thompson, 241 N.W.2d 2, 5 (Iowa 1976); see also Commonwealth v.
Christmas, 502 Pa. 218, 465 A.2d 989 (1983) (adopting a presumption that no per-
son under eighteen years of age is competent to waive the right to counsel).

158. JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO
PRETRIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS, Standard 5.1 commentary at 93 (inadequate
availability of legal services in rural areas may make compliance with
mandatory counsel recommendation difficult).

159. See H. PACKER, supra note 88, at 203. As Professor Grisso explained:
The beneficial effects of a per se requirement of counsel in juvenile
waiver proceedings should be enhanced as the juvenile justice system
increases its own support of a strong advocacy role for these attorneys.

At a minimum, the requirement provides a reasonable level of protec-

tion for younger juveniles; without this protection, they would be sub-

jected to the very circumstances that Miranda sought to eliminate.
Grisso, supra note 110, at 1164.

160. “In the majority of delinquency/status offense cases (62%) there is not
representation.” K. FINE, Our OF HOME PLACEMENT OF CHILDREN IN MINNESOTA:
A RESEARCH REPORT 48 (1983).

161. Data collected in 1983, which does not include Hennepin County, indi-
cates that juveniles appear without counsel in 48% of delinquency adjudica-
tions and 68% of status adjudications. Data provided by Dr. Stephen Coleman,
Stastical Analysis Center of the Minnesota State Planning Agency 1 (1984) (a
copy of the tables is on file with the author). Forty-five percent of the youths
adjudicated for the felony of burglary were convicted without counsel, and 28%
of the youths sentenced to juvenile correctional facilities had no lawyers. Id. at
2.
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youthful competencies.162 Although national statistics are not
available, surveys of representation by counsel in other juris-
dictions suggest that “there is reason to think that lawyers still
appear much less often than might have been expected.”163
There may be several reasons so many youths are unrepre-
sented—parental reluctance to retain an attorney, inadequate
public-defender legal services in nonurban areas, a judicial en-
couragement of and readiness to find waivers of counsel in or-
der to ease judges’ administrative burdens, or a judicial
predetermination of dispositions with nonappointment of coun-
sel where probation is the anticipated outcome. Whatever the
reason, and despite Gault's requirement of a right to counsel
for juveniles facing potentially coercive action,16¢ most youths
never see a lawyer, waive their rights without any appreciation
of the legal consequences, and thus face the prosecutorial pow-
ers of the State alone and unaided.

The constitution does not require mandatory, nonwaivable
counsel for minors, or prohibit minors from waiving their fifth
amendment rights without prior consultation with their attor-
neys, or prevent minors from confronting the coercive power of
the state without the assistance of counsel. These require-
ments and prohibitions are nonetheless policy options avail-
able to the courts. The Minnesota Supreme Court’s rejection of
a parental presence requirement in the Proposed Rule in favor
of the “totality of the circumstances” analysis is constitutional
as well as clearly consistent with the law of Minnesota and a
majority of other jurisdictions. As a matter of policy, however,
the court’s choice to put juvenile offenders on the same proce-
dural footing as adult criminal defendants ignores the
juveniles’ relative immaturity, inexperience, and vulnerability
to adult coercion.

162. There are enormous county-by-county variations in the rates of non-
representation, ranging from a high of over 90% to a low of less than 10%. Id. at
2

163. D. HorowITz, supra note 155, at 185. Although the rates of representa-
tion vary widely from county to county within a state, Horowitz’ survey of the
available data failed to find one state in which even 50% of the juveniles were
represented by counsel. Id. at 185-86; see also Clarke & Koch, supra note 156, at
297 (in 1976, the Juvenile Defender Project represented 22.3% of all juvenile
cases in Winston-Salem, N.C. and 45.8% in Charlotte).

164. See In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 41 (1967).
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IV. DETENTION AND IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURES
A. PREVENTIVE DETENTION

The Queen observes that the King's Messenger is “in prison now, being

punished; and the trial doesn’t even begin till next Wednesday; and of

course the crime comes last of all.” Perplexed, Alice asks, “Suppose he

never commits the crime?” “That would be all the better, wouldn't it?"

The Queen replied.165

Preventive detention on a predictive basis raises several
controversial issues.166 First, controversy arises from the tech-
nical difficulty of accurately predicting which offenders should
be detained in order to prevent their commission of further of-
fenses before trial.}67 In addition, the detainee experiences
preventive detention as punitive confinement, regardless of the
stated regulatory purposes of the practice. Finally, there are is-
sues of the propriety of incarceration prior to the determination
of guilt, the compatibility of pretrial detention with the pre-
sumption of innocence, and the procedural safeguards that
must be afiorded to legitimate such a practice.168

The constitutionality of preventive detention was recently

affirmed in Schall ». Martin16® In Schall, the United States
Supreme Court divorced law from reality and upheld a New
York statute that authorized the preventive detention of a juve-
nile if a court found that there was a “serious risk” that the
child “may . . . commit an act which if committed by an adult
would constitute a crime.”170 In reversing the lower courts and

165. L. CarroLL, THROUGH THE LOOKING GLASS 88 (Harper & Bros. ed. 1902).

166. See, e.g., Dershowitz, Preventive Confinement: A Suggested Framework
Jor Constitutional Analysis, 51 TEX. L. REv. 1277 (1973); Ervin, Foreword: Pre-
ventive Detention—A Step Backward for Criminal Justice, 6 HArv. CR.-C.L. L.
REev. 291 (1971); Tribe, An Ounce of Detention: Preventive Justice in the World
of John Mitchell, 56 VA. L. Rev. 371 (1970); Note, Preventive Detention: An Em-
pirical Analysis, 6 Harv. CR.-C.L. L. REV. 289 (1971).

Preventive detention of juveniles has been considered by a number of com-
mentators. See, e.g., R. SARRI, UNDER Lock AND KEY: JUVENILES IN JAILS AND
DeTeENTION 37 (1974); Ferster, Snethen & Courtless, supra note 154; Guggen-
heim, Paternalism, Prevention, and Punishment: Pretrial Detention of
Juveniles, 52 N.Y.U. L. Rev. 1064 (1977); Wald, Pretrial Detention for Juveniles,
in PURSUING JUSTICE, supra note 23, at 119; Comment, The Supreme Court and
Pretrial Detention of Juveniles: A Principled Solution to a Due Process Di-
lemma, 132 U. Pa. L. Rev. 95 (1983).

167. See infra notes 187-91 and accompanying text.

168. See infra notes 197-209 and accompanying text.

169. 104 S. Ct. 2403 (1984).

170. Id. at 2405. The district court held that the statute violated due process
begause

(1) it gives the judge a license to act arbitrarily and capriciously in a

§ 789 prediction of the likelihood of future criminal conduct which can-

not result from a reasoned determination, (2) pretrial detention with-

out a prior adjudication of probable cause is, itself, a per se violation of

e
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upholding the statute, Justice Rehnquist’s majority opinion
held that “preventive detention under the Family Court Act
serves a legitimate state objective, and that the procedural pro-
tections afforded pre-trial detainees” satisfies the requirements
of due process.171

The Court identified a number of “legitimate state objec-
tives” advanced by the preventive detention provisions. It
noted that crime prevention is “a weighty social objective,” that
juveniles account for a substantial number of crimes, and that
the “harm suffered by the victim of a crime is not dependent
upon the age of the perpetrator.”172 The Court also asserted

due process, and (3) in addition, [pretrial detention] constitutes pun-
ishment that is constitutionally impermissible under the due process
clause.
United States ex rel. Martin v. Strasburg, 513 F. Supp. 691, 707 (S.D.N.Y. 1981).
The court of appeals affirmed, concluding that the statute, as administered, im-
posed punishment without a finding of guilt. See Martin v. Strasburg, 689 F.2d
365, 372 (2d Cir. 1982), rev'd sub nom. Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403 (1984).

171.  See Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2406. In framing the issue as it did, the majority
departed from the three factor due process analysis in Mathews v. Eldridge, 424
U.S. 319 (1876), which calls for a consideration of “the private interest that will
be affected by the official action; . . . the risk of an erroneous deprivation of
such interest through the procedures used, and the probable value, if any, of
additional or substitute procedural safeguards; and finally, the government’s in-
terest, including the function involved and the fiscal and administrative bur-
dens that theladditional or substitute procedural requirement would entail.” Id.
at 335. Instead, the Court emphasized that juveniles do not enjoy the same lib-
erty interests as adults.

The juvenile’s countervailing interest in freedom from institutional re-
straints, even for the brief time involved here, is undoubtedly substan-
tial as well. But that interest must be qualified by the recognition that
juveniles, unlike adults, are always in some form of custody. Children,
by definition, are not assumed to have the capacity to take care of
themselves. They are assumed to be subject to the control of their par-
ents, and if parental control falters, the State must play its part as
parens patriae. In this respect, the juvenile’s liberty interest may, in
appropriate circumstances, be subordinated to the State's “parens pa-
triae interest in preserving and promoting the welfare of the child.”
Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2410 (quoting Santosky v. Kramer, 455 U.S. 745, 766 (1982));
see also Pauley v. Gross, 1 Kan. App. 2d 736, 742, 574 P.2d 234, 240 (1977) (“When
[a juvenile is] so detained, he is not really deprived of anything as he, unlike
an adult, is already subject to parental or some substituted control.”). It was
only by minimizing the liberty interests of children, deprecating the conse-
quences of preventive incarceration, and ignoring the values of additional pro-
cedural safeguards that the Court was able to reach the result that it did.

172. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2410. Although the majority noted that juveniles ac-
count for 7.5% of arrests for violent crimes, 19.9% of arrests for serious property
crimes, and 17.3% of arrests for violent and serious property crimes, id. at 2410
n.14, virtually every study of juvenile detention practices has found that a sub-
stantial portion of juveniles who are actually confined in pretrial detention
were not charged with serious crimes, and many were status offenders who had
committed no crimes at all. See, e.g. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, IMPROVED
FEDERAL EFFORTS NEEDED TO CHANGE JUVENILE DETENTION PRACTICES 6 (1983),
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that, although the statute aimed primarily at crime prevention,
it also “protect{ed] the juvenile from his own folly” by prevent-
ing the injury that a juvenile offender might suffer from victim
resistance or police arrest and by halting a youth’s downward
spiral into criminal activity.1” The Court’s finding of substan-
tial state interest in preventive detention of juveniles was bol-
stered by the presence of comparable provisions for juvenile
pretrial incarceration in every state.l” The Court in Sckall was
clearly concerned that a contrary constitutional holding would
invalidate the practice of every state in the nation.

The court of appeals in Sckall had concluded that the large

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND YOUTH CRIME, supra note 30, at 36; R. SARR!, supra
note 166, at 19-20; Guggenheim, supra note 166, at 1072,

173. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2410-11. The Court relied upon the New York Court
of Appeals decision in People exr rel. Wayburn v. Schupf, 39 N.Y.2d 682, 350
N.E.2d 906, 385 N.Y.S.2d 518 (1976), which held that the New York statute au-
thorizing pretrial detention of youths when there was a *'serious risk" of further
criminal acts before the time of trial did not violate equal protection or due pro-
cess. Schupf, 33 N.Y.2d at £88-89, 350 N.E.2d at 909-10, 385 N.Y.S.2d at 520-21. The
Wayburn court found a compelling state interest that justified the detention of
juveniles under circumstances that would not be allowed for adults. Noting
that juveniles are immature and “not held to the same standard of individual
responsibility for their conduct as are adult members of our society,” the court
concluded that their lack of self-restraint, experience, and comprehension ren-
dered them more likely than adults to commit further crimes if released. Id. at
687-88, 350 N.E.2d at 908-09, 385 N.Y.S.2d at 520. Therefore, “[i]n consequence of
these and other like considerations, protection of the public peace and general
welfare justifies resort to special procedures designed to prevent the commis-
sion of further criminal acts on the part of juveniles as differentiated from
adults.” Id. at 688, 350 N.E.2d at 909, 385 N.Y¥.S.2d at 521. Without further analy-
sis, the Wayburn court concluded that because it is a legitimate state interest
“to prevent the commission of further criminal acts,” it is an acceptable means

to “remove the offender from the arena of possible actwn. Id. at 689, 350
NE.2d at 910, 385 N.Y.S. 2d at 521.

174. See Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2411 n.16. The Supreme Court also noted that a
number of model juvenile justice acts contained provisions for preventive de-
tention. Id. at 2411 n.17 (collecting statutes). Most of the model statutes, how-
ever, recommend restrictive detention criteria and procedures far more
rigorous than those at issue in the New York statute. See, e.g., JUVENILE Jus-
TICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO INTERDM STATUS, Stan-
dard 6.6; NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, TASK FORCE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE
§ 12.7 (1976).

One commentator has noted that one of the underlying assumptions sus-
taining this practice
is that pretrial detention is no more inimical to the interests of the
child than release. But the legislators and judges who make that as-
sumption—that is, those who are willing, as an exercise of their parens
patriae power, to lock up children in the jails and detention facilities
currently in use in this country—are either deliberately myopic or
frighteningly cynical. Every respected report on pretrial detention of
juveniles has concluded that far too many children are detained, for
the wrong reasons, in deplorable conditions.
Guggenheim, supra note 166, at 1071.



194 MINNESOTA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:141

number of detained youths whose cases were dismissed prior
to trial or who were returned to the community following adju-
dication indicated that courts used preventive detention pri-
marily to impose punishment prior to a determination of
guilt.1’”s The Supreme Court, however, found that preventive
detention was merely an incident of legitimate governmental
regulation and not a pretrial imposition of punishment.17¢ The
Supreme Court suggested that a number of considerations col-
lateral to the merits of the petition could lead to high dismissal
rates following pretrial detention.17? The Court also insisted
that an initial decision to detain and a later decision to release
on probation after more information is available were not in-
consistent.1” The Court thus concluded that detention was

175. See Martin v. Strasburg, 689 F.2d 365, 373-74 (2d Cir. 1982), rev'd sub
nom. Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403 (1984).

176. See Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2412, The Court noted that:

Even given, therefore, that pretrial detention may serve legitimate reg-
ulatory purposes, it is still necessary to determine whether the terms
and conditions of confinement . . . are in fact compatible with those
purposes. “A court must decide whether the disability is imposed for
purposes of punishment or whether it is but an incident of some other
legitimate governmental purpose.”
Id. (quoting Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U.S. 520, 538 (1979) ) (citations omitted); see also
United States v. Edwards, 430 A.2d 1321, 1331-34 (D.C. 1981), cert. denied, 455
U.S. 1022 (1982) (preventive detention of adults is regulatory, and not punitive).
In Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U.S. 520 (1979), the United States Supreme Court was
called upon to evaluate the conditions of confinement of adult pretrial detain-
ees, all of whom remained in custody because they were unable to afford bail
or qualify for other nonmonetary conditions of release. The only justification
for pretrial detention asserted by the Government was the need to ensure the
detainees’ presence at trial. I/d. at 534 n.15. The Court adverted to its distinc-
tion between “punitive measures that may not constitutionally be imposed
prior to a determination of guilt and regulatory restraints that may.”" Id. at 537.
The Court reiterated the test it had announced in Kennedy v. Mendoza-Marti-
nez, 372 U.S. 144, 168-69 (1963): whether a governmental imposition constituted
punishment or “whether an alternative purpose to which [the restriction] may
rationally be connected is assignable for it, and whether it appears excessive in
relation to the alternative purpose . . . .” Wolfish, 441 U.S. at 538. The Wolfish
Court concluded that because ensuring the defendant’s presence at trial was a
legitimate governmental objective, the detention of offenders pending trial was
regulatory rather than penal. Id. at 540. In Wolfish, however, the petitioners
did not challenge the constitutionality of the initial decision to detain, and the
Court specifically reserved the question whether any governmental interest be-
sides assuring the accused’s presence at trial could justify pretrial detention in
order to challenge the conditions of confinement. /d. at 534 & n.15. Schall pro-
vides an answer to this question, at least for juveniles.

171. See Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2414-15.

178. Id. Several commentators have noted that of all juveniles detained
pending trial, only a small percentage were removed from the community fol-
lowing their adjudication. See Ferster, Snethen & Courtless, supra note 154, at
189 (Massachusetts, 25.9%; Llinois, 22%; Ohio, 19.5%; Texas, 9.7%); see also
Guggenheim, supra note 166, at 1067 n.13 (New York City, 23%). The Schall
Court chastened the court of appeals for invalidating a legislative judgment
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“consistent with the regulatory and parens patriae objectives
rehed upon by the State and was not used or intended as
pumshment 1179

The Court then considered whether the procedures used
for the detention decision provided adequate “protection
against erroneous and unnecessary deprivations of liberty™180
by comparing them with the Court’s requirements for a prob-
able cause determination for arrested adults as established in
Gerstein v. Pughl8l Gerstein held that the constitution re-
quires a judicial determination of probable cause before ex-
tended postarrest restraints on liberty because prolonged
detention entails a fourth amendment seizure of the person.182
The Gerstein Court noted, however, that such a probable cause
determination need not occur in an adversarial hearing.183

The majority in Schall concluded that the New York proce-
dures for juvenile preventive detention satisfied the Gerstein
requirements because the juvenile received notice of the
charges at an informal initial appearance, a stenographic record
of the appearance was made, the juvenile was accompanied by
a parent or guardian, and the juvenile was advised of the right
to remain silent and the right to counsel.18¢ The Court implied
that a probable cause determination occurred at the initial ap-
pearance,185 but it also noted that a petition stating probable

that preventive detention serves an important and legitimate function in the ju-
venile justice system on the basis of “some case histories and a statistical
study” and a “rather cavalier equation of detentions that do not lead to contin-
ued confinement after an adjudication of guilt and ‘wrongful’ or ‘punitive’ pre-
trial detentions.” Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2414.
179. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2413.
180. Id. at 2415.
181. 420 U.S. 103 (1975).
182. Id. at 114
183. See id. at 120-21. The Court also noted that all of the exigencies that
justify arrests without a prior judicial determination of probable cause and a
warrant dissipated once the defendant was in custody:
The consequences of prolonged detention may be more serious than
the interference occasioned by arrest. Pretrial confinement may im-
peril the suspect’s job, interrupt his source of income, and impair his
family relationships. . . . Even pretrial release may be accompanied
by burdensome conditions that effect a significant restraint of lib-
erty. . . . When the stakes are this high, the detached judgment of a
neutral magistrate is essential if the Fourth Amendment is to furnish
meaningful protection from unfounded interference with liberty. Ac-
cordingly, we hold that the Fourth Amendment requires a judicial de-
termination of probable cause as a prerequisite to extended restraint of
- liberty following arrest.
Id. at 114 (citations omitted).
184. See Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2416.
185. See id. at 2416 n.27. The dissent in Schall disputed the majority’s impli-
cation that there was a probable cause determination at the initial appearance.
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cause had to be filed in any event and that a formal probable
cause hearing was held within three days of the initial
appearance.186

The Schall majority also found nothing improper in the
preventive detention of a juvenile based solely on a finding that
there was a “serious risk” that the juvenile would commit an-
other crime prior to the juvenile’s next court appearance. It re-
jected the district court’s view that it is “virtually impossible to
predict future criminal conduct with any degree of accuracy”
and insisted that “from a legal point of view” there are no
problems with predicting future criminal conduct.18? The Court

It pointed out that “[t]he judge ordinarily does not interview the juveniles
. , makes no inquiry into the truth of allegations in the petition . . . , and
does not determine whether there is probable cause to believe the juvenile
committed the offense.” Id. at 2421 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Ste-
vens, JJ., dissenting) (citations omitted). It characterized the majority’s con-
clusion that there is a probable cause determination prior to detention as a
“novel reading of the statute” that provides “only shaky support for its conten-
tion.” Id. at 2421 n.6 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dissent-
ing). The dissent concluded that “[t]he lesson of this foray into the tangled
provisions of the New York Family Court Act is that the majority ought to ad-
here to our usual policy of relying whenever possible for interpretation of a
state statute upon courts better acquainted with its terms and applications.”
Id. at 2421 n.6 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dissenting).

A number of lower courts previously had decided that juvenile detention
decisions required a determination of probable cause. See, e.g., R.W.T. v. Dal-
ton, 712 F.2d 1225, 1230 (8th Cir. 1983), cert. deried, 104 S. Ct. 527 (1984); Moss v.
Weaver, 525 F.2d 1258, 1260 (5th Cir. 1976); Cox v. Turley, 506 F.2d 1347, 1353 (6th
Cir. 1974); Cooley v. Stone, 414 F.2d 1213, 1214 (D.C. Cir. 1969); J.T. v. O'Rourke,
651 P.2d 407, 409 (Colo. 1982).

186. See Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2416-17. An additional three day extension was
possible for good cause shown. Id. While the delay in determining probable
cause exceeded the time limits envisioned in Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U.S. at 124
n.25, the Court suggested that prolonged detention actually benefitted juveniles
because it gives their counsel additional time to prepare. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at
2417 n.28. But see infra notes 203-06 and accompanying text.

187. See Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2417.

[F]rom a legal point of view there is nothing inherently unattainable

about a prediction of future criminal conduct. Such a judgment forms

an important element in many decisions, and we have specifically re-

jected the contention, based on the same sort of sociological data relied

upon by appellees and the district court, “that it is impossible to pre-

dict future behavior and that the question is so vague as to be

meaningless.”
Id. at 2417-18 n.30 (quoting Jurek v. Texas, 428 U.S. 262, 274 (1976) (opinion of
Stewart, Powell, and Stevens, JJ.)) (footnote omitted). The Court noted that
predictions of dangerousness or future criminality were implicated in death
sentence decisions, see Jurek v. Texas, 428 U.S. 262 (1976), the granting and re-
voking of parole, see Greenholtz v. Nebraska Panel Inmates, 442 U.S. 1 (1979),
Morrisey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471 (1972), and sentencing under “dangerous spe-
cial offender” statutes, see 18 U.S.C. § 3575 (1982).

Similarly, the defendant’s challenge to the District of Columbia’s preven-
tive detention statute in United States v. Edwards, 430 A.2d 1321 (D.C. 1981),
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nevertheless declined to itemize or codify the predictor vari-
ables on which a court should rely in making this prediction,
emphasizing that such a list was not necessary.188

The Schall dissent questioned both the substantive goals
advanced by preventive detention and the adequacy of the pro-
cedures used. The dissenters agreed with the district court's
finding that identifying persons who would commit crimes if re-
leased is technically difficult and noted that this difficulty made
it impossible for the statute as administered to achieve the le-
gitimate public objective of crime prevention.!8® Indeed, the

cert. denied, 455 U.S. 1022 (1982), on the ground that inability to predict danger-
ousness or future criminality rendered the statute overbroad and a violation of
due process also was rejected. See infra notes 213-20.

Prediction of the likelihood of certain conduct necessarily involves a

margin of error, but is an established component of our pretrial release

system. Trial judges have been engaged in predicting the likelihood of
flight for all defendants . . . . Appellant’s argument relies on the as-
sumptions, which we do not share, that the judicial prediction of dan-

gerousness, as distinguished from the likelihood of flight, is both a

denial of a fundamental right and the imposition of punishment.
Edwards, 430 A.2d at 1342 (citations omitted).

188. The Court emphasized that since the juvenile is entitled to a hearing,
“there is no reason that the specific factors upon which the Family Court judge
might rely must be specified in the statute.”” Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2418.

The Supreme Court has, however, attempted to specify criteria to guide the
juvenile court’s decision making in other contexts. In Kent v. United States,
383 U.S. 541 (1966), the juvenile court waived the juvenile for prosecution as an
adult after a “full investigation.” Id. at 546. Although the decision was based
on procedural grounds, the Supreme Court attached a lengthy appendix in
which it enumerated a host of factors that a juvenile court should properly con-
sider in deciding to waive jurisdiction. See id. at 565-68 app. Although the Kent
criteria have been faulted for their excessive generality, see infra notes 517-21
and accompanying text, the Schall Court declined to give even that much
guidance.

189. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2425-29 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Ste-
vens, JJ., dissenting). In United States ex rel Martin v. Strasburg, 513 F. Supp.
691 (S.D.N.Y. 1981), affd, 689 F.2d 365 (2d Cir. 1982), rev'd sub nom. Schall v.
Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403 (1984), the district court examined this issue in depth
and concluded that the inability to predict dangerousness was the most perni-
cious defect of the entire preventive detention scheme.

The judge is empowered to make a prediction about the probability of

an individual committing a crime if released. No guidelines for making

that determination are set out in the statute, and none has been

adopted by the court. The judge's determination is moored to no con-
crete or reasonably determinable yardsticks. . . . [E]ach judge utilizes

his own personal standards.

513 F. Supp. at 707. Following its review of the prediction literature and the ex-
pert testimony, see id. at 708-12, the district court concluded that any effort to
predict future dangerousness based on the present state of the art is necessar-
ily doomed to failure, see id. at 712.

Numerous commentators raise similar concerns about a court's ability ac-
curately to predict human behavior, especially behavior that is unusual or vio-
lent. See, e.g., J. MONAHAN, PREDICTING VIOLENT BEHAVIOR (1981); N. MORRIS,
THE FUTURE OF IMPRISONMENT 62-73 (1974); S. PFOHL, PREDICTING DANGEROUS-
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majority’s position that such predictions occur often19° ignores
the important issue of whether those predictions can be made
with acceptable accuracy, particularly where the subjects of the
prediction have not yet been found guilty of any criminal
offense.191

NESS: THE Social CONSTRUCTION OF PSYCHIATRIC REALITY (1978); Dershowitz,
The Law of Dangerousness: Some Fictions About Predictions, 23 J. LEGAL
Epuc. 24 (1970); Dix, Clinical Evaluation of the “Dangerousness” of “Normal”
Criminal Defendants, 66 VA. L. REv. 523 (1980); Ennis & Litwack, Psychiatry
and the Presumption of Expertise: Flipping Coins in the Courtroom, 62 Calif. L.
Rev. 693, 711-16 (1974); Gottfredson, Assessment and Prediction Methods in
Crime and Delinquency, in JUVENILE DELIQUENCY AND YouTH CRIME, supra note
30, at 181-82; Livermore, Mahlmquist & Meehl, On the Justifications for Civil
Commitment, 117 U. Pa. L. REv. 75, 81-83 (1968); Monahan, The Prediction of Vi-
olence, in VIOLENCE AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 17-20 (D. Chappell & J. Monahan eds.
1975); Shah, Dangerousness and Civil Commitment of the Mentally Ill: Some
Public Policy Considerations, 132 AM. J. PsycH. 501 (1975); Shah, Dangerous-
ness and Mental Illness: Some Conceptual, Prediction, and Policy Dilemmas, in
DANGEROUS BEHAVIOR: A PROBLEM IN Law AND MEeNTAL Heavura 177-79 (C.
Frederick ed. 1978); Shah, Some Interactions of Law and Mental Health in the
Handling of Social Deviance, 23 CaTtH. U.L. REV. 674, 700-12 (1974); Steadman,
Some Evidence on the Inadequacy of the Concept and Determination of Danger-
ousness in Law and Psychiatry, 1 J. PsycH. & L. 409 (1973); Underwood, Law
and the Crystal Ball: Predicting Behavior with Statistical Inference and Indi-
vidualized Judgment, 88 YALE L.J. 1408 (1979); Wenk, Robison & Smith, Can Vi-
olence be Predicted?, 17T CRIME & DELINQ. 393 (1972).

Psychiatrists as well as lawyers have criticized the assumption of mental
health professionals that they are able to predict dangerousness. One author,
for example, observes that there is no empirical basis for the assumption that
psychiatrists can predict dangerous behavior and that even with “the most
careful, painstaking, laborious, and lengthy clinical approach to the prediction
of dangerousness, false positives [or erroneous prediction] may be at a mini-
mum of 60% to 70%.” Rubin, Prediction of Dangerousness in Mentally 1l
Criminals, 27 ARCHIVES GEN. PsYCHIATRY 397, 397-98 (1972).

The dissent in Sckall relied upon these authorities to support its conclu-
sion that * ‘no diagnostic tools have as yet been devised which enable even the
most highly trained criminologists to predict reliably which juveniles will en-
gage in violent crime.’” Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2425 (Marshall, J., joined by Bren-
nan and Stevens, JJ., dissenting) (quoting United States ex rel. Martin v.
Strasburg, 513 F. Supp. 691, 708 (S.D.N.Y. 1981), aff’d, 689 F.2d 365 (2d Cir. 1982),
rev’d sub nom. Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403 (1984)).

190. 104 S. Ct. at 2417-18; see supra note 187.
191. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2426 n.20 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Ste-
vens, JJ., dissenting).

Whatever the merits of the decisions upon which the majority relies

[affirming the validity of making decisions on a prediction of future

criminal conduct], they do not control the problem before us. In each

of the cases in which the Court has countenanced reliance upon a pre-

diction of future conduct in a decision-making process impinging upon

life or liberty, the affected person had already been convicted of a

crime. . . . The constitutional limitations upon the kinds of factors

that may be relied on in making such decisions are significantly looser
than those upon decision-making processes that abridge the liberty of
presumptively innocent persons.
Id. (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dissenting) (citations
omitted).
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The prediction problem is compounded by the New York
statute’s lack of criteria to structure the initial detention deci-
sion and the Schall majority’s express refusal to impose any
such criteria.192 Although the majority’s selective description of
certain members of the class of plaintiffs in Sckall implies that
they were a group of uniformly “dangerous” offenders,183 few
offense characteristics typically distinguish detained juveniles
from nondetained juveniles.1%¢ Evaluations of the detention
process also indicate that the majority of juveniles who are
preventively detained are not charged with serious offenses.195
In this regard, the dissent is certainly correct that

the public reaps no benefit from incarceration of the majority of the de-
tainees who would not have committed any crimes had they been re-
leased. Prevention of the minor offenses that would have been
committed by a small proportion of the persons detained confers only a
slight benefit on the community.196

The dissent also criticized the majority’s characterization

192, See 104 S. Ct. at 2412 n.18. The majority noted:

Appellees argue that some limit must be placed on the categories of
crimes that detained juveniles must be accused of having committed or
being likely to commit. But the discretion to delimit the categories of
crimes justifying detention, like the discretion to define criminal of-
fenses and prescribe punishments, resides wholly with the state
legislatures.

Id

193. Id. at 2414 n.21. But see id. at 2421 n.7 (Marshall, J. joined by Brennan
and Stevens, J.J., dissenting). See generally United States ex rel Martin v.
Strasburg, 513 F. Supp. 691, 695-700 (S.D.N.Y. 1981) (detailed description of the
characteristics of the 34 members of the plaintiff class), aff'd, 689 F.2d 365 (24
Cir. 1982), rev’'d sub nom. Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct, 2403 (1984).

194, See, e.g., R. COATES, A. MILLER & L. OHLIN, DIVERSITY IN A YOUTH COR-
RECTIONAL SYSTEM 65-67 (1978) (current offense, offense history, and prior ex-
perience in youth corrections do not appear to be strongly related to the
decision to detain, and youths detained prior to commitment are not signifi-
cantly more dangerous than youths committed without pretrial detention); see
also Bookin-Weiner, Assuming Responsibility: Legalizing Preadjudicatory Ju-
venile Detention, 30 CRIME & DELING. 39 (1984); Cohen & Kluegel, The Detention
Decision: A Study of the Impact of Social Characteristics and Legal Factors in
Two Metropolitan Juvenile Courts, 58 Soc. FORCES 146, 151 (1979); Krisberg &
Schwartz, Rethinking Juvenile Justice, 29 CRIME & DELINQ. 333, 355 (1983) (deci-
sion to detain strongly influenced by space availability in detention centers);
Pawlak, Differential Selection of Juveniles for Detention, 14 J. RESEARCH CRDME
& DELING. 152, 154-55 (1977) (primary determinant of rates of detention are the
availability of detention bedspaces).

195. See, e.g, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE, IMPROVED FEDERAL EF-
FORTS NEEDED TO CHANGE JUVENILE DETENTION PracTiceEs 9-10 (1983); L. Co-
HEN, PRE-ADJUDICATORY DETENTION IN THREE JUVENILE COURTS 29-32 (1975).

196. Schall 104 S.Ct. at 2427 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens,
JJ., dissenting). The district court had also noted the dangers of erroneous pre-
dictions and the resultant over-incarceration:

[N]ot only does it appear that one cannot predict dangerousness with
an acceptable degree of accuracy, but, to the extent that dangerousness
can be predicted at all, there is a substantial problem of overprediction,
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of juveniles’ liberty interests as inconsequential and the major-
ity’s trivialization of the unfavorable circumstances in which
juveniles were detained.17 Empirical research supports the

that is, to identify persons potentially dangerous who, if subsequently

released, would engage in no further violent or even criminal behavior.
United States ex rel. Martin v. Strasburg, 513 F. Supp. 691, 709 (S.D.N.Y. 1981),
aff’d, 689 F.2d 365 (2d Cir. 1982), rev’d sub nom. Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403
(1984). One author noted that

[t]he conclusion to emerge most strikingly from these studies is the

great degree to which violence is overpredicted .. .. Of those pre-

dicted to be dangerous, between 65 percent and 99 percent are false
positives—that is, people who will not, in fact, commit a dangerous act

. . .. Violence is vastly overpredicted whether simply behavioral in-

dicators are used or sophisticated multivariate analyses are employed

and whether psychological tests are administered or thorough psychi-
atric examinations are performed.
J. Monsghan, The Prediction of Violent Behavior in Juveniles 10-11 (paper
presented at National Symposium on the Serious Juvenile Offender in Minne-
apolis, Minnesota, Sept. 19-20, 1977) (emphasis deleted).

One commentator used statistical techniques to predict which offenders
who met the District of Columbia preventive detention statute would commit
future offenses. There was substantial overprediction regardless of the nature
of the indicators employed. Depending upon the particular criteria used, the
ratios of false positives (those who committed no further offenses) to true posi-
tives ranged from seven false positives for every three true positives detained
to eight nonrecidivists for every recidivist. Note, Preventive Detention: An Em-
pirical Analysis, 6 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 289, 310 (1971).

197. In determining that pretrial detention of juveniles was not violative of
due process, the majority in Schall found that detention was not imposed for
the purpose of punishment. The majority noted that the statute itself did not
indicate “that preventive detention is used or intended as a punishment.”
Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2413. Citing the time limits on such detention and the usual
separation of juveniles from adults, the majority concluded that *[s]ecure de-
tention is more restrictive, but it is still consistent with the regulatory and
parens patriae objectives relied upon by the State.” Id. By contrast, the dis-
sent quoted from testimony and studies revealing that the juvenile detention
facility “is not the most pleasant place in the world.” Id. at 2423 (Marshall, J.,
joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dissenting). The institution at issue in
Schall was the Spofford Detention Facility. Id. at 2424 n.13 (Marshall, J., joined
by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dissenting). That facility had been the subject of
extensive litigation, judicial scrutiny, and critical reports. See, e.g., Martarella
v. Kelley, 349 F. Supp. 575 (S.D.N.Y. 1972), enforced, 359 F. Supp. 478 (S.D.N.Y.
1973). The Martarella court described Spofford as follows:

The building is surrounded by a high wall. Although individual sleep-

ing rooms are left open at night unless the particular child poses a risk

to himself or others, the children (boys) are otherwise locked in their

dormitories, recreation rooms or classrooms . . . . Each corridor of the

building that leads to the dormitories, classrooms, dining halls or of-
fices has metal doors at each end that are locked at all times. An elec-
tronically locked metal door controls movement in and out of the
buildings. The windows are secured from inside by a screen made of

institutional netting. . . .

When boys arrive at Spofford their personal clothing is taken from
them and they are issued uniforms of blue jeans and T-shirts on whose

fronts is an institutional legend . . . .

o iT]he facility is “fraught with problems related both to archi-
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dissent’s view. For example, the vast majority of juveniles’ in-
stitutional contacts occur in pretrial detention centers rather
than in postadjudication commitments to training schools or
other correctional facilities.198 Moreover, many juvenile court
jurisdictions do not have juvenile detention institutions and
juveniles routinely endure preventive detention in adult
jails.19® Juveniles confined in such adult jails have a suicide
rate nearly five times that of youths in the general popula-
tion.200 Judge Patricia Wald has summarized the realities of ju-

tectural layout and to maintenance.” For example, it is 1/7 of a mile
from one end of the structure to the other; the building is “poorly
designed for its functional purpose”; space for receiving children is in-
adequate so that searching is often conducted in the toilet facilites;
there is lack of sufficient area for visitation; the school is divided
among three separate floors, creating “traffic problems"; lighting is
“generally inadequate,” the rooms are often cold in winter. . ..

In addition to being locked institutions (internally and externally)
whose male “inmates” must wear uniform clothing, there are other
characteristics which the centers share with penal institutions. . ..
[C]hildren are required to walk in line from place to place without
talking, and are “hit” or have a smoking break taken away if they get
out of line. Knives are not generally furnished at meals. Homosexual-
ity, both forced and consensual, exists in both boys' and girls’ centers
as what all parties appear to agree is an inevitable concomitant of
incarceration.

349 F. Supp. at 580-83 (citations omitted). The conditions described at Spofford
are endemic to juvenile detention facilities around the nation. See, eg., R.
SARRi, supra note 166; Wald, supra note 166, at 119, 127-30.

198. One author reports that “{a]nalysis of population distribution in juve-
nile justice indicates that on a given day, 9 out of 10 youths in residential facili-
ties in the juvenile justice system will be found in detention units or adult
jails.” Sarri, Service Technologies: Diversion, Probation, and Detention, in
BROUGHT TO JUSTICE? JUVENILES, THE COURTS AND THE Law 166 (R. Sarri & Y.
Hasenfeld eds. 1976); see also R. SARRI, supra note 166, at 5 (estimating that up
to 500,000 juveniles are processed through local adult jail systems each year).

199. See, e.g., D.B. v. Tewksbury, 545 F. Supp. 896 (D. Or. 1983). Tewksbury
provides a particularly graphic description of the conditions under which
juveniles are confined in adult jails. The Tewksbury court found that
“[n]othing . . . is responsive to the emotional and physical needs of children
. . ., id. at 903, the institutional policies generally “result in harsher treatment
for pre-trial detainee children than for adult prisoners, many of whom have
been convicted and sentenced,” id. at 904, and there are no educational pro-
grams, no treatment programs, no recreational programs, and no access to
books, radios, television, or the like, id. at 900-01. The court concluded that
“[w]jhen children who are found guilty of committing criminal acts cannot be
placed in adult jails, it is fundamentally unfair to lodge children accused of
committing criminal acts in adult jails.” Id. at 907; see also MINN. STAT. ANN.
§ 641.14 (West 1983) (“No person awaiting trial shall be kept in the same room
with a person convicted of a crime.”); R. GOLDFARB, JALLS, THE ULTIMATE
GHETTO 286-344 (1975).

200. See M. FLAHERTY, AN ASSESSMENT OF THE NATIONAL INCIDENCE OF JU-
VENILE SUICIDE IN ADULT JAILS, LOCKUPS, AND JUVENILE DETENTION CENTERS 10
(1980). These statistics may seriously underestimate the significance of juve-
nile suicide rates in confinement for at least three reasons. First, institutional
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venile confinement thus:

Over half a million juveniles annually detained in “junior jails,” an-
other several hundred thousand held in adult jails, penned like cattle,
demoralized by lack of activities and trained staff. Often brutalized.
Over half the facilities in which juveniles are held have no psychiatric
or social work staff. A fourth have no school program. The median age
of detainees is fourteen; the novice may be sodomized within a matter
of hours. Many have not been charged with a crime at all,201

It is this institutional reality that Justice Rehnquist has charac-
terized as the equivalent of parental supervision,202

The dissent in Sckall was also concerned with the injurious
consequences of imprisonment, such as deprivation of liberty,
stigmatization, negative self-labeling, and prisonization,2%3 and
with the impairment of juveniles’ ability to prepare legal de-
fenses.2¢ Detention may be even more inimical than the dis-

embarrassment concerning suicides may cause underreporting. Second, sui-
cide rates in confinement are calculated on the basis of average length of stay
(seven days for children in adult jails and 17 days for children in juvenile de-
tention facilities), whereas suicide rates for the general population are calcu-
lated on the basis of a 365 day calendar year. “[C]hildren in adult jails . . . kill
themselves more frequently than do children in juvenile detention facilities
and children in the general population despite the fact that children in jails . . .
have less time in which to commit suicide.” Id. at 12. Third, it is more difficult
to commit suicide in confinement because the “techniques at one’s disposal are
much more limited.” Id. The lower suicide rate in juvenile detention centers
as opposed to adult jails may be attributable to greater supervision, less isola-
tion, and greater participation in ongoing youth activies. Id.
201. Wald, supra note 166, at 119; see also Moss v. Weaver, 525 F.2d 1258, 1260
(5th Cir. 1976) (“Pretrial detention is an onerous experience, especially for
juveniles.”); D.B. v. Tewksbury, 545 F. Supp. 896, 903 (D. Or. 1982) (pretrial den-
tion is “confinement without regard for human dignity or need”); R. SARri,
supra note 166, at 35-63.
202. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2410.
203. Id. at 2424 n.14 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dis-
senting). In In re M., 3 Cal. 3d 16, 473 P.2d 737, 89 Cal. Rptr. 33 (1970), the court
noted that:
It is difficult for an adult who has not been through the experience to
realize the terror that engulfs a youngster the first time he loses his lib-
erty and has to spend the night or several days or weeks in a cold, im-
personal cell or room away from home or family. . . . The experience
tells the youngster that he is “no good” and that society has rejected
him. So he responds to society’s expectation, sees himself as a delin-
quent, and acts like one.

Id. at 31 n.25, 437 P.2d at 747 n.25, 89 Cal. Rptr. at 43 n.25 (citation omitted).

204. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2421 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens,
JJ., dissenting). This impairment has been documented by other com-
mentators:

[A] number of studies indicate that “the defendant at liberty pending
trial stands a better chance of not being convicted or, if convicted, of
not receiving a prison sentence.” . . . This disparity may be attributa-
ble to “[c]onditions of confinement that impeded a defendant’s prepa-
ration of his defense (apart, of course from the fact of confinement
itself), or that are so harsh or intolerable as to induce him to plead
guilty, or that damage his appearance or mental alertness at trial.”
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sent suggested. Although the initial decision is not based on
offense criteria or other rational factors, detention itself in-
creases both a juvenile’s probability of conviction and the like-
lihood of institutional confinement following adjudication.205
For example, one study reports that *“[c]hildren detained were
much more likely to be found delinquent than those not de-
tained . . . and to be committed when they had been found
delinquent.”206

The Schall dissenters also believed the procedural safe-
guards of the preventive detention statute were inadequate be-
cause eligibility for detention was not limited to juveniles
whose present offenses or past conduct indicated a substantial
likelihood of immediate future criminality and because trivial
offenders and those with no prior juvenile court contacts could
be and were routinely detained.20?7 Moreover, the statute speci-
fied neither the nature of the future crimes being predicted nor
the burden of proof needed to sustain the prediction, other
than requiring that there be a “serious risk” that the juvenile
would commit an offense.208 The lack of statutory standards or

United States v. Edwards, 430 A.2d 1321, 1355 (D.C. 1981) (Ferren, J., concurring
and dissenting) (citations omitted), cert. denied, 455 U.S. 1022 (1982).
205. See, e.g., R. COATES, A. MILLER & L. OHLIN, supra note 194, at 101-04;
Clarke & Koch, supra note 156, at 293-94.
206. Clarke & Koch, supra note 156, at 293.
[After controlling for the effects of present offense and prior record],
the commitment rate remained much greater for children held in de-
tention, except at the highest level of record and offense seriousness
. . .. We conclude that being detained before adjudication had an in-
dependent effect on the likelihood of commitment, entirely apart from
the fact that both detention and commitment had some common causal
antecedents.
Id. at 294. Professors Clarke and Koch suggest that the independent effects of
detention on rates of adjudication and commitment stem from the fact that
“[tlhe child’s ability to defend himself may have been impaired by detention,
either because he was prejudged by the same court that later decided his case,
or because it was harder for him to talk to his lawyer and otherwise prepare his
defense.” Id. at 295. These findings are similar to studies reporting the impact
of pretrial confinement on adults. See, e.g., Ares, Rankin & Sturtz, The Manhat-
tan Bail Project: An Interim Report on the Use of Pre-trial Parole, 38 N.Y.U. L.
REV. 67, 86 (1963). But see Goldkamp, The Effects of Detention on Judicial Deci-
sions: A Closer Look, 5 JUST. Sys. J. 234, 234 (1980); Landes, Legality and Real-
ity: Some Evidence on Criminal Procedure, 3 J. LEGAL STuD. 287, 333 (1974).
The Schall dissenters also concluded that pretrial detention was unlikely to
prevent the commission of serious crimes in any significant way and was more
likely to injure juveniles than to protect them from their own folly. See Schall,
104 S. Ct. at 242528 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ.,
dissenting).
207. See Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2422, 2426 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and
Stevens, JJ., dissenting).
208. Id. at 2430 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dissent-
ing); see also Martin v. Strasburg, 689 F.2d 365, 377 (24 Cir. 1982) (“The statute
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criteria about ultimately speculative future behavior remits the
detention decision to the individual discretion of each judge.
As the dissent noted, unstructured discretion both creates the
danger that many juveniles will be detained “erroneously” and
fosters arbitrariness, inequality, and discrimination in a pro-
cess that impinges on fundamental liberty interests.209

Despite the concerns of the dissenters and other critics of
Schall, states continue to subscribe to the Sckall majority’s po-
sition. For example, Minnesota’'s new Rule 18 authorizes the
preventive detention of juveniles at several different stages in
the juvenile justice process whenever an official predicts that
“others would be endangered” if the child were released,210 al-
though there is no comparable provision for the preventive de-
tention of adults in Minnesota.211 The New York and
Minnesota preventive detention statutes for the pretrial incar-
ceration of juveniles are not unique: such statutes are found in
all states.212

places no limits on the crimes for which the person subject to detention has
been arrested . . ., the judge ordering detention is not required to make any
evaluation of the degree of likelihood that the person committed the crime of
which he is accused[,] . . . [and] the statute places no limits on the type of
crimes that the judge believes the detained juvenile might commit if re-
leased.”), rev’d sub nom. Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403 (1984).

209. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2431-33 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Ste-
vens, JJ., dissenting).

A principle underlying many of our prior decisions in various doctrinal
settings is that government officials may not be accorded unfettered
discretion in making decisions that impinge upon fundamental rights.
Two concerns underlie this principle: excessive discretion fosters ine-
quality in the distribution of entitlements and harms, inequality which
is especially troublesome when those benefits and burdens are great;
and discretion can mask the use by officials of illegitimate criteria in
allocating important goods and rights.
Id. at 2432 (Marshall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dissenting). For a
general discussion of the problems of discretion, vagueness, and discrimination
in the context of juvenile court decisions to transfer juvenile offenders to the
adult criminal process, see Feld, Reference of Juvenile Offenders, supra note 77,
at 546-56; see also Note, The Void-for-Vagueness Doctrine in the Supreme Court,
108 U. Pa. L. REV. 67, 80 (1960) (*Prejudiced discriminatory, or overreaching ex-
ercises of state authority may remain concealed beneath findings of facts im-
possible for the Court to redetermine when such sweeping statutes have been
applied to the complex, contested fact constellations of particular cases.”).

210. Minn. R.P. Juv. CT. 18.02(2) (A) (i); 18.06(5) (b) (i); 18.09(2) (D) (i).

211. Minnesota encourages releasing an adult defendant with a citation on
personal recognizance or other nonmonetary conditions of release whenever
possible. See MINN. R. Crv. P. 6; 6.01; 6.02.

212. See Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403, 2411 & n.16 (1984) (collecting stat-
utes). Rule 18.02(2) (C)(2)(a) also authorizes the court to release a child upon
the posting of bail, although many states do not provide for a child's release on
bail. See, e.g., Fulwood v. Stone, 394 F.2d 939, 943 (D.C. Cir. 1967); Doe v. State,
487 P.2d 47, 52 (Alaska 1971) (since minors cannot enter into binding contracts
with bail bondsmen, their freedom would be contingent on their parent’s will-
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It is instructive to compare the procedural strategy used for
the preventive detention of adults in the District of Columbia213
with the New York statute upheld in Schall and with Minne-
sota’s Rule 18 for juveniles. Although the D.C. statute shares
with the New York and Minnesota provisions the vice of pre-
ventive detention based on a prediction of future criminality, it
imposes detention under far more restricted circumstances and
with respect to a far narrower category of potential offenders.214
The D.C. statute allows preventive detention only when the
court finds by “clear and convincing evidence” that the defend-
ant falls within one of the statutorily defined categories of per-
sons eligible for detention because they are charged with
“dangerous crimes” and “crimes of violence."”215 Moreover, the
court must also find that, on the basis of the defendant’s past
and present pattern of behavior, there is “no condition or com-
binations of conditions of release which will reasonably assure
the safety of any other person or the community” and that
there is a “substantial probability” that the person committed
the offense charged.216

ingness or ability to do so). See generally Guggenheim, supra note 166, at 1081-
85; Note, The Right to Bail and the Pre-“Trial” Detention of Juveniles Accused of
“Crime”, 18 VAND. L. REV. 2096 (1965); Comment, Juvenile Right to Bail, 11 J.
Fam. L. 81 (1971). The focus of this analysis is on preventive detention and not
the appropriateness of bail as an alternative basis for release for either adults
or juveniles. The manifold discriminatory deficiencies of the bail system have
been analyzed extensively. See, e.g., D. FREED & P, WALD, BAlL ¥ THE UNITED
StaTes (1964); Foote, The Coming Constitutional Crisis in Bail, 113 U. PA. L.
REV. 959, 1125 (1965).

213. The District of Columbia authorizes detention only of persons charged
with one of a prescribed set of “dangerous crime(s] of violence."” D.C. CODE
ANN. § 23-1322(a) (1) (2) (1981).

214. Id. The pitfalls of predicting dangerousness are discussed supra note
189 and accompanying text; see also United States v. Edwards, 430 A.2d 1321,
1369 (D.C. 1981) (Mack, J., dissenting), cert. denied, 455 U.S. 1022 (1982).

215. D.C. CopE AnN. §23-1322(b)(2)(A). Eligibility for detention is nar-
rowly restricted to those accused of a statutorily defined “dangerous crime,” a
“crime of violence,” or an “obstruction of justice.” D.C. CopE AnN. §§23-
1331(3), (4) (“dangerous crime” includes robbery, burglary, arson, rape, sale of
narcotics; “crime of violence” includes murder, rape, statutory rape, robbery,
kidnapping, assault).

216. D.C. Cope ANN. §§ 23-1321 (b); 23-1322 (b)(2) (B) (i); 23-1322(b)(2)(C).
The “substantial probability” standard was discussed in United States v. Ed-
wards, 430 A. 2d 1321 (D.C. 1981), cert. denied, 455 U.S. 1022 (1982). The Ed-
wards court noted that the higher standard of “a substantial probability,”
rather than simply probable cause, that the accused committed a designated
crime, was intended to “be equivalent to the standard required ‘to secure a civil
injunction—likelihood of success on the merits.’"” Id. at 1339 (citation omitted).

Judge Ferren, concurring in part and dissenting in part, rejected any impli-
cation that a “probable cause” standard would be constitutionally adequate
and concluded that “due process mandates the much stricter requirement, con-
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The D.C. Court of Appeals examined the procedural safe-
guards of this statute in United States v. Edwards27 The Ed-
wards majority rejected the defendant’s contention that he was
entitled to an adversarial predetention proceeding including
the right to confront and cross-examine witnesses. Instead, the
Edwards court relied on the rigorous procedural safeguards
and enumerated offense criteria of the D.C. statute218 and held
that the type of pretrial hearing envisioned by the Supreme
Court in Gerstein v. Pugh?!® was sufficient.220

Neither the New York statute approved in Sckall nor Min-
nesota Rule 18 provide comparable provisions for protection
against erroneous and excessive detention of juveniles. The
shortcomings of the Schall statute have already been dis-
cussed, and the Minnesota detention provision is even less ade-
guate. In Minnesota, the detaining court need only find
“probable cause that . . . others would be endangered if [the
defendant were] released,”?2! and eligibility for detention is
neither limited to the type of crime charged nor based on an

tained in the statute, that the finding be premised on clear and convincing evi-
dence.” Id. at 1351 (Ferren, J., concwrring and dissenting).

Ferren added that the “substantial probability” standard is at least as high
as the “clear and convincing” standard of proof which is required for involun-
tary civil commitment. Id. at 1360 (Ferren, J., concurring and dissenting). Even
though an involuntary civil commitment is “nonpunitive,” it entails a loss of lib-
erty that requires a greater justification than the simple “more likely than not”
of probable cause. Compare Addington v. Texas, 441 U.S. 418, 428 (1979) (clear
and convincing evidence standard in “civil commitment proceeding as opposed
to criminal prosecutions”) with Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U.S. 103, 114 (1975) (“judi-
cial determination of probable cause [held] to be a prerequisite to extended re-
straint of liberty following arrest”).

217. 430 A. 2d 1321 (D.C. 1981), cert. denied, 445 U.S. 1322 (1982). The de-
fendant in Edwards was charged with armed rape, and at the time of his arrest
confessed to the rape, another forcible sodomy, two burglaries, and an addi-
tional seventeen robberies within the previous four months. He also had an ex-
tensive juvenile record. Id. at 1324. Thus, the court had little difficulty
concluding either that he fit the category of persons eligible for detention or
that based on his “pattern of behavior consisting of his past and present con-
duct. . . [that] no condition or combination of conditions of release [would]
reasonably assure the safety of any other person or the community.’” Id. at
1334 (quoting D.C. CopE ANN. § 23-1322(b) (2) (B) (i) (1973)) (citation omitted).

218. See supra notes 213-15 and accompanying text.

219. See supra notes 180-83 and accompanying text.

220. Edwards, 430 A.2d at 1335-39. But see id. at 1353-65 (Ferren, J., concur-
ring and dissenting) (*[P]retrial detention without bail is premised not only on
a showing that the accused may have committed a particular crime, but also on
a far more complex, inherently speculative prediction that the accused is likely
to be dangerous in the future, based on past and present conduct. This kind of
evaluation was not before the Court in Gerstein and, given its predictive nature,
requires a more carefully focused, Fifth Amendment [due process] analysis.”).

22]1. MinN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 18.09(2) (D) (i) (emphasis added).
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examination of the accused’s individual circumstances.222 Al-
though continued detention is authorized based on an individ-
ual judge’s conclusion that the community would be
“endangered” by a youth’s release, “endangerment” is not stat-
utorily defined or circumscribed. The Minnesota rule lacks
even the New York statutory requirement that the risk be that
of “an act which if committed by an adult would constitute a
crime.”223 Furthermore, as distinguished from the “substantial
probability” of “dangerous crimes” requirement in Edwards,
Minnesota requires only a finding of probable cause that a
youth committed a delinquent act, which can include a viola-
tion of “any state or local law” as well as of many ordi-
nances.22¢ Presumably, every juvenile court judge in the state
may apply this same lower standard of proof on any individual,
idiosyncratic basis with virtually no means of effective appel-
late supervision.225

222. See MmN. R.P. Juv. Ct. 18.06(5).
223. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2405 & n.1 (quoting N.Y. Fan. Ct. AcT § 320.5 (Con-
sol. 1983)). Rule 18 provides no criteria, guidelines, or standards to structure
the detention decision. To what extent must a court speculate that others
would be endangered—violent felonies against the person, repeated property
offenses, disorderly conduct? Judge Mack, dissenting in Edwards, addressed
this question:
The court could say that a petty larceny or a petty offense was danger-
ous to the community, the guy was a drunk driver for example, and
this was dangerous to the community. Such a conclusion, however,
would be simply unreasonable. I think the conclusion that marijuana
smoking is dangerous is unreasonable. But I don't know of any way to
prevent courts from being unreasonable.

United States v. Edwards, 430 A.2d at 1371 (Mack, J., dissenting).

224, See MINN. STAT. § 260.015(5) (a) (1982). The available data indicate that
less than one-third of the juveniles detained in Hennepin County, Minnesota,
in 1982 were detained for major offenses against persons or property, and if
burglary of an unoccupied building were removed from these totals, less than
one-fifth of those detentions would be major offenders. See HENNEPIN COUNTY
COURT SERVICES, JUVENILE CENTER 9-10 (1982) (7.6% major person, 23.7% major
property). One-quarter of those detained in 1982 were status offenders. Id. at
11. Similarly, the Minnesota Supreme Court's own Juvenile Justice Study
Commission Report, issued in 1976, found that only about 10% of the juveniles
held in detention for longer than two days were charged with felonies. Jd. at 39.

225. Although the majority in Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403 (1984), con-
ceded that “in some circumstances detention of a juvenile would not pass con-
stitutional muster,” the Court required the validity of those detentions to be
“determined on a case-by-case basis.” Id. at 2415. As the dissent points out,
however, the reality of case-by-case adjudication, particularly of juveniles, and
the time-frame within which cases are decided make this an illusory safeguard.
“[I]t would be impracticable for a particular detainee to secure his freedom by
challenging the constitutional basis of his detention; by the time the suit could
be considered, it would have been rendered moot by the juvenile's release or
long-term detention pursuant to a delinquency adjudication.” Id. at 2428 (Maxr-
shall, J., joined by Brennan and Stevens, JJ., dissenting).
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There are, of course, several obvious ways to prevent
courts from being unreasonable: prohibit them entirely from
incarcerating people on speculative predictive grounds; specify
more explicitly what categories of alleged present offenses,
prior records, or anticipated future offenses constitute mini-
mum requirements for “dangerousness”; or constrain the entire
determination with more elaborate procedural safeguards and
standards of proof, comparable to those upheld in Edwards. In
adopting Rule 18, however, the Minnesota Supreme Court
shunned all of these methods. Instead, a judge must decide
whether or not to detain a youth within 36 hours after the child
is taken into custody. If the youth is in court for the first time,
the court will have, within 36 hours, only the petition stating
probable cause and perhaps a summary of a relatively brief in-
terview conducted by the probation officer recommending de-
tention.226 There will be no clinical evaluations, psychiatric or
psychological examinations, or other verified information re-
garding school performance, family functioning, and the like.
Even for youths with prior juvenile court contacts, there is no
mechanism for obtaining and verifying cwrrent information
within the limited time envisioned by the rule. Defense coun-
sel typically will be appointed only shortly before the detention
hearing, if at all, and thus will have little opportunity to gather
or verify background information on the child or determine the
availability of other nonsecure placement alternatives.22? In
short, even if accurate predictions were possible, Minnesota’s
Rule 18 does not provide juvenile court judges in detention
hearings with the information necessary to make such predic-
tions. Although the Supreme Court in Sckall alluded to its own
limited function in formulating public policy or drafting a
model rule in the context of constitutional adjudication,228 the
Minnesota Supreme Court has no similar excuse when promul-

226. Cf. United States ex rel. Martin v. Strasburg, 513 F. Supp. 691, 701-02
(S.D.N.Y. 1981) (procedures under comparable New York provision), afd, 689
F.2d 365 (2d Cir. 1982), rev’d sub nom. Schall v. Martin, 104 S. Ct. 2403 (1984).
227. Cf. id. at 708 (comparable New York law). The Martin district court
was concerned that
[i)f counsel is court appointed, . . . he takes on responsibility for the
proceedings only moments before convincing reasons must be
presented to the court for not ordering pretrial detention. The judge
has roughly 5 to 15 minutes to determine whether there is the likeli-
hood that the juvenile would commit another crime before the return
date if released.

Id. at 708.

228. Schall, 104 S. Ct. at 2419 (*[I]t is worth recalling that we are neither a
legislature charged with formulating public policy nor an ABA committee
charged with drafting a model statute.”).
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gating rules of procedure for Minnesota’s juvenile courts.229
State promulgation of such juvenile preventive detention pro-
cedures represents the state’s choice to use less adequate pro-
cedures in juvenile courts than in adult courts.230

B. IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURES

The Supreme Court established that a defendant has a
sixth amendment right to counsel when placed in a postindict-
ment lineup in United States v. Wade23! The Court reasoned
that such a confrontation between the accused and the victim
or witness constitutes a “critical stage” in the proceedings that
requires the assistance of counsel in order to meaningfully
cross-examine witnesses and make possible effective assist-
ance of counsel at the trial itself.232 The Wade Court believed
that the unreliability of eyewitness identification, the possibil-

229, There are a number of recommended standards for detention that the
Minnesota Supreme Court might have considered in limiting the scope of de-
tention. For example, under the American Bar Association's Standards, a juve-
nile could not be detained unless: (1) the crime the youth is charged with is
one of violence and which if proven would likely result in commitment to a se-
cure institution; and (2) the offense is one which if committed by an adult
would be punishable by twenty years or more (which in Minnesota would in-
clude only murder, aggravated robbery, first degree criminal sexual conduct,
kidnapping, and a limited number of similar offenses); or (3) the juvenile is an
escapee from an institution to which the juvenile has been previously commit-
ted as an adjudicated delinquent; or (4) no measure short of detention will en-
sure his appearance at subsequent proceedings in light of a demonstrated
history of failing to appear at proceedings in the past. JUVENILE JUSTICE STAN-
DARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO INTERIM STATUS, Standard 6.6;
see also NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, TASK FORCE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, Standard 12.7, at 390 (1976) (A juvenile may be de-
tained prior to a delinquency adjudication “[tjo prevent the juvenile from in-
flicting bodily harm on others.”); id.,, commentary at 391 (“A court may not,
however, detain a youth simply to prevent the predicted commission of prop-
erty offenses.”); R. SaRRI, supra note 166, at 68 (“Criteria for detention should
be explicit and limited solely to acts that would be felonies requiring detention
if committed by adults”).

The Minnesota legislature shares the fault with the court by authorizing
preventive detention of juveniles. See MINN. STAT. § 260.171(1), which provides
for release “[u]nless there is reason to believe that the child would endanger
himself or others, not return for a court hearing, not remain in the care or con-
trol of the person to whose lawful custody he is released, or that the child's
health or welfare would be immediately endangered.” The criteria enumerated
in Rule 18 take into account these alternative grounds for release. Juveniles,
like adults, must “appear for a court hearing.” MINN. STAT. § 260.171(2) (a) (ii)
(1982). Unlike adults, however, they require greater protection of their “health
and welfare.,” MINN. STAT. § 260.171 (2) (A) (1), (iv).

230. The critical focus of this section of the Article is only on the authoriza-
tion of preventive detention of juveniles, for which there is no adult
counterpart.

231. 388 U.S. 218, 228-39 (1967).

232. See id. at 236-37.



210 MINNESOTA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:141

ity of mistaken identification and erroneous convictions, the
danger of suggestibility, and the difficulty of reconstructing at
trial the manner and mode of identification create substantial
dangers to defendant’s rights to a fair trial and thus require the
assistance of counsel to lessen those dangers.233

Nevertheless, in Kirby v. Illinois23¢ a plurality of the
United States Supreme Court declined to extend the right to
counsel to identification lineups that take place before a de-
fendant is indicted or formally charged with a crime. The plu-
rality’s rationale was that a person’s sixth amendment right to
counsel attaches only at or after the initiation of adversarial
proceedings.235 This position drew both a strong dissent and
extensive scholarly criticism. The Kirby dissenters noted that
the presence of counsel at identification proceedings was re-
quired in Wade because of the inherent dangers identification
procedures present to a fair trial, not because of any “abstract
consideration of the words ‘criminal prosecutions’ in the Sixth
Amendment.”236 Thus, in the dissenters’ view, the initiation of
adversary judicial criminal proceedings was completely irrele-
vant to the need for counsel.

The Kirby decision creates an additional danger to defend-
ants by providing police with an incentive to conduct identifica-
tion prior to the formal accusation.237 Indeed, the vast majority

233. See id. at 228-32. For an examination of the dangers and unreliability of
eyewitness identification, see, e.g., Goldstein, The Fallibility of the Eyewitness:
Psychological Evidence, in PsYCHOLOGY IN THE LEGAL Process 223, 225-28 (B.
Sales ed. 1977); Levine & Tapp, The Psychkology of Criminal Identification: The
Gap from Wade to Kirby, 121 U. Pa. L. REv. 1079, 1081-87 (1973); Note, Did Your
Eyes Deceive You? Expert Psychological Testimony on the Unreliability of Eye-
witness Identification, 29 StaN. L. REv. 969, 969-71 (1977). The sources of unreli-
ability in eyewitness identifications include initial perceptual errors, memory
failure, and the problems of suggestibility, social cues, and the expectations of
police in the recognition process. See, e.g., Levine & Tapp, supra, at 1095-1118;
Note, supra, at 976-89.

234. 406 U.S. 682, 688-89 (1972).

235. The plurality explained:

The initiation of judicial criminal proceedings is far from a mere for-
malism. It is the starting point of our whole system of adversary crimi-
nal justice. For it is only then that the government has committed
itself to prosecute, and only then that the adverse positions of govern-
ment and defendant have solidified. It is then that a defendant finds
himself faced with the prosecutorial forces of organized society, and
immersed in the intricacies of substantive and procedural criminal law.
It is this point, therefore, that marks the commencement of the “crimi-
nal prosecutions” to which alone the explicit guarantees of the Sixth
Amendment are applicable.
Id. at 689-90.

236. Id. at 696 (Brennan, J., joined by Douglas and Marshall, JJ.,
dissenting).

237. In People v. Bustamante, 30 Cal. 3d 88, 634 P.2d 927, 177 Cal. Rptr. 576
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of identifications occur before the formal initiation of the adver-
sarial process, in part because the pretrial identification by the
witness or victim provides an essential link between the ac-
cused and the crime that often leads to the decision to
charge.238 Thus, Kirby’s decision not to extend the right to
counsel to these earlier confrontations provides uncharged “de-
fendants” with only the less adequate safeguards afforded by
due process.239

Commentators240 have also lamented the Kirby Court's
less than faithful adherence to the Wade rationale, noting that
nothing in the Wade analysis confined it exclusively to post-
indictment proceedings.24l They also argue that, even ac-
cepting Kirby's formalistic reasoning, adverse positions
between the State and the defendant may arise at least as early
as the suspect’s arrest, as evidenced in Miranda v. Arizona,242
and that the Kirby Court's treatment of inconvenient prece-
dents was, at the least, disingenuous.243 Commentators have

(1981), the court noted that “to limit the right to counsel at a lineup to post-
indictment lineups would as a practical matter nullify that right. . . . [T}he
crucial confrontation necessarily will be held before the initiation of formal ju-
dicial proceedings when the defendant can be deprived of counsel.” Id. at 101,
634 P.2d at 935, 177 Cal. Rptr. at 584; accord Blue v. State, 558 P.2d 636, 642 n.10
(Alaska 1977) (“[E]stablishment of the date of formal accusation as the time
when the right to counsel attached, could only lead to situations where sub-
stantially all lineups were conducted before the indictment or information.").

238. See, e.g., People v. Bustamante, 30 Cal. 3d 88, 101, 634 P.2d 927, 934, 177
Cal. Rptr. 576, 584 (1981).

239. See, e.g., Manson v. Brathwaite, 432 U.S. 98, 113 (1977); Neil v. Biggers,
409 U.S. 188, 193 (1972); United States ex. rel. Kirby v. Sturges, 510 F.2d 397, 398-
99 (Tth Cir.), cert. denied, 421 U.S. 1016 (1975). See generally Pulaski, Neil v.
Biggers: The Supreme Court Dismantles the Wade Trilogy's Due Process Protec-
tion, 26 Stan. L. Rev. 1097, 1116-19 (1974) (Neil v. Biggers adopts permissive in-
terpretation of due process test).

240. See, e.g., Grano, Kirby, Biggers, and Ash: Do Any Constitutional Safe-
guards Remain Against the Danger of Convicting the Innocent?, 12 MicH. L.
Rev. 717, 125 (1974); Quinn, Jn the Wake of Wade: The Dimensions of Eyewit-
ness Identification Cases, 42 U. Coro. L. Rev. 135, 143 (1970); Note, Pretrial
Right to Counsel, 26 StaN. L. Rev. 399, 410 (1974); Comment, Right to Counsel at
Police Identification Proceedings: A Problem in Effective Implementation of An
Ezxpanding Constitution, 29 U. Prrr. L. REV. 65, 78 n.81 (1967).

24]1. See Grano, supra note 240, at 726; ¢f. Comment, supra note 240, at 75
n.81 (“Since the reason for the rule is to prevent unfairness and to protect the
right to meaningful confrontation at trial should the suspect be identified, the
right to counsel must be afforded at any police-sponsored identification pro-
ceeding not conducted persuant [sic] to constitutionally sufficient regulations.
Any other conclusion would be absurd."); Quinn, supra note 240, at 143 (“Since
the purpose of the counsel’s presence is to avert prejudice and assure meaning-
ful cross-examination at trial on the issue of identification, it should make no
difference that the lineup occurs prior to the filing of criminal charges.").

242, 384 U.S. 436 (1966).

243. See, e.g.,, Grano, supra note 240, at 730. The Kirby plurality insisted
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also characterized the Kirby decision as “wrong from every
perspective,”24¢ “perhaps the least defensible, from a technical
point of view, of the Court’s criminal law holdings during the
term,”245 a case where “the Court exalts form over sub-
stance,”246 and one that “removes the protective effects of
counsel’s presence precisely when the danger of convicting an
innocent defendant upon a mistaken identification is
greatest.”247

Several state supreme courts also have rejected the
Supreme Court’s position in Kirby and extended the right to
counsel to preindictment identification proceedings.24® Al-
though most of these decisions draw on the language of Kirby,

that the sixth amendment right to counsel “attaches only at or after the time
that adversary judicial proceedings have been initiated.” Kirby, 406 U.S. at 688.
The Court went on to note that:
[t]he only seeming deviation from this long line of constitutional deci-
sions was Escobedo v. Illinois, 378 U.S. 478. But Escobedo is not appo-
site here for two distinct reasons. First, the Court in retrospect
perceived that the ‘prime purpose’ of Escobedo was not to vindicate the
constitutional right to counsel as such, but, like Miranda, “to guarantee
full effectuation of the privilege against self-incrimination ....”
. ... Secondly, and perhaps even more important for purely practical
purposes, the Court has limited the holding of Escobedo to its own
facts . . .
Id. at 689 (quoting Johnson v. New Jersey, 384 U.S. 719, 729 (1966)) (citation
omitted). As Professor Grano points out, however,
In a remarkable and questionable reinterpretation, Miranda stated that
the denial of counsel in Escobedo made the defendant’s subsequent
statements the product of compulsion. The reinterpretation of Esco-
bedo, however, does not lend support to Justice Stewart’s holding in
Kirby. Wade, like Escobedo in its new guise, did not vindicate the right
to counsel as such, but rather vindicated the rights of cross-examina-
tion, confrontation, and fair trial. Escobedo still suggests that counsel
must be provided at any pretrial stage when necessary to protect other
constitutional rights. . . . Furthermore, Wade, which postdated John-
son by a full year, specifically relied on Escobedo to support the propo-
sition that counsel must be provided at pretrial stages when that is
necessary to protect the fairness of the subsequent trial. Therefore, if
Escobedo has been limited to its facts, Kirby, rather than some prior
case, has accomplished the deed.
Grano, supra note 240, at 728-29 (footnotes omitted) (emphasis in original).

244. Grano, supra note 240, at 730.

245. Young, Supreme Court Report, 58 A.B.A.J. 1092, 1092 (1972).

246. Case Note, Criminal Law—The Lineup’s Lament, Kirby v. Illinois, 22
DEe PauL L. REv. 660, 675 (1973).

247. Note, supra note 233, at 996.

248, See, e.g., Blue v. State, 558 P.2d 636, 641 (Alaska 1977); People v. Busta-
mante, 30 Cal. 3d 88, 98, 634 P.2d 927, 933, 177 Cal. Rptr. 576, 582 (1981); People v.
Jackson, 391 Mich. 323, 338, 217 N.W.2d 22, 27 (1974); Commonwealth v. Rich-
man, 458 Pa. 167, 171, 320 A.2d 351, 353 (1974); see also People v. Hawkins, 55
N.Y.2d 474, 488, 435 N.E.2d 376, 383-84, 450 N.Y.S.2d 159, 166 (Meyer, J., dissent-
ing) (criticizing Kirby), cert. denied, 459 U.S. 846 (1982); Chandler v. State, 501
P24 512, 520 (Okla. 1972) (“[W]e strongly feel that better procedures require
that before a line-up is conducted, the suspect be given the right to contact an
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which balanced protection of a suspect from prejudice with the
State’s interest in prompt and purposeful investigation,249 they
conclude that “a suspect who is in custody is entitled to have
counsel present at a pre-indictment lineup unless exigent cir-
cumstances exist so that providing counsel would unduly inter-
fere with a prompt and purposeful investigation.”25¢ These
state courts reason that once the investigation proceeds beyond
the immediate on-the-scene show-up, and especially once the
defendant is in custody at the station house, there is simply no
further compelling law enforcement exigency that offsets the
dangers of prejudice to the suspect.251 In determining what cir-
cumstances might excuse the lack of counsel, courts have
noted that, since defendants already have a Miranda right to
counsel, “[t]he delay involved in securing counsel will gener-
ally be a matter of hours at most” and that “[i]f conditions re-
quire immediate identification without even minimal delay, or
if counsel cannot be present within a reasonable time, such exi-
gent circumstances will justify proceeding without counsel.”252

attorney of his choice, or be informed that one will be called if he is unable to

n

250. Blue v. State, 558 P.2d 636, 642 (Alaska 1977)(footnote omit-
ted) (emphasis added)., The Blue court, unlike the Kirby Court, acknowledged
that extending counsel to preindictment lineups involved a balancing process
between the state’s concern for prompt investigation of unsolved crimes and
the suspect’s legitimate right to be protected from prejudicial procedures. See
id. at 641.

251. Defendants already have a right to counsel when they are in custody
and being interrogated. See, e.g., Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966). If a
defendant requests consultation with counsel, further interrogation must cease.
See, e.g., Oregon v. Bradshaw, 103 S. Ct. 2830, 2834 (1983); Edwards v. Arizona,
451 U.S. 471, 487 (1981). The state courts rejecting Kirby did so, in part, because
the procedural mechanisms for providing counsel to protect the Miranda fiith
amendment rights were equally necessary to protect the Wade sixth amend-
ment rights of confrontation, cross-examination, and a fair trial. The court in
Blue noted that the defendant

was given his Miranda warnings which advised him of his rights to
have counsel present and further advised him that if he could not af-
ford counsel, one could be provided for him. . . . Even when a lineup is
conducted within a few hours after the commission of a crime, if the
suspect in custody requests an attorney at the lineup, he should be
provided an opportunity to call one. If the attorney can arrive within a
reasonably short time so as not to interfere with a prompt and pur-
poseful investigation, then no evidence will be lost.
Blue v. State, 558 P.2d at 643 n.12.

252. People v. Bustamante, 30 Cal. 3d 88, 102-03, 634 P.2d 927, 935, 177 Cal.
Rptr. 576, 584 (1981). In Bustamante, the California Supreme Court described
the Kirby decision as a “wholly unrealistic” formalism that would “as a practi-
cal matter nullify” the right to counsel at lineups and concluded that all of the
policies of Wade that made the identification process a “critical stage"” were ap-
plicable regardless of when the confrontation occurred. Id. at 100-01, 634 P.2d at
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Whatever the Kirby Court’s reservations about preindictment
guarantee of counsel, the state court decisions253 demonstrate
that any problems raised are not procedurally insuperable.
From the point of view of a misidentified suspect, the deci-
sion to deny counsel is an exaltation of form over substance.
Nevertheless, the Minnesota Supreme Court endorses this for-
malism in Rule 18 by denying the right to counsel at lineups to
juveniles who are already in custody but against whom a peti-
tion has not yet been filed, giving a right to counsel only when
a delinquency petition kas been filed.25¢ Conducting a lineup
without a lawyer, however consistent with the minimum consti-
tutional standards of Kirby,255 treats juveniles with no greater

934-35, 177 Cal. Rptr. at 584. In People v. Jackson, 391 Mich. 323, 217 N.W.2d 22
(1974), the Michigan Supreme Court also held that, independent of any federal
constitutional requirements, “a suspect is entitled to be represented by counsel

at a corporeal identification . . . unless the circumstances justify the conduct of
an identification procedure before the suspect can be given an opportunity to
request and obtain counsel . . ..” Id. at 338, 217 N.W.2d at 27 (footnote omit-

ted). The court’s rationale was that “the best evidence of whether an eyewit-
ness can identify a suspect is his response at a fairly conducted lineup, . . .
and to preserve best evidence eyewitness testimony from unnecessary altera-
tion by unfair identification procedures, the principles developed in and follow-
ing the announcement of Wade ... shall govern....” Id. at 338-39, 217
N.W.2d at 27-28. In Commonwealth v. Richman, 458 Pa. 167, 320 A.2d 351 (1974),
the Pennsylvania Supreme Court, rather than rejecting Kirby outright, ana-
lyzed its own criminal process and concluded that the “line for determining the
initiation of judicial proceedings in Pennsylvania [begins] at the arrest.” Id. at
171, 320 A.2d at 353. The Richman court concluded that all of the policies of
Wade apply to identification confrontation at any stage in the proceeding and
that to postpone the “formal initiation” of the process beyond arrest simply
would encourage uncounseled lineups after the suspect was in custody but not
yet arraigned. Id. In Commonwealth v. Scott, 246 Pa. Super. 58, 369 A.2d 809
(1976), Pennsylvania applied this “arrest” standard to identification procedures
in juvenile delinquency prosecutions. In In re Holley, 107 R.I. 615, 268 A.2d 723
(1970), decided between the Wade and Kirby decisions, the Rhode Island
Supreme Court applied the Wade right to counsel to preindictment juvenile de-
fendants. Id. at 619, 268 A.2d at 725-26. The court noted that in a case in which
there is an identification issue, “[t]he trial which might determine the ac-
cused’s fate may well not be that in the courtroom but that at the pretrial con-
frontation” and that to deny the juvenile the right to counsel at that stage
would make the right to counsel at trial granted by Gault a meaningless one.
Id. at 623, 268 A.2d at 728 (quoting United States v. Wade, 388 U.S. 218, 235
(1967)).

253. See Blue v. State, 558 P.2d 636 (Alaska 1977); People v. Bustamante, 30
Cal. 3d 88, 634 P.2d 927, 177 Cal. Rptr. 576 (1981); People v. Jackson, 391 Mich.
373, 217 N.W.2d 22 (1974); Commonwealth v. Richman, 238 Pa. Super. 413, 357
A.2d 585 (1976).

254. See MINN R.P. Juv. Cr. 18.04(2) (C) (“A child has the right to have coun-
sel present when placed in a line-up related to an act for which a petition has
been filed alleging the child to be delinquent.”).

255, See Kirby v. Illinois, 406 U.S. 682, 689-90 (1972) (right to counsel at-
taches prior to arraignment and exists at time of preliminary hearing); United
States v. Wade, 388 U.S. 218, 223-27 (1967) (accused has right to counsel at any
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solicitude or concern than adult criminal defendants.256 In-
deed, given the greater likelihood that juveniles will waive their
right to counsel,257 juveniles may in fact be more disadvantaged
than their adult counterparts.

In addition, Minnesota’s Rule 18.04 authorizes police to
photograph the lineup for evidentiary purposes or for other in-
vestigative purposes provided that a court order is obtained.2s8
Rule 18.04 also authorizes police to routinely fingerprint any ju-
venile charged with a felony, provided that the court is in-
formed that the child was fingerprinted.259 Moreover, there are
no provisions in the Rules or their underlying legislation260 for
the destruction of these photographic and fingerprint identifica-
tion records if no charges are filed or if the youth is acquitted.
The underlying legislation simply requires the police to seques-
ter the records, not seal or destroy them.261 The Juvenile Jus-

critical pretrial confrontation where absence of counsel may derogate right to
fair trial).

256. Cf. State v. Miles, 296 N.W.2d 437, 439 (Minn. 1980) (adult suspect has
no right to counsel at preaccusation lineup); State v. Oksanen, 311 Minn. 553,
553, 249 N.W.2d 464, 465 (1977) (adult suspect has no right to effective assistance
of counsel at preprosecution lineup); State v. Carey, 296 Minn. 214, 219-20, 207
N.W.2d 529, 532 (1973) (presence of counsel not constitutionally required as
precondition of on-the-scene identification of adult suspect).

257. See supra notes 60-64 and accompanying text.

258. The Rule provides:

A detained child may be photographed only upon order of the court
under such terms as the court shall order. An order permitting the
child to be photographed shall only be issued:
(i) when necessary for the welfare of the child, or
(ii) when necessary for the public safety, or
(iii) when necessary for the investigation of a delinquent act, or
(iv) as evidence of a line-up.
MiINy. R.P. Juv. CT. 18.04(1) (A).

259. See Mmn. RP. Juv. Cr. 18.04. Subdivision 3(A) provides that “[a]ll
children in custody alleged to have committed an act which would be a felony if
it had been committed by an adult may be fingerprinted without court order.”
MmN, RP. Juv. CT. 18.04(3) (A); see also MINN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 18.04(1)(B) (“A re-
port stating the name of the child photographed and the date the photograph
was taken shall be filed with the court.”); 18.04(2) (D) (“A report stating the
name of the child who participated in the line-up and the date of the line-up
shall be fited with the court.”); 18.04(3) (B) (“A report stating the name of the
child fingerprinted and the date of the fingerprinting shall be filed with the
court.”).

260. The legislation provides that “[p]eace officers’ records of children shall
be kept separate from records of persons eighteen years of age or older and
shall not be open to public inspection or their contents disclosed to the public
except by order of the juvenile court.” MmN. STAT. § 260.161(3) (1982).

261. Compare MINN. STAT. § 260.161(3) (1982), supra note 260, with OxiO
REev. CoDE ANN. § 2151.313 (Page 1976) (“Unless otherwise ordered by the court,
originals and all copies of such fingerprints or photographs shall be delivered to
the juvenile court after use for their original purpose for such further use and
disposition as the court directs. Fingerprints and photographs of a child shall
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tice Standards, although recognizing that law enforcement
needs for identification evidence is the same whether an of-
fender is a juvenile or adult, recommend that, “[i]f the court
does not adjudicate the juvenile delinquent for the alleged fel-
ony, the fingerprint card and all copies of the fingerprints
should be destroyed.”262 Similarly, the Standards recommend
that photographs retained by law enforcement agencies for
identification purposes should be destroyed if the agency or a
juvenile court concludes that the youth did not commit the of-
fense or if a juvenile court concludes that the juvenile is not de-
linquent.263 To allow the continued existence of identification
records after legitimate law enforcement needs have been sat-
isfied creates a continual danger of subsequent disclosure and
stigmatization.

The problem raised by these identification procedures
reaches beyond the simple creation.of records that may subse-
quently redound to the disadvantage of the juvenile. More sig-
nificantly, the procedures subject juveniles, like adult criminal
defendants, to routine booking procedures. A major rationale
for a separate juvenile court was the elimination of the trap-
pings of the criminal process and the creation of criminal
records.26¢ As the juvenile process becomes increasingly
criminalized, many of the routine features of the handling of
adult criminal defendants become ordinary components of the
juvenile process as well. The state obviously requires identifi-
cation evidence and should not be barred from obtaining it, but
provisions like the Minnesota Supreme Court’s rule authorizing
its routine collection simply erode further any distinctions be-
tween the juvenile and adult systems.

be removed from the file and destroyed if a complaint is not flled or is dis-
missed after having been filed.”).

262. JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, JUVENILE RECORDS AND IN-
FORMATION SYSTEMS, Standard 19.6(A).

263. See id. at Standard 19.6(E).

264. See Mack, The Juvenile Court, 23 Harv. L. REv. 104, 107 (1909); see also
JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, JUVENILE RECORDS AND INFORMA-
TION SysTEMS, Standard 19.6 commentary at 144-45. The commentary questions
the role of confidentiality in juvenile proceedings because confldentiality is
premised

on the theory that the process of fingerprinting (in particular) may be
more traumatic for a juvenile than for an adult and that the retention
of fingerprints may stigmatize a juvenile and interfere with the histori-
cal rehabilitative purposes of juvenile court intervention. Whether
these theories are correct is unclear; and, in any case, it is doubtful
that the taking of a juvenile’s fingerprints is any more traumatic than
arresting him or her or that the retention of a juvenile’s fingerprints in-
volves any greater risks than the retention of his or her arrest record.
Id.
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V. PETITIONS AND PROBABLE CAUSE

A determination of probable cause is the fourth amend-
ment touchstone of the initiation of formal criminal proceed-
ings, as well as its necessary prelude.265 Probable cause is the
constitutional prerequisite for an arrest with266 or without a
warrant,267 the basis for the continued detention of a person ar-
rested without a warrant,268 and a necessity for a grand jury in-
dictment269 or a preliminary hearing to hold a defendant for
further criminal proceedings.2? The finding of probable cause
in all of these instances provides the evidentiary weight re-
quired to disturb the social equilibrium between the individual
and the state. It establishes the factual bases leading to the
conclusions that a crime was committed, that the defendant
committed it, and that the state is justified in requiring the de-
fendant to answer for it.

Fourth amendment protection from intrusions on liberty
and privacy also requires a review of the probable cause deter-
mination by a “neutral and detached magistrate.”2”? Review of
a probable cause statement to ensure actual probable cause

265. See Y. KaMisar, W. LAFAVE & J. ISRAEL, MODERN CRIMINAL PROCEDURE
963-1069 (5th ed. 1980); Amsterdam, Perspectives on the Fourth Amendment, 58
MmN, L. REV. 349 (1974); Barrett, Personal Rights, Property Rights, and the
Fourth Amendment, 1960 Sup. CT. REvV. 46; Weinreb, Generalities of the Fourth
Amendment, 42 U. CHL L. REv. 47 (1974); Note, The Right of the People to be Se-
cure: The Developing Role of the Search Warrant, 42 N.Y.U. L. Rev. 1119 (1967);
Note, Search and Seizure in the Supreme Court: Shadows on the Fourth
Amendment, 28 U. CHL L. REv. 664 (1961); Note, Protecting Privacy Under the
Fourth Amendment, 91 YALE L.J. 313 (1981).

266. See Payton v. New York, 445 U.S. 573, 583-90 (1980) (arrest in the home
requires warrant founded on probable cause).

267. See United States v. Watson, 423 U.S. 411, 414-24 (1976) (arrest without
a warrant in public place requires probable cause).

268. See Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U.S. 103, 111-19 (1975) (fourth amendment re-
quires judicial determination of probable cause as a prerequisite to extended
restraint on liberty following arrest). For a discussion of Gerstein, see supra
notes 181-83 and accompanying text.

269. See Silverthorne v. United States, 400 F.2d 627, 63¢ (9th Cir. 1968);
United States v. Cox, 342 F.2d 167, 171 (5th Cir. 1965), cert. denied, 381 U.S. 935
(1965).

270. See Coleman v. Alabama, 399 U.S. 1, 8 (1969).

271. See Coolidge v. New Hampshire, 403 U.S. 443, 449 (1970). The United
States Supreme Court has emphasized on numerous occasions that determina-
tions of probable cause must be justified before an independent judicial official
rather than being remitted to law enforcement personnel. See, e.g., Shadwick v.
Tampa, 407 U.S. 345, 348 (1972); Coolidge v. New Hampshire, 403 U.S. 443, 453
(1970); Aguilar v. Texas, 378 U.S. 108, 110-15 (1964); Giordenello v. United States,
357 U.S. 480, 483-84 (1957); Johnson v. United States, 333 U.S. 10, 13-14 (1948).
Although the Supreme Court has addressed the importance of probable cause
determinations by neutral detached magistrates primarily in the context of
fourth amendment arrests and searches, it also has acknowledged their impor-
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serves a variety of salutary functions in the charging process.
It strengthens the initial prosecutorial screening function by re-
quiring a prompt evidentiary review of the underlying factual
bases of an action to eliminate those cases that lack prosecu-
tive merit, that may have insuperable evidentiary difficulties, or
that may be motivated by malice or negligence.272 As the Min-
nesota Supreme Court noted in State v. Florence,23
The primary function is that of screening out cases which, for one rea-
son or another, ought not to be prosecuted. . . . “The object or pur-
pose of the preliminary investigation is to prevent the hasty, malicious,
improvident and oppressive prosecutions, to protect the person
charged from open and public accusations of crime, to avoid both for
the defendant and the public the expense of a public trial, and to save
the defendant from the humiliation and anxiety involved in a public
prosecution, and to discover whether or not there are substantial
grounds upon which a prosecution may be based.”274
A probable cause statement also supplies the notice re-
quired by Gault in juvenile cases2? by providing the fullest fac-
tual and legal notice of charges. A full notice requirement
assists the state in framing the issues and aids the defense in
preparing to respond to them. The factual information con-
tained in the probable cause statement furnishes avenues for
investigation and discovery that assure the fairest determina-
tion of ultimate questions of guilt or innocence.27¢ Finally, a
probable cause requirement in the petition forces prosecutors

tance to the charging functions. See, e.g., Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U.S. 103, 112
(1975); Coleman v. Alabama, 399 U.S. 1, 7 (1969).

272. See, e.g., State v. Florence, 306 Minn. 442, 446-47, 239 N.W.2d 892, 896
(1976) (probable cause hearing serves to secure release of illegally detained
person, to relieve defendant from meritless prosecution, and to allow defendant
to know in advance of trial the evidentiary basis of state’s claims); Thies v.
State, 178 Wis. 98, 103, 189 N.W. 539, 541 (1922) (purpose of preliminary exami-
nation is to prevent hasty, malicious, improvident, and oppressive prosecutions
and to discover whether there are sufficient grounds on which to base prosecu-
tion); Davis, The Efficacy of a Probable Cause Requirement in Juvenile Proceed-
ings, 59 N.C.L. REv. 723, 729-33 (1981) (probable cause requirement is an
essential element of preliminary hearing, establishing basis for arrest and
detention).

273. 306 Minn. 442, 239 N.W.2d 892 (1976).

274. Id. at 447 n.4, 239 N.W.2d at 896-97 n.4 (quoting Thies v. State, 178 Wis.
98, 103, 189 N.W. 539, 541 (1922)).

275. 387 U.S. at 34 (1967); see supra notes 33-48 and accompanying text.

276. In approving the elimination of the preliminary hearing in Minnesota
criminal procedure and its replacement by the trial judge’s assessment “of
probable cause . . . based upon the entire record including reliable hearsay in
whole or in part,” MnN. R. Crmm. P. 11.03, the Minnesota Supreme Court noted
in Florence that the collateral discovery functions previously served by prelimi-
nary hearings now were more adequately afforded by explicit provisions for
discovery. 306 Minn. at 450, 239 N.W.2d at 898. The court pointed out that its
adoption of Rule 11.03 had demonstrated its “conviction that the probable cause
hearing should not be used as a substitute for disclosure and discovery and
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to charge juveniles more realistically, in light of what the prose-
cutor can reasonably expect to prove, and provides a partial
check on prosecutorial practices of overcharging as a prelude to
plea bargaining.277

Despite the benefits of a judicially reviewed probable cause
statement as a threshold charging requirement, the United
States Supreme Court has not recently addressed the question
of the right of all defendants to a probable cause statement at
an early stage in the criminal process,2? and the earlier cases
found no such constitutional right for nondetained defend-
ants.2?® In Gerstein v. Pugh,280 however, a case that examined
fourth amendment probable cause requirements for arrested
defendants who remain in custody,28! the Court noted that
“even pretrial release may be accompanied by burdensome
conditions that effect a significant restraint of liberty.”262 The
Court did not consider, however, what burdens on released de-
fendants might entitle them to a judicial probable cause deter-
mination. It focused only on detained defendants, holding that
they were entitled to a nonadversarial probable cause determi-
nation because of the serious impact of prolonged pretrial de-

that the legitimate concern of the defendant to know the case against him
before trial should be dealt with by other means.”" Id.

The United States Supreme Court in Coleman v. Alabama, 399 U.S. 1
(1969), also observed the collateral discovery functions served by preliminary
hearings: “Trained counsel can more effectively discover the case the State has
against his client and make possible the preparation of a proper defense to
meet that case at the trial.” Id. at 9. The adoption of liberal rules of discovery
in criminal cases, however, obviates the need to resort to discovery indirectly
via the preliminary hearing. See, e.g., FED. R. Criv. P. 16; MINN, R. CRos. P. 9.
The discovery provisions included in the Minnesota Rules of Procedure for Ju-
venile Court likewise contain liberal provisions for reciprocal pretrial discov-
ery. See MiInNN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 24.

271. See, e.g., Feld, Reference of Juvenile Offenders, supra note T1, at 607; Da-
vis, supra note 272, at 744.

278. This issue has not come before the courts at least in part because such
a right routinely is afforded to all criminal defendants. See FED. R. Crn. P. §;
MmN, R. Crim. P. 2.01; see also Brown v. Fauntleroy, 442 F.2d 838, 839 n.2 (1971)
(noting fundamental nature of right to a probable cause statement at an early
stage in the criminal process).

279. See, e.g., Ocampo v. United States, 234 U.S. 91, 98 (1914) (neither pre-
sentment nor indictment by grand jury are required under the Philippine Bill
of Rights or the fourteenth amendment due process guarantee); Lem Woon v.
Oregon, 229 U.S. 586, 590 (1913) (direct filing of information by prosecutor with-
out judicial review does not violate fourteenth amendment due process clause);
Hurtado v. California, 110 U.S. 516, 538 (1884) (federal constitution does not in-
corporate fifth amendment requirement that state felony prosecutions be initi-
ated by grand jury indictment).

280. 420 U.S. 103 (1975).

281. See supra notes 181-83 and accompanying text.

282. 420 U.S. at 114
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tention on their lives.283

State juvenile court procedures generally reflect only this
limited constitutional protection, even when adult court proce-
dures go further. For example, Minnesota Juvenile Court Rule
19.03 requires that a delinquency petition state that the child is
delinquent, explain concisely and directly the alleged delin-
quent act, and cite the criminal statute or ordinance allegedly
violated.28¢ The petition need state probable cause to believe
that the child committed a crime only if the child is held in de-
tention.285 In contrast, Minnesota Rule of Criminal Procedure
2.01 requires the prosecuting authority to allege “the facts es-
tablishing probable cause to believe that an offense has been
committed and that the defendant committed it” in all adult
criminal complaints.28¢ This difference is another instance in
which juveniles receive neither the procedural protections
given adult criminal defendants nor special consideration for
their youth.

The Minnesota Supreme Court’s adoption of Rule 19 reaf-
firms a position, set forth sixteen years earlier in In re Hitze-
man,287 that a juvenile petition need only state “the facts which
bring the child within the jurisdiction of the court.” The juve-
nile in Hitzeman challenged the sufficiency of a petition that al-
leged only that he and a companion were delinquent because
“They did on October 3, 1966, at 8:46 p.m., at Montgomery Ward
and Company in Sun Ray Shopping Center, steal two tires val-

283. The Court explained:

Because the probable cause determination is not a constitutional
prerequisite to the charging decision, it is required only for those sus-
pects who suffer restraints on liberty other than the condition that they
appear for trial. There are many kinds of pretrial release and many de-
grees of conditional liberty. . . . We cannot define specifically those
that would require a prior probable cause determination, but the key
factor is significant restraint on liberty.

Id. at 125 n.26.

284, Minn. R.P. Juv. Ct. 19.03(a), (g). The rest of Rule 19.03 requires addi-
tional information prescribed by statute. See MINN. STAT. § 260.131(3) (1982).
The statute requires that the county attorney draft the petition “upon the
showing of reasonable grounds.” MINN. STAT. § 260.131(2); see also MINN. R.P.
Juv. Cr. 17 (providing that the discretionary charging decision is the function of
the county attorney); MinN. R.P. Juv. CrT. 19.02(2) (requiring the county attor-
ney to approve the petition as to form and content). Consolidating the charg-
ing responsibilities in the county attorney’s office is one aspect of the
increasing prosecutorial domination of the juvenile justice process. See Rubin,
supra note 87, at 307-10.

285. MinN. R.P. Juv. CT. 19.04(1) (b).

286. MInN. R. Crim. P. 2.01; ¢f. MINN. R.P. Juv. Cr. 19.03(a) (requiring the de-
linquency petition to contain “a simple, concise and direct statement of the al-
leged delinquent act”).

287. 281 Minn. 275, 277, 161 N.W.2d 542, 543 (1968).
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ued at approximately $50.00,’288 The Minnesota Supreme
Court, without any citation to In re Gauli?89 or any analysis of
the functions of notice and probable cause, held that the con-
clusory allegation was sufficient as a matter of law.280 The
court acknowledged that, although a juvenile court proceeding
is not a criminal proceeding, “[a] delinquency petition is simi-
lar to an indictment or information with respect to the issue of
sufficiency and certainty of the charges made.”28! Neverthe-
less, the court held that the statute prescribing the contents of
petitions simply requires petitions to set forth the facts
“plainly,” insisted that “plainly” could not be construed to
mean “in detail,” and rejected the contention that the petition
should state probable cause.292 Several subsequent challenges
to the sufficiency of conclusory allegations in petitions and sev-
eral requests that petitions state probable cause were similarly
rejected by the court, even though the petitions lacked informa-
tion such as names of witnesses or victims, facts showing that
the youth committed a crime, details of physical identification,
and even citations to the criminal statutes allegedly violated.293
Thus, despite the court’s insistence that the petition be “suffi-
ciently definite and certain to apprise the juvenile of the al-
leged violation,”2%4 it is questionable whether in application the
conclusory allegations consistently approved by the court in
case and rule provide a juvenile with enough information to
discover prosecution witnesses, prepare a defense, or even de-
termine the nature of the offense alleged.295

288. Id. at 276, 161 N.W.2d at 543.

289. 387 U.S.1 (1967). In Gault the United States Supreme Court required
that

the child and his parents or guardian be notified, in writing, of the spe-
cific charge or factual allegations to be considered at the hearing, and
that such written notice be given at the earliest practicable time, and in
any event sufficiently in advance of the hearing to permit preparation.
Due process of law requires notice of the sort we have described—that
is, notice which would be deemed constitutionally adequate in a civil or
criminal proceeding.
Id. at 33 (emphasis added). The Court insisted that when a youth's liberty and
the parents’ right to custody are at stake, timely notice “of the specific issues
that they must meet” is a constitutional prerequisite. Id. at 34.

290. Hitzeman, 281 Minn. at 279, 161 N.-W.2d at 544.

291. Id. at 279, 161 N.W.2d at 545.

292, Id.

293. See, e.g., In re Welfare of J.B.M,, 263 N.W.2d 74 (1978); In re Welfare of
T.D.F., 258 N.W.2d 774 (Minn. 1977). In T.D.F. the court upheld the sufficiency of
a petition that in substance alleged only that “[appellant] did enter premises
. . . without permission of person in lawful possession therein . . . with intent
to commit a crime therein.” 258 N.W.2d at 776 n.1.

294. J.B.M, 263 NW.2d at 75.

295. Conclusory allegations foster other procedural abuses as well. In In re
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Minnesota’s decision not to require a probable cause state-
ment in the juvenile petition for nondetained youths296 is typi-
cal of state juvenile procedures.2%7 Most states require simply
that the juvenile court charging document allege the basis of
the court’s jurisdiction over the youth, typically by a perfunc-
tory allegation that the child has committed an act that would
give the court jurisdiction over the child.298 This approach
stems from a narrow reading of Gault’s constitutional notice re-
quirement and a desire to maintain a degree of flexibility and
informality or to perpetuate civil/criminal distinctions in juve-
nile proceedings.299

A few states require that the petitioner set forth the factual
basis of the allegations against the child and that the intake
probation officer screen the case or the prosecutor verify the al-
legations.300 These jurisdictions, however, require neither that
the factual allegations be set forth with the same probable
cause particularity required in a criminal complaint or indict-
ment30! nor that their sufficiency be reviewed by a court.302 Al-
though requiring greater factual specificity approaches the

Welfare of Raino, 255 N.W.2d 398 (Minn. 1977), the petition alleged: “On or
about 2-11-76 [the defendant] did attempt to take one woman’s white jacket. . .
and one multi-colored blouse, . . . property of Donaldsons [Department Store],
Minneapolis, Minn. without consent and with intent to deprive the owner per-
manently of said property.” Id. at 399. In a trial before a referee, the youth was
convicted of attempted theft. On appeal the juvenile court judge substituted a
finding of disorderly conduct for attempted theft, stating that “disturbing the
peace is a concomitant to theft in a public place during business hours and is a
frequent result of a thwarted theft to the extent that it may be deemed a lesser
included offense.” Id. The Minnesota Supreme Court reversed the adjudica-
tion of delinquency on the grounds that disorderly conduct is not a lesser in-
cluded offense of attempted theft and that amending the petition after the trial
violated constitutional notice requirements. Id. at 400,

296. MINN. STAT. § 260.131(3) (1982).

297. See, e.g., ALASKA STAT. § 47.10.020(a) (1979); Kv. Rev. StAT. § 208.070(1)
(1982); MicH. Comp. Laws ANN. § T12A.11 (West 1968). See generally Davis,
supra note 272, at 726-28 (describing the typical state requirements for juvenile
proceedings).

298. See, e.g., MINN. STAT. § 260.131(3)(a) (1982) (requiring that petition “set
forth plainly . . . [t]he facts which bring the child within the jurisdiction of the
court”); N.M. STAT. ANN. § 32-1-19(A) (1978) (requiring that petition “set forth
with specificity . . . the facts necessary to invoke the jurisdiction of the court”).

299. See, e.g., In re Maricopa County, Juvenile Action No. J-81405-S, 122 Ariz.
252, 255, 594 P.2d 506, 509 (1979); In re V.R.S,, 512 S.W.2d 350, 355 (Tex. Civ. App.
1974).

300. See, e.g., ARK. STAT. ANN. § 45423 (1977); Jowa CoDE ANN. § 232.36
(West Supp. 1984-1985); KaN. STAT. ANN. § 38-1622 (Supp. 1983); TEx. Fam. CoDE
ANN, § 53.04 (Vernon 1975).

301. See MonT. CODE ANN. § 41-5-501 (1983); OHIO REV. CODE ANN. § 2151.27
(1976); statutes cited supra note 300.

302. See statutes cited supra note 300. Some statutes require that the fac-
tual allegations in the petition be stated with the same particularity required in
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requirements of probable cause, these statutes fail to take into
account the separate role played by the neutral and detached
magistrate in evaluating such factual allegations.303 The intake
probation officer and prosecutor hardly provide the neutrality
and detachment envisioned by the fourth amendment in the
determination of probable cause.304

- A limited number of states, through either legislation or ju-
dicial construction, require a statement of probable cause re-
viewed by a court as an integral part of a delinquency petition
and thereby afford juveniles the same probable cause protec-
tions granted to adults.305 For example, Indiana’s preliminary
screening procedure provides that “[t]he juvenile court shall
consider the preliminary inquiry and the evidence of probable
cause. The court shall approve the filing of the petition if there
is probable cause to believe that the child is a delinquent
child . .. .”306 The Indiana Court of Appeals examined this
probable cause requirement in Davies ». State.307 The juvenile
in Davies, charged with being *delinquent in that he [was] in-
volved in first degree burglary,” moved to dismiss for lack of
specificity in the charge.308 The state argued that, because ju-
venile proceedings were not criminal, the allegations of juve-
nile wrongdoing need not provide the particularity required in
criminal complaints and that necessary facts could be obtained
through discovery.30® The court rejected both rationales and
held that delinquent conduct must be specifically described.310

a criminal complaint or indictment. See, e.g., Miss. CobE ANN. § 43-21-455
(1972); NeB. REV. STAT. § 43-274 (Supp. 1981).

303. See supra note 271 and accompanying text.

304. Compare N.C. GEN. StaT. § TA-531 (Supp. 1983) (stating that “the in-
take counselor shall make a preliminary determination as to whether the juve-
nile is within the jurisdiction of the court”) with Coolidge v. New Hampshire,
403 U.S. 443, 449-53 (1971) (holding warrant invalid because not issued by a
“neutral and detached magistrate”).

305. See, e.g., InD. CODE. ANN. § 31-6-4-9 (Burns 1980 & Supp. 1984); ME. Rev.
StaT. ANN. tit. 15, § 3302 (1964); N.Y. Fam. Ct. Act § 311.1 (West 1983); Wash.
Rev. CopE ANN. § 13.40.070 (Supp. 1984); Wis. STAT. AnN. § 48.255 (West 1979).

306. Inp. CoDE ANN. § 31-6-4-9(b) (Burns Supp. 1984).

307. 171 Ind. App. 487, 357 N.E.2d 914 (1976).

308. Id. at 488, 357 N.E.2d at 915.

309. Id. at 488, 357 N.E.2d at 915-16.

310. The Indiana Court of Appeals explained:

It may be thought that the juxtaposition of an informal atmosphere
with a strict procedure creates practical difficulties for the litigation
process. However we note that the informal aspects of the hearing re-
late primarily to a relaxing of evidentiary rules . . . . [C]onstitutional
rights should not be grudgingly extended in the disposition of juvenile
matters under the rubric of informality.

Id. at 491, 357 N.E.24 at 917.



224 MINNESOTA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:141

Similarly, Wisconsin requires that a juvenile petition state
“facts sufficient to establish probable cause that an offense has
been committed and that the child named in the petition com-
mitted the offense.”311

Other jurisdictions also impose the procedural safeguards
of criminal hearings on juvenile proceedings, including the re-
quirement of a complaint containing a statement of probable
cause.312 For example, the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Dis-

311. Wis. StAT. ANN. §48.255 (West 1979). The requirement of probable
cause in the juvenile petition reflects a recent legislative amendment. Previ-
ously, Wisconsin’s charging practices reflected “jurisdictional” pleading, requir-
ing no probable cause allegation. See D.M.D. v. State, 54 Wis. 2d 313, 318-19, 195
N.W.2d 594, 597 (1972). Wisconsin now apparently uses the term “probable
cause” in two different ways, depending upon the “degree” of probable cause
required:

This court has distinguished between these two degrees of prob-
able cause on the basis of the differences between the functions of the
probable cause determinations at the complaint and preliminary exam-
ination stages. While a probable cause determination at the complaint
stage determines whether the state may conduct further inquiry into
the alleged crime, . . . a probable cause determination at the prelimi-
nary examination stage is a finding by the court that sufficient evidence
exists so that the state may compel the defendant to be bound over for
criminal trial. . . . The purpose of determining probable cause in the
complaint is to ensure that the document provides a reasonable basis
for inferring that “a crime has probably been committed and that the
defendant named in the complaint was probably the culpable
party. . . . The test under Wisconsin law of the sufficiency of the com-
plaint is one of ‘minimal adequacy, not in a hypertechnical but in a
common sense evaluation, in setting forth the essential facts establish-
ing probable cause.’”

T.R.B. v. State, 109 Wis. 2d 179, 188-89, 325 N.W.2d 329, 333-34 (1982) (quoting
State v. Olson, 75 Wis. 2d 575, 581, 250 N.W.2d 12, 15 (1977)). Presumably, juve-
nile petitions are judged by the same probable cause complaint standard to as-
certain whether there is sufficient evidence to establish that “the charges
against the juvenile are not merely capricious and that, assuming the juvenile
were an adult, further criminal proceedings would be justified.” Id. at 189-90,
325 N.W.2d at 334 (1982) (quoting T.R.B. v. State, 105 Wis. 2d 405, 409, 313 N.W.2d
850, 852 (Wis. Ct. App. 1981) (quoting D.E.D. v. State, 101 Wis. 2d 193, 205, 304
N.W.2d 133, 139 (Wis. Ct. App. 1981))).

312. See, e.g., Driskill v. State, 376 So. 2d 678, 679 (Ala. 1979) (noting that
“the allegations of a delinquency petition must be tested by the same stan-
dards of sufficiency as a criminal complaint for [sic] indictment”); /n re Dennis,
291 So. 2d 731, 733 (Miss. 1974) (holding that “in those cases where a charge of
delinquency is based upon the violation of a criminal law, the petition must
charge the offense with the same particularity required in a criminal indict-
ment”); In re Jose D., 102 Misc. 2d 907, 909, 424 N.Y.S.2d 674, 675 (N.Y. Fam. Ct.
1980) (holding that “a juvenile respondent is entitled, as a matter of law, to be
charged upon a petition that satisfies the sufficiency standards of the Criminal
Procedure Law”); N.Y. Fam. Ct. Act § 311.1 (McKinney 1983) (requiring the
complaint to contain “a plain and concise factual statement . . . which . . . as-
serts facts supporting every element of the crime charged and the respondent's
commission thereof with sufficient precision to clearly apprise the respondent
of the conduct which is the subject of the accusation”); WasH. REv. CODE ANN.
§ 13.40.040 (Supp. 1984) (requiring a court’s finding of probable cause).
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trict of Columbia, in Brown v. Fauntleroy,3!3 required a prob-
able cause determination for a youth even though he was not
being held in detention because he had “remained in the status
of a person arrested for conduct defined as a crime and [was]
subject to trial for that conduct as a juvenile delinquent.”3!4
The Brown court reasoned that the initial arrest of the person
implicated the fourth amendment, requiring the state to justify
the arrest with a showing of probable cause regardless of any
additional incidents of detention or custody.315 In the same
year, following the reorganization of the court system in the
District of Columbia, the District of Columbia Court of Appeals
overturned the Brown decision in M.A.P. v. Ryan316 MA.P.
held that, because there was no constitutional right to a judicial
probable cause determination, the prosecutor’s decision to file
a petition constituted an adequate preliminary screening of
charges prior to the trial itself.317

The court in M.A4.P. is clearly correct in its conclusion that
the Supreme Court has not found a constitutional right to a
probable cause statement in a petition for a nondetained youth.
There remains, however, the more basic policy question of
whether judicial review of a probable cause statement should
be required as a matter of court rule. The Juvenile Justice
Standards recommend that every juvenile, whether detained or
released pending trial, should receive a prompt judicial deter-
mination of probable cause.318 The Standards propose that the

313. 442 F.2d 838 (D.C. Cir. 1971).

314. Id. at 839.

315. Id. at 841-42, The court of appeals held that “the right to be free of a
seizure made without probable cause does not depend upon the character of
the subsequent custody. Appellant accordingly has the right to have the valid-
ity of the seizure determined since he will be called to trial for conduct which
led to the seizure.” Id. at 842. The court also observed the detrimental conse-
quences of the juvenile’s status even if released:

A juvenile in appellant’s situation, released to his mother pending
trial, will nevertheless suffer disadvantages from his newly acquired
status. There is undoubtedly a certain stigma attached to being ac-
cused of a crime. Both school authorities and potential employers will
probably have him under close surveillance. Furthermore, neither the
United States Army nor the Job Corps ordinarily will accept him while
the charge is pending against him.

Id. at 842 n.7. The Supreme Court in Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U.S. 103 (1974),
noted that the burdens imposed on released defendants might entitle them to a
judicial determination of probable cause, although it emphasized the impor-
tance of a loss of liberty to this requirement. Id. at 114.

316. 285 A.2d 310 (D.C. 1971).

317. Id. at 313-15. The court simply concluded that since “there is no consti-
tutional right to a probable cause hearing,” the contrary holding in Brown *was
erroneously decided and should not be followed." Id. at 313.

318. See, e.g., JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RE-
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legal sufficiency of a complaint or petition should be deter-
mined in the first instance by an intake officer, whose judgment
is then reviewed by the prosecutor with the ultimate authority
to determine whether to file a petition.319 If the prosecutor de-
cides to file a petition, the Standards call for a judicial determi-
nation of probable cause at the child’s first appearance in
court.320 One commentator, summarizing the probable cause
requirements of the Juvenile Justice Standards, concludes that

These requirements assure that only those cases with prosecutive
merit reach the formal adjudicative stage of the proceedings. If an in-
take officer were allowed to make the final determination to file a peti-
tion, such a determination might be nothing more than a therapeutic
decision that the child is in need of services, without regard to whether
the child committed the alleged act. A prosecutor is more likely to be
concerned with the legal sufficiency of the evidence to establish prob-
able cause; therefore the prosecutor is authorized to make the final de-
termination of whether or not to file a petition.

. .. [T)he Standards clearly provide for a final determination of
probable cause by the court.321
The Standards conclude that the type of administrative screen-
ing provided by intake officers or prosecutors is simply inade-
quate to determine the merit of charges.322

Ironically, because Minnesota’s new juveniles rules have
statewide applicability, the state supreme court’s decision not
to require a factually detailed probable cause statement in the
petition represents a retrenchment from the safeguards af-
forded nonurban juveniles under the prior juvenile court rules.
Under the previous rules of procedure applicable in the
nonurban counties of the state, a delinquency petition was re-

LATING TO ADJUDICATION, Standard 1.1(B); id., STANDARDS RELATING TO THE Ju-
VENILE PROBATION FUNCTION, Standard 2.7; id, STANDARDS RELATING TO
PrETRIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS, Standard 4.1(A); id, STANDARDS RELATING TO
ProsecuTiON, Standard 4.2, 4.6; see also Davis, supra note 272, at 727 (summa-
rizing the requirements of the various volumes of the Juvenile Justice Stan-
dards regarding the legal sufficiency of a petition).

319. See JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING
TO THE JUVENILE PROBATION FuNcTION, Standard 2.16.

320. See id., STANDARDS RELATING TO ADJUDICATION, Standard 1.1(B); id.,
STANDARDS RELATING TO PROSECUTION, Standard 4.6.

321. Davis, supra note 272, at 728. In addition to requiring probable cause
determinations in connection with the sufficiency of a petition, the Standards
also require an initial determination of probable cause in connection with a de-
cision to detain a youth, JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STAN-
DARDS RELATING TO INTERIM STATUS, Standard 7.6(F); id., STANDARDS RELATING
TO PRE-TRIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS, Standard 4.1(B), or to transfer a juvenile for
prosecution as an adult, ¢d, STANDARDS RELATING TO TRANSFER BETWEEN
COURTS, Standard 2.2(A)(1).

322. Id., STANDARDS RELATING TO PRE-TRIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS, Standard
41(A) commentary at 86-87.
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quired to include “a clear and particularized statement of the
facts on which the petitioner relies for the assertion that the
child has violated the law or ordinance.”323 The new Rules
used the approach of the urban counties because the urban
prosecutors asserted that it was administratively burdensome
for them to conform with a practice that was routine in eighty-
four of the eighty-seven counties in the state.324

However administratively inconvenient thorough prepeti-
tion screening may be to the state, the juvenile faces a more
onerous imposition. Without such screening, a juvenile must
participate in the entire juvenile justice process, all the way
through to a trial, without the state ever being required to jus-
tify in writing and submit to judicial scrutiny the underlying
factual bases for that imposition. ‘As the Minnesota Supreme
Court has itself noted with respect to the analogous context of
the sufficiency of an adult criminal complaint,

‘We are and should be concerned if innocent persons can be forced to

undergo expensive and demeaning trials only to be found not guilty, or

if trial on the merits can be delayed or aborted by excessive formal-

ism. . . . [I]n striking the balance, care should be exercised to avoid

overemphasis on judicial efficiency or convenience 325
Apparently the court does not consider such an emphasis on
efficiency and administrative convenience offensive in juvenile
proceedings, even though many petitions containing conclusory
allegations are currently dismissed prior to or following trial
when prosecutorial investigation finally reveals that the facts
alleged do not correspond to the actual event.326 A rule that re-

323. Minn. Juv. Ct. R. 3-2(1)(a)(iii) (1982). In contrast, the Hennepin
County Juvenile Court Rules, which also were superseded by the new rules, al-
lowed petition statements to be based merely on information and belief. Hen-
nepin R. Juv. Ct. 3.1 (1982).

324. See Letter from Thomas L. Johnson, Hennepin County Attorney, to
Barry Feld (Nov. 8, 1984); Letter from Allen Oleisky, Hennepin County Juvenile
Court Judge and Member of Rules Drafting Task Force, to Barry Feld (Nov. 16,
1984) [hereinafter cited as Oleisky letter); Letter from John O. Sonsteng, Re-
porter of Rules Drafting Task Force, to Barry Feld (Nov. 6, 1984) [hereinafter
cited as Sonsteng letter] (copies of above correspondence on flle with the
author).

325. State v. Florence, 306 Minn. 442, 458, 239 N.W.2d 892, 902-03 (1976).

326. Accurate statistics on dismissal rates prior to or following trial and the
reasons for dismissal are unavailable. Moreover, the national statistics avail-
dble on rates of dismissal do not distinguish among jurisdictions with different
types of pretrial screening processes or petition procedures. On a national ba-
sis, however, it appears that over 40% of those cases referred by intake officers
to prosecutors are dismissed, primarily due to lack of sufficient evidence. See
T. Brack & C. SMITH, REPORTS OF THE NATIONAL JUVENILE JUSTICE ASSESSMENT
CENTERS: A PRELIMINARY NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF THE NUMBERS AND CHARAC-
TERISTICS OF JUVENILES PROCESSED IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SysTEM 53 (1981).
As this report notes,
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quires the county attorney to draft a full probable cause state-
ment for every petition filed would insure more conscientious
preliminary screening of cases. Many insubstantial cases
would never be filed and scarce prosecutorial resources would
be reserved for meritorious and contested cases.

Another important problem created by Minnesota’s failure
to require probable cause statements in all delinquency peti-
tions is that discovery provisions327 allow a court to force
nondetained juveniles to participate in pretrial evidence-gath-
ering procedures such as lineups, fingerprinting, photograph-
ing, and various physical or medical inspections.328 If this
evidence were obtained from a person in custody, the fourth
amendment would require probable cause for arrest or search
in order for the evidence to be admissible at trial.32¢ Although
the acquisition of evidence from people who are not in custody
must still be reasonable,330 there is no juvenile court mecha-

the largest number of offenders referred to juvenile court are dis-
missed. Some are dismissed summarily ... while others are dis-
missed due to insufficient evidence to sustain the allegation that a
crime had been committed or to indicate that the child’s situation war-
ranted system intervention . . . . Together, these two dismissal catego-
ries account for 46.2 percent of all disposition decisions.
Id. at 68-70. Thus, it appears that a large number of juvenile cases penetrate
deeply into the juvenile justice process without effective screening. There is no
reason to believe that the juvenile process in Minnesota differs in any signifi-
cant way from the national experience in this regard.

327. Minn. R.P. Juv, Cr. 24. The broad discovery provisions afforded under
Rule 24 refiect the expansion of criminal discovery practices in the past decade.
See, e.g., United States v. Nobles, 422 U.S. 225, 230-32 (1975) (prosecution as well
as defense can invoke inherent power of federal judiciary to require production
of previously recorded witness statements that facilitate discovery); Wardius v.
Oregon, 412 U.S. 470, 473-79 (1973) (Oregon rule requiring disclosure of defend-
ant’s alibi witnesses invalid because not reciprocal); Williams v. Florida, 399
U.S. 78, 80-86 (1970) (Florida notice-of-alibi rule upheld); Fep. R. Crim. P. 16
(discovery and inspection); MinN. R. CriM. P. 9 (discovery in felony and gross
misdemeanor cases).

328. Minn. R.P. Juv. Ct. 24.02(2) (A). The rule requires the county attorney
to advise the child’s counsel of the time and place that the identification proce-
dure will be conducted. MiNN. R.P. Juv. Crt. 24.02(2) (B).

329. See, e.g., United States v. Crews, 445 U.S. 463, 472 (1980) (use of photo-
graphic and lineup identification unconstitutional because arrest made without
probable cause); Davis v. Mississippi, 394 U.S. 721, 724 (1969) (fingerprint evi-
dence obtained without probable cause inadmissible); Schmerber v. California,
384 U.S. 757, 766-70 (1966) (outlining constitutional requirements for blood tests
of persons accused of driving under the influence of alcohol).

330. See, e.g., Davis v. Mississippi, 394 U.S. 721, 728 (1969) (suggesting that
fingerprint evidence obtained without probable cause might be admissible if
there were “narrowly circumscribed procedures for obtaining, during the
course of a criminal investigation, the fingerprints of individuals for whom
there is no probable cause to arrest”); Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 20-27 (1968)
(“stop and frisk” allowable with lower standard of probable cause than that re-
quired for arrest); Camara v. Municipal Court, 387 U.S. 523, 534 (1967) (health
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nism that compels a judicial probable cause determination
prior to subjecting nondetained youths to the various identifica-
tion procedures. Perhaps Rule 19, which gives juveniles the
right to request a petition stating probable cause by filing a mo-
tion that “states sufficient reasons that a probable cause show-
ing is necessary,”s3l can be read to require a probable cause
statement as a prerequisite to discovery from the child, but the
requirement remains discretionary with the court.

A rule requiring a probable cause statement in every peti-
tion would have readily solved such problems and placed
juveniles on a more equal footing with adult criminal defend-
ants. The current rule permitting conclusory allegations allows
unscreened or cursorily reviewed cases to penetrate much fur-
ther into the process. This, coupled with the reality that a sub-
stantial majority of juveniles waive their rights to the
assistance of counsel332 and plead guilty, greatly increases the
likelihood of juvenile courts obtaining jurisdiction over youths
when a factual basis for such intervention may be lacking.

VI. EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS

The United States Supreme Court established the constitu-
tional procedures for determining the admissibility of a confes-
sion at trial in Jackson v. Denno333 Jackson rejected the New
York practice of admitting a confession into evidence without
any preliminary judicial determination of its voluntariness.
The Court reasoned that the procedure, which allowed the jury
to decide whether the confession was voluntary and instructed
it to disregard an involuntary confession in deciding guilt or in-
nocence, was fraught with too many dangers.33¢ It declared the
procedure unconstitutional because the procedure failed to
provide a reliable determination of the voluntariness of the

inspection allowable without meeting traditional probable cause requirements
for a search of private property). In contrast, the Supreme Court in United
States v. Dionisio, 410 U.S. 1 (1973), held that a suspect may be compelled to
give a voice examplar to a grand jury without a preliminary probable cause de-
termination. The Court asserted that “a subpoena to appear before a grand
jury is not a ‘seizure’ in the Fourth Amendment sense, even though that sum-
mons may be inconvenient or burdensome.” Id. at 9. The Court distinguished
Davis on the grounds that in Davis “it was the initial seizure—the lawless drag-
net detention—that violated the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments, not the
taking of the fingerprints.” Id. at 11. Critical to the Dionisio decision was the
investigative function of the grand jury. See id. at 17.

331. Mmmw. R.P. Juv. Cr. 19.04(1) (c) (ii).

332. See supra notes 160-64 and accompanying text.

333. 378 U.S. 368 (1964).

334, Id. at 381-82.
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confession and because there was no way of adequately deter-
mining from a general verdict of guilt whether the jury had
properly disregarded a confession that it had found involun-
tary.335 The Court feared that a jury could not adequately com-
partmentalize the issue of the voluntariness and admissibility
of the confession from the issue of the defendant’s guilt. As a
result, other evidence of guilt might influence the jury’s volun-
tariness determination, or a reliable but involuntary confession
might be depended on to convict.336 The Court concluded that
state procedures must provide a

reliable and clear-cut determination of the voluntariness of the confes-

sion. . . . Whether the trial judge, another judge or another jury, but

not the convicting jury, fully resolves the issue of voluntariness is not a

matter of concern here. . . . [T]he states are free to allocate functions

between judge and jury as they see fit.337

The Minnesota Supreme Court described the procedures
necessary to meet the federal constitutional standards of Jack-
son in State ex rel. Rasmussen v. Tahash.33® Rasmussen re-
quires the prosecution to advise the court at the time of
defendant’s arraignment if evidence whose admissibility raises
constitutional issues will be offered at trial.33® The court then
advises the defendant’s counsel, who may contest the admissi-
bility of the evidence on federal constitutional grounds in a pre-
trial hearing.340 Three years later, however, the court limited
the Rasmussen pretrial hearing requirement to jury trials in
City of St. Paul v. Page3tl and exempted the juvenile court

335. The Court in Jackson noted that
the New York jury returns only a general verdict upon the ultimate
question of guilt or innocence. It is impossible to discover whether the
jury found the confession voluntary and relied upon it, or involuntary
and supposedly ignored it. Nor is there any indication of how the jury
resolved disputes in the evidence concerning the critical facts underly-
ing the coercion issue. Indeed, there is nothing to show that these mat-
ters were resolved at all, one way or the other.

Id. at 379-80.

336. Id. at 383. As the Court pointed out,
It is difficult, if not impossible, to prove that a confession which a jury
has found to be involuntary has nevertheless influenced the verdict or
that its finding of voluntariness, if this is the course that it took, was
affected by the other evidence showing the confession was true. But
the New York procedure poses substantial threats to a defendant’s
constitutional rights to have an involuntary confession entirely disre-
garded and to have the coercion issue fairly and reliably determined.
These hazards we cannot ignore.

Id. at 389.

337. Id. at 391 & n.19.

338. 272 Minn. 539, 141 N.W.2d 3 (1966).

339. Id. at 553, 141 N.W.2d at 13.

340. Id. at 554, 141 N.-W.2d at 13.

341. 285 Minn. 374, 376, 173 N.W.2d 460, 462 (1969).
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from the requirement in In re Welfare of Spencer342 The Spen-
cer court reasoned that, because the purpose of a separate pre-
trial hearing was to isolate the jury from preliminary
constitutional evidentiary questions, juvenile court proceedings
do not require such separate pretrial hearings because they do
not involve juries.343

Minnesota codified this approach in Rule 26, which pro-
vides that an evidentiary hearing may be held to determine the
admissibility at trial of evidence obtained from search and
seizure, admissions, confessions, or identification procedures,
as well as evidence of other crimes.34#¢ This evidentiary hearing
“may be held by the court at any time before the trial” and
“[a]ny issue not determined prior to trial shall be determined
as part of the trial.”345 In most juvenile delinquency trials,
however, administrative convenience leads to the litigation of
suppression issues in the course of the trial itself rather than in
a pretrial evidentiary hearing.346 The practice under Rule 26 al-
lows the same judge to determine the admissibility of evidence
or the voluntariness of a confession and, in the same proceed-
ing, the ultimate guilt or innocence of the juvenile defendant.347
This is similar to the practice in adult misdemeanor prosecu-
tions in bench trials348 but differs from the practice in adult fel-
ony and gross misdemeanor prosecutions, in which the
evidentiary issues must be determined prior to trial, bench trial
or not.349

342. 288 Minn. 119, 179 N.W.2d 95 (1970).

343. Id. at 123, 179 N.W.24 at 97-98.

344. MmN R.P. Juv. Cr. 26.01. Rule 23 requires the county attorney to ad-
vise the child’s counsel of any evidence that the state intends to introduce that
may raise constitutional issues, as well as proof of other crimes. Mmn. R.P.
Juv. Ct. 23. The notice requirements correspond to those of the state rules of
criminal procedure. MmvN. R. CrRin. P. 7; see also State v. Billstrom, 276 Minn.
174, 178-19, 149 N.W.2d 281, 284-85 (1967) (requiring notice of evidence of addi-
tional offenses); State ex rel Rasmussen v. Tahash, 272 Minn. 539, 552-56, 141
N.W2d 3, 12-15 (1965) (requiring notice of evidence obtained from defendant
that may raise constitutional issues); State v. Spreigl, 272 Minn. 488, 496-97, 139
N.W.2d 167, 172-73 (1965) (requiring notice of evidence of repeated offenses).

345. MmN, R.P. Juv. CT. 26.01. If an adverse judicial determination is antici-
pated, the county attorney may obtain a pretrial evidentiary hearing in order to
preserve a right to appeal the ruling without having double jeopardy attach.
M. R.P. Juv. CT. 26.01(b).

346. See Letter from Thomas H. Frost, Assistant Hennepin County Attor-
ney, Juvenile Division, to Barry Feld (Nov. 1, 1984); Oleisky letter, supra note
324; Sonsteng letter, supra note 324 (copies of above correspondence on file
with the author).

347. See Mm. R.P. Juv. Cr. 26.

348. Mmn. R. Crim. P. 12.04(3).

349. M. R. Crow. P. 11.07 (“All issues presented at the Omnibus Hearing
shall be determined before trial.”).
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The cwrrent practice in juvenile court thus permits the
judge to decide both the admissibility of evidence and the ulti-
mate guilt or innocence of the defendant in the same proceed-
ing.35%0 The rationale for allowing judges, but not juries, to
decide both voluntariness/admissibility and guilt in the course
of the same proceeding is that judges, unlike juries, are, by pro-
fessional training, temperament, and experience, capable of
compartmentalizing inadmissible evidence from admissible evi-
dence in deciding a case.351 That presumption also underlies a
host of interrelated evidentiary doctrines.352 For example, “ab-

350. Courts generally have held that adult criminal bench trials do not re-
quire separate pretrial hearings. See, e.g., United States v. Martinez, §55 F.2d
1269, 1272 (5th Cir. 1977); United States ex rel. Placek v. Illinois, 546 F.2d 1298,
1304 (1976); United States v. Greathouse, 484 F.2d 805, 807 (7th Cir. 1973); City of
St. Paul v. Page, 285 Minn. 374, 376, 173 N.W.2d 460, 462 (1969); Pinczkowski v.
State, 51 Wis. 2d 249, 255, 186 N.W.2d 203, 205 (1971). See generally C. McCor-
MICK, EVIDENCE § 60 (E. Cleary ed. 1972) (discussing admissibility of evidence
in adult bench trials).

The same rule also is followed in juvenile proceedings. See, e.g., In re Ap-
peal of Maricopa County Juvenile Action No. J-84357, 118 Ariz. 284, 287, 576 P.2d
143, 146 (1978); In re Welfare of Spencer, 288 Minn. 119, 123, 179 N.W.2d 95, 97-98
(1970).

351. See United States ex rel. Placek v. Illinois, 546 F.2d 1298, 1305 (7th Cir.
1976); People v. Fultz, 32 Ill. App. 3d 317, 333, 336 N.E.2d 288, 302 (1975). The
New York Court of Appeals has articulated this difference between judge and
Jury:

While a jury may sometimes be confused by the legal intricacies of
deciding two questions together, a Judge will not be so disori-
ented. . . . “Errors which loom large to a judge, learned in law and
trained to administer justice in strict accordance with the law, may be
scarcely visible to the lay juror.” . . .

In our own deliberations in this court, we are called upon to objec-
tively consider questions of law and reverse convictions even though
upon reading the entire record we are convinced of the defendant's
guilt.

People v. Brown, 24 N.Y.2d 168, 172, 247 N.E.2d 153, 156, 299 N.Y.S.2d 190, 193
(1969) (quoting People v. Buchalter, 289 N.Y. 181, 224-25, 45 N.E.2d 225, 247
(1942)).

Although Brown was a criminal case, courts in civil cases also have pre-
sumed that the judge will disregard all incompetent evidence and base findings
solely on admissible evidence. As the Eighth Circuit has observed, “In the trial
of a nonjury case, it is virtually impossible for a trial judge to commit reversible
error by receiving incompetent evidence, whether objected to or not. An appel-
late court will not reverse . . . unless all of the competent evidence is insuffi-
cient to support the judgement . . . .” Builder's Steel Co. v. Commissioner of
Internal Revenue, 179 F.2d 377, 379 (8th Cir. 1950). For a discussion of the im-
pact of incompetent evidence, see Note, Incompetent Evidence in Nonjury Tri-
als: Ought We Presume That It Has No Effect?, 29 IND. L.J. 446 (1954).

352. The Seventh Circuit, in United States ex rel. Placek v. Illinois, 546 F.2d
1298 (7th Cir. 1976), noted that

much that comes to the attention of a judge in a bench trial would be

inadmissible in a jury trial. In a bench trial, we presume that evidence

admitted for a limited purpose is considered in its proper perspective

by the trial judge. Moreover, when evidence has been initially received
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sent a clear showing of substantial prejudice, a bench trial
judge is presumed to have considered only relevant and admis-
sible evidence in reaching his findings.”353 Appellate courts
thus regularly presume that inadmissible evidence that would
clearly prejudice a jury does not improperly influence a trial
judge exposed to the same evidence, even when the judge erro-
neously admitted it originally.354

There are also practical and administrative considerations
that lead courts to treat the impact of evidence differently
when the evidence is presented to a judge instead of a jury. It
may be administratively inconvenient to require one judge to
determine preliminary issues of evidence admissibility and an-
other to sit as the ultimate trier of fact at the adjudication.3ss

and later excluded as inadmissible in a bench trial, we assume that the
trial judge was not improperly influenced thereby. Indeed, even when
we have held that evidence was improperly admitted in a bench trial,
we have refused to presume that the trial judge considered it in reach-
ing his verdict. . .. [A] trained, experienced . .. judge, as distin-
guished from a jury, must be presumed to have exercised the proper
discretion in distinguishing between the improper and the proper evi-
dence introduced at trial, and to have based his decision only on the
latter, in the absence of a clear showing to the contrary.
Id. at 1305.

353. Id. at 1304. For citations of additional authority on this point, see id. at
1304 n.3. The New York Court of Appeals has concluded that “there is a critical
difference between a jury and nonjury trial and, therefore, . . . the rationale of
Jackson is inapplicable in the latter situation." People v. Brown, 24 N.Y.2d 168,
173, 247 N.E.2d 153, 156, 299 N.Y.S.2d 190, 194 (1969).

354. Commentators have noted this tendency:

Presumptions of propriety govern, ascribing to the trial judge—so long

as he sits without a jury—the wisdom to have disregarded the inadmis-

sible and to have relied solely on the evidence which he later adjudged

competent. At times the presumption may appear a bit tenuous, for

the very judge who has been found to have erred in favor of admissibil-

ity is presumed to have gained new wisdom, if not a measure of sheer

omniscience, by the end of the case when he is obliged to weigh and

assess the evidence and is presumed to have disregarded that which he

earlier erroneously admitted.
Levin & Cohen, The Exclusionary Rules in Nonjury Criminal Cases, 119 U. PaA.
L. REV, 905, 907 (1971). For opinions expressing similar views, see Common-
wealth v. Green, 464 Pa. 557, 569, 347 A.2d 682, 688 (1975) (Manderino, J., dissent-
ing); ‘Commonwealth v. Patterson, 432 Pa. 76, 86, 247 A.2d 218, 223 (1968)
(O’'Brien, J., dissenting); Commonwealth v. Goodman, 221 Pa. Super. 73, 76, 289
A.2d 186, 188 (1972) (Spaulding, J., dissenting), vacated, 454 Pa. 358, 311 A.2d 652
(1973). But ¢f. Commonwealth v. Corbin, 447 Pa. 463, 468, 291 A.2d 307, 310
(1972) (finding that a trial judge’s denial of defendant’s motion to suppress was
harmless because the confession was found to be voluntary).

355. In Commonwealth v. Green, 464 Pa. 557, 347 A.2d 682 (1975), the trial
judge had found the defendant’s confession to be involuntary and had stated
that it was not considered in determining the defendant's guilt. See id. at 558,
347 A.2d at 683. In response to the defendant’s contention on appeal that expo-
sure to the prejudicial evidence was sufficient to nullify the judge's verdict, the
Supreme Cowrt of Pennsylvania responded that
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Moreover, the suggestion that judges might be adversely influ-
enced by evidence that they have heard but suppressed could
jeopardize a number of other presumptions about the role of
judges in bench trials.356 Indeed, some courts regard question-
ing the ability of trial judges to disregard the prejudicial impact
of inadmissible evidence as an attack on the very foundation of
the judicial trial process.357

One need not attack the foundations of the entire judicial
function in bench trials, however, to question whether, as a
matter of policy, it might not be preferable to have a judge
other than the one who actually tries the case make prelimi-
nary determinations of admissibility.358 For example, the
Pennsylvania federal district court has applied the Jackson ra-
tionale to bench trials by requiring that a judge determine the
admissibility of evidence in a separate proceeding prior to
trial.359 It did so because it bhelieved that the finder of fact,

it is of the essence of the judicial function to hear or view proffered evi-
dence. . . and to decide whether or not it should be admitted. . . . For
us to accept appellant’s contention would be, in effect, to find disqualifi-
cation of a judge to be a judge; it would go against the time honored
practice in our courts . . . , and would add immeasurably to the work-
load of the trial courts.

Id. at 561, 347 A.2d at 683-84.

356. A Florida appeals court has recognized this danger: “To reverse this
trial on the basis that the trial judge, in his capacity as trier of fact, was so prej-
udicially influenced by his encounter with the incriminating portions of [co-
defendants’ confessions], would be to cast aspersions on the entire foundation
of the judge’s role in any court proceeding.” Brown v. State, 223 So. 2d 337, 339
(Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1969).

357. See People v. Fultz, 32 Ill. App. 3d 317, 333, 336 N.E.2d 288, 302 (“There is
no valid analogy between the jury and the trial judge . . . . There can be no
assumption that the trial judge cannot make a reliable determination of the vol-
untariness of the confession . . . and there can be no assumption of his inevita-
ble prejudice in making that determination . . . .”); State v. Hutchinson, 260
Md. 227, 231, 271 A.2d 641, 643 (1970) (observing that “the issue before us goes to
the very marrow of the role, function, and capacity of the judge in our legal sys-
tem”); see also C. McCORMICK, supra note 350, § 60, at 138 n.87 (suggesting that
those who take the position that judges cannot purge inadmissible evidence
from their minds do so “misguidedly”).

358. See United States ex rel. Placek v. Illinois, 546 F.2d 1298, 1306 n.8 (7th
Cir. 1976) (“Holding a pretrial hearing, or a separate hearing when the volunta-
riness issue is first raised at trial, seems preferable in order to minimize the
possibility that such improper influence might arise.”); Commonwealth v.
Goodman, 454 Pa. 358, 360, 311 A.2d 652, 653 (1973) (quoting Commonwealth v.
Paquette, 451 Pa. 250, 258, 301 A.2d 837, 841 (1973)) (preferred practice is “to
have the trial conducted by someone other than the judge who presided over
the Suppression Proceedings particularly where there is a waiver of [a] jury”).

359. United States ex rel. Spears v. Rundle, 268 F. Supp. 691, 695 (E.D. Pa.
1967), aff’d, 405 F.2d 1037 (3d Cir. 1969); see also United States ex rel. Owens v.
Cavell, 254 F. Supp. 154, 155 (M.D. Pa. 1966) (questioning but not deciding
whether a judge sitting as fact finder would be able to pass on the question of
guilt or innocence without being influenced by the voluntariness issue); ¢f.
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whether judge or jury, must be absolutely unprejudiced when
it decides guilt and that simultaneously determining the volun-
tariness of a confession and guilt prejudices both decisions.360
Although some other courts have recognized that “judges, be-
ing flesh and blood, are subject to the same emotions and
human frailties as affect other members of the specie,”361 re-
markably few courts have considered testing the dimensions of
Judicial frailty, and there are no empirical studies directly test-
ing the ability of judges to compartmentalize as a result of their
professional training and expertise. Several commentators
have questioned this ability,362 but in most jurisdictions the fic-
tion of judicial blindside precludes further analysis of the
issue.363

There are several analogous instances of judicial decision
making that bear on the propriety of allowing the same judge to
determine both suppression issues and a defendant’s guilt or
innocence. Many courts and commentators have concluded
that when a judge knows about a defendant's prior eriminal
record, the judge may be unable to prevent such knowledge
from influencing the judge’s determination of the defendant’s
guilt.26¢ The problem of judicial awareness of a defendant’s

Hutcherson v. United States, 351 F.2d 748, 751-55 (D.C. Cir. 1965) (setting aside
conviction because jury not properly instructed on its responsibility regarding
a confession admitted against a claim of involuntariness). For other cases dis-
cussing the admissibility of evidence in nonjury proceedings, see supra note
354.

360. United States ex rel. Spears v. Rundle, 268 F. Supp. 691, 695-96 (E.D. Pa.
1967), aff’d, 405 F.2d 1037 (3d Cir. 1969).

361. State v. Hutchinson, 260 Md. 227, 233, 271 A.2d 641, 644 (1970); see also
Kovacs v. Szentes, 130 Conn. 229, 232, 33 A.2d 124, 125 (1943) (“A judge has not
such control over his mental faculties that he can definitely determine whether
or not inadmissible evidence he has heard will affect his mind in making his
decision.”).

362. For example, commentators have observed:

Nature does not furnish a jurist’s brain with thought-tight compart-
ments to suit the convenience of legal theory, and convincing evidence
once heard does leave its mark. . . .

. .. If after an evidential objection and argument thereupon, he
definitely admits the improper evidence, it requires an appellate Polly-
anna with fingers crossed and tongue in cheek, to presume that the
trial judge discovered and removed his error before judgment.

Maguire & Epstein, Rules of Evidence in Preliminary Controversies as to Ad-
missibility, 36 YALE L.J. 1101, 1115-16 (1927); see, e.g., Levin & Cohen, supra note
394; Note, Improper Evidence in Nonjury Trials: Basis for Reversal?, 19 HARrv.
L. REv. 407 (1965) [hereinafter cited as Note, Improper Evidence]; Note, supra
note 351.

363. See, e.g., State v. Hutchinson, 260 Md. 227, 233, 271 A.2d 641, 644 (1970).

364. See Commonwealth v. Oglesby, 438 Pa. 91, 93-94, 263 A.2d 419, 420-21
(1970); Commonwealth v. Jones, 259 Pa. Super. 103, __, 393 A.2d 737, 73840
(1978); AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION PROJECT ON STANDARDS FOR CRIMINAL JUS-
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criminal past is akin to information obtained in suppression
hearings,365 because in both instances the judges have informa-
tion that is both inadmissible and prejudicial to the defendant.
Kalven and Zeisel’s classic study of American juries366 noted
that when judges have facts that are kept from the jury,
whether obtained from suppression hearings, withdrawn guilty
pleas, or knowledge of the defendant’s criminal record, the
judges are more likely to convict than are juries because the
judges use that additional (albeit inadmissible) evidence in
making their decisions.367 The availability of such evidence to

TICE, STANDARDS RELATING TO THE FUNCTION OF THE TRIAL JUDGE, Standard 1.7
(1972) (trial judges should excuse themselves whenever they doubt their abil-
ity to preside impartially in a criminal case or when their impartiality reason-
ably could be questioned); Levin & Cohen, supra note 354, at 911-17; Note,
Improper Evidence, supra note 362, at 413-14; see also Amsterdam, The Supreme
Court and the Rights of Suspects in Criminal Cases, 45 N.Y.U. L. REv, 785, 792
(1970) (judges and magistrates who are functionally and psychologically allied
with the police determine the fate of a suspect, who usually is a “bad type” and
has a criminal record). Professor Wigmore described the problems posed when
the judge knows about the defendant’s prior criminal record:

The natural and inevitable tendency of the tribunal—whether judge or

jury—is to give excessive weight to the vicious record of crime thus ex-

hibited, and either to allow it to bear too strongly on the present
charge, or to take the proof of it as justifying a condemnation irrespec-
tive of guilt of the present charge. Moreover, the use of alleged particu-

lar acts ranging over the entire period of the defendant’s life makes it ”*

impossible for him to be prepared to refute the charge, any or all of

which may be mere fabrications.
1 J. WiGMORE, EVIDENCE § 194, at 646 (3d ed. 1940).

Compare Commonwealth v. Rivers, 218 Pa. Super. 184, 187, 279 A.2d 766, 768
(1971) (trial judge’s knowledge of defendant’s prior crimes and pending murder
charge “was so prejudicial that the trier of facts, even though he was an able
and experienced trial judge, could have come to no other conclusion than that
the appellant had a predilection for crime”) with People v. Robillard, 55 Cal, 2d
88, 99, 358 P.2d 295, 301, 10 Cal. Rptr. 167, 173 (1960) (“A trial judge is much less
likely than a jury to be prejudiced by allegedly inflammatory or improper evi-
dence, since his well-trained legal mind will reject such evidence if it is im-
proper and view it in its proper light and for the limited purpose for which it
was introduced.”), cert. denied, 365 U.S. 886 (1961), overruled on other grounds,
People v. Morse, 60 Cal. 2d 631, 648-49, 388 P.2d 33, 44, 36 Cal. Rptr. 201, 212
(1964).

365. See United States ex rel. DiGiangiemo v. Regan, 528 F.2d 1262, 1265-70
(2d Cir. 1975) (due process mandates that the granting of a motion to suppress
evidence constitutes collateral estoppel barring introduction of that evidence in
a subsequent criminal trial), cert. denied, 426 U.S. 950 (1976); ¢f Simmons v.
United States, 390 U.S. 377, 389-94 (1968) (defendant’s testimony in support of a
fourth amendment suppression motion may not thereafter be admitted against
him at trial on the issue of guilt).

366. H. KaLvEN & H. ZEISEL, THE AMERICAN JURY (1966).

367. Id. at 105-17, 133. In the 962 sample cases in which the judge and jury
disagreed on guilt, the existence of facts that only the judge knew was given as
one of the reasons for disagreement seven percent of the time. /d. Table 26, at
111. The study concludes that “judges will decide cases differently because
they are privy to additional, albeit inadmissible, evidence.” Id. at 133.
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trial judges thus constitutes a significant risk of prejudice to
defendants.

A similar problem occurs when a judge trying a criminal
case is aware that the defendant pled guilty and later withdrew
the plea or that the court rejected a guilty plea.?68 The danger
is that the judge “will in fact have negated in his mind the pre-
sumption of innocence with which each criminal trial is sup-
posed to begin.”369 Indeed, some courts have recognized that
withdrawn guilty pleas may so prejudice the tribunal that a fair
bench trial thereafter is impossible.370 Most courts, however,
have left it to the trial judge'’s discretion to withdraw from a
case in which the judge has previously participated in plea ne-
gotiations or received a plea that was later rejected or
withdrawn.371

368. See Commonwealth v. Conti, 236 Pa. Super. 488, 495-503, 345 A.2d 238,
24146 (1975) (mew trial required when judge learned through testimony that
defendant had pleaded guilty at preliminary hearing since evidence of guilt not
otherwise overwhelming and prior plea highly prejudicial).

369. Note, Judicial Plea Bargaining, 19 Stan. L. Rev. 1082, 1089-90 (1967);
see also Alschuler, The Trial Judge’s Role in Plea Bargaining, 76 CoLuns. L. REv.
1059, 1108-16 (1976) (discussing danger that bargaining judge could not conduct
a fair trial after breakdown of plea negotiations); Gallagher, Judicial Participa-
tion in Plea Bargaining: A Search for Standards, 9 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 29,
44 (1974) (noting that a trial judge’s impartiality, or at least “the judge's image
as an impartial arbiter of justice,” may be jeopardized by involvement in pre-
trial negotiations).

370. See, e.g., Brown v. Peyton, 435 F.2d 1352, 1359 (4th Cir. 1970) (Winter, J.,
dissenting) (pointing out that “if a plea bargain is rejected, it should be a sim-
ple matter for the judge to disqualify himself and send the parties to another
judge for consideration of their revised agreement"), cert, denied, 406 U.S. 931
(1972); State v. Joyner, 228 La. 927, 930-31, 84 So. 2d 462, 463-64 (1955) (with-
drawn guilty plea inadmissible and prejudicial); State v. Reardon, 245 Minn.
509, 511-12, 73 N.W.2d 192, 193-84 (1955) (same); People v. Selikoff, 35 N.¥.2d 227,
239, 318 N.E.2d 784, 792, 360 N.Y.S.2d 623, 634 (1974) (defendant who had with-
drawn guilty plea had a right to request that another judge preside over the
trial), cert. denied, 419 U.S. 1122 (1975); Commonwealth v. Rothman, 222 Pa.
Super. 385, 386-87, 294 A.2d 783, 784 (1972) (judicial participation in plea bargain-
ing allowed when judge advised defendant that another judge would try the
case if plea withdrawn); ¢f. Scott v. United States, 419 F.2d 264, 269-74 (D.C. Cir.
1969) (trial judge should neither participate in plea bargaining nor create incen-
tives for guilty pleas by using a policy of differential sentencing).

371. See, e.g., People v. Irwin, 47 Mich. App. 608, 609-10, 209 N.W.2d 718, 719
(1973). The Minnesota Supreme Court has stated:

We do not conceive that the rule . . . should have unvarying applica-
tion in cases where defendant waives a jury and his guilt or innocence

is passed upon by the court. It would not be unusual for a court to be
aware of proceedings had in another courtroom in connection with the
same prosecution, and it could not be fairly said that in every case the
court’s knowledge of the prior plea of guilty, either withdrawn or va-
cated, would prevent him from fairly passing upon the issue of guilt or
innocence.

State v. Hayes, 285 Minn. 199, 201, 172 N.W.2d 324, 326 (1969).
Similarly, the Eighth Circuit has observed: “After rejecting a plea [be-
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Another analogue to the problem of a judge simultaneously
deciding issues of admissibility and guilt arises when a trial
court erroneously considers a codefendant’s confessions. As
with other types of “prejudicial knowledge,” the Supreme
Court forbids juries to possess such information and still de-
cide guilt but allows judges to have that knowledge and make
the same decision. For example, in Brutor v. United States,372
a codefendant’s confession implicating defendant Bruton was
admitted into evidence, but the trial judge instructed the jury
to consider it only against its maker and to disregard its incrim-
inating character in determining Bruton’s guilt.373 The
Supreme Court held that Bruton was entitled to a new trial
“because of the substantial risk that the jury, despite instruc-
tions to the contrary, looked to the incriminating extrajudicial
statements in determining [Bruton’s] guilt.”374 The Court

cause the presentence report did not support the bargained-for plea], a judge
may excuse himself from further involvement in the case and should give seri-
ous consideration to doing so. . . . But ultimately, absent a showing of actual
prejudice, the choice lies within the discretion of the trial judge.” United States
v. Gallington, 488 F.2d 637, 639-40 (8th Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 416 U.S. 907
(1974). The Gallington court recognized the dangers inherent in allowing the
same judge to decide the case on the merits after exposure to evidence proba-
tive of guilt, id. at 639, but it followed the majority practice and allowed the
same judge to try the case, id. at 640; see United States v. Clark, 605 F.2d 939, 942
(1979) (not improper for judge who had read the presentence report after de-
fendant’s initial guilty plea to preside over defendant’s jury trial). As one com-
mentator summarized the issue,

Whatever the professionalism and objectivity of most judges, a particu-

lar judge may view a defendant’s participation in plea discussions as

an indication of guilt; he may resent a defendant’s refusal of an offer

that the judge considered generous; and he may be exposed to evi-

dence and allegations during a bargaining session that make it difficult

for him to remain impartial. Moreover, defendants and other observers

of the criminal courts may have less confidence in a judge’s “trained

and disciplined judicial intellect” than the judge does himself. To dissi-

pate the doubt about a judge’s objectivity that would inevitably arise

from his participation in pretrial bargaining, it seems desirabie to as-

sign a case to another judge for trial whenever a defendant rejects a

judicial offer and enters a plea of not guilty.
Alschuler, supra note 369, at 1111.

372. 391 U.S. 123 (1968).

373. Id. at 125 n.2.

374. Id. at 126. The Court, applying its reasoning in Jackson v. Denno, 378
U.S. 368 (1964), regarding the inability of juries to compartmentalize evidence,
stated:

“The fact of the matter is that too often such admonition [to the jury]|
against misuse of the confessor’s inculpation of the nonconfessor is in-
trinsically ineffective in that the effect of such a nonadmissible declara-
tion cannot be wiped from the brains of the jurors.” 352 U.S,, at
2417, . . . “The Government should not have the windfall of having the
jury be influenced by evidence against a defendant which, as a matter
of law, they should not consider but which they cannot put out of their
minds.” Id., at 248. To the same effect, and also quoted in the Jackson
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noted that Bruton had been denied the right to confront and
cross-examine his codefendant, who did not testify regarding
his own confession.3? Similar concern about a judge's ability
to compartmentalize such knowledge, however, is generally
lacking for either adult defendants in bench trials or juvenile
defendants in juvenile proceedings.376

Whenever a judge knows information that is not admissible
at trial but is prejudicial to a defendant, the impartiality of the

note, . . . : “The naive assumption that prejudicial effects can be over-
come by instructions to the jury . . . all practicing lawyers know to be
unmitigated fiction.”

Bruton, 391 U.S. at 129 (quoting Delli Paoli v. United States, 352 U.S. 232, 247,
248 (1957) (Frankfurter, J., dissenting); Krulewitch v. United States, 336 U.S.
440, 453 (1949) (Jackson, J., concurring)). The Court also noted that “there are
some contexts in which the risk that the jury will not, or cannot, follow instruc-
tions is so great, and the consequences of failure so vital to the defendant, that
the practical and human limitations of the jury system cannot be ignored.” Id.
at 135. The Court recognized the inadequacy of cautionary instructions: “‘A
jury cannot “segregate evidence into separate intellectual boxes.”" . . . It can-
not determine that a confession is true insofar as it admits that A has commit-
ted criminal acts with B and at the same time effectively ignore the inevitable
conclusion that B has committed those same criminal acts with A.'" Id. at 131
(quoting People v. Aranda, 63 Cal. 24 518, 529, 407 P.2d 265, 272, 47 Cal. Rptr. 353,
360 (1965)).

375. Id. at 126.

376. Some state courts have applied the Bruton reasoning to juvenile pro-
ceedings held before a judge. The California Court of Appeals, for example,
ruled that “out-of-court statements made by one juvenile implicating another
cannot be admitted in a joint jurisdictional hearing unless the references impli-
cating the nondeclarant have been effectively deleted; if the inculpatory refer-
ences cannot be effectively deleted, the hearing must be severed if the
statement is to be admitted against the declarant.” In re D.L., 46 Cal. App. 3d
65, 70-71, 120 Cal. Rptr. 276, 279 (1975).

The Maryland Court of Special Appeals also applied Bruton in a juvenile
court bench trial in which the trial judge not only erroneously admitted the co-
defendant’s confession against the defendant, but also demonstrated on the
record his failure to “compartmentalize” the evidence in his findings of guilt.
See In re Appeal No. 977 from Circuit Court of Baltimore City, 22 Md. App. 511,
515-18, 323 A.2d 663, 666-68 (1974). Although adhering to the general rule that
Bruton violations are inapposite in a nonjury trial because of the presumption
of judicial compartmentalization, the court stated, “The presumption is rebut-
ted, however (or, more properly, it does not even arise), where the judge's in-
structions to himself are discernibly erroneous.” Id. at 518, 323 A.2d at 667.

In Mackey v. State, 234 So. 2d 418 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1970), the Florida Dis-
trict Court of Appeals ruled that Bruton applied to adult criminal bench trials
since “there is a reasonable probability that the trial judge could not evaluate
the evidence, as it bore on the guilt or innocence of [one defendant], after hear-
ing the [codefendant’s] statement, without to some material extent being influ-
enced thereby.” Id. at 420. The following year, however, the court reversed its
decision in Mackey to apply Bruton to bench trials. Brown v. State, 252 So. 2d
842, 844 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1971). The confrontation problem in Bruton, inci-
dentally, is similar to the voluntariness problem in Jackson in that both indi-
cate the danger inherent in exposing the fact finder to certain additional,
prejudicial information.
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tribunal is open to question.377 The presumption that judges
can successfully compartmentalize admissibility and guilt is a
frail reed on which to build an adjudicative apparatus. The pre-
sumption against evidentiary “seepage” is particularly trouble-
some in juvenile court proceedings because the same judge
typically handles the same case at different stages.3 For ex-
ample, at a detention hearing, a judge may be exposed to a
youth’s “social history” file and the youth’s prior record of po-
lice contacts and delinquency adjudications, all of which bear
on the issue of the appropriate pretrial placement of the
youth.37 When that same judge is subsequently called on to
determine the admissibility of evidence in a suppression hear-
ing and the guilt of the juvenile in the same proceeding, the
risks of prejudice become almost insuperable. To whatever de-
gree a judge is unable to compartmentalize, a juvenile is denied
the basic right to a fair trial by an impartial tribunal with a de-
termination of guilt based on admissible evidence.38© The risk

371. See authorities cited supra note 362.

378. As pointed out in the Juvenile Justice Standards, a juvenile court judge
is more likely than his or her counterpart in the criminal justice pro-
cess to have had contact with a case prior to an adjudication hearing, in
a detention hearing or perhaps even a hearing to consider transfer for
prosecution in criminal court, in which background information that
would be unfairly prejudicial to the respondent at adjudication was
properly presented.

JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO ADJUDI-
CATION, Standard 4.1 commentary at 54.

379. A number of courts have condemned juvenile court examination of so-
cial reports prior to an adjudication of delinquency. See, e.g., In re H., 41 A.D.2d
667, 667, 341 N.Y.S.2d 92, 93 (1973) (directing that “the probation service should
not communicate reports to the court concerning the alleged delinquent until
the fact-finding hearing is completed”); ¢f. In re R., 1 Cal. 3d 855, 859-62, 464 P.2d
127, 130-32, 83 Cal. Rptr. 671, 674-76 (1970) (reversible error for court to review
social study report before jurisdictional hearing); In re Lee, 126 Vt. 156, 158, 224
A.2d 917, 919 (1966) (court should not consider the social welfare worker’s re-
port in making commitment order).

380. The right to a fair trial before an impartial tribunal is a fundamental
due process requirement. See, e.g., Estes v. Texas, 381 U.S. 532, 543 (1965). The
Supreme Court in In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 133 (1955), explained the impor-
tance of an impartial tribunal:

A fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic requirement of due process.
Fairness of course requires an absence of actual bias in the trial of
cases. But our system of law has always endeavored to prevent even
the probability of unfairness. . . . But to perform its high function in
the best way “justice must satisfy the appearance of justice.”

Id. at 136 (quoting Offutt v. United States, 398 U.S. 11, 14 (1954)). Moreover, the
fact finder must make a determination based only on the evidence in the record
in order to ensure effective appellate review. See, e.g., Patterson v. Colorado,
205 U.S. 454, 462 (1907) (noting that “conclusions to be reached in a case will be
induced only by evidence and argument in open court, and not by any outside
influence”).
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of prejudice is even more significant in juvenile court proceed-
ings than in adult bench trials because adult defendants can at
least avoid the risk by choosing a jury trial.381 Since juveniles
have no right to a jury trial, their risks of prejudice are aggra-
vated by their inability to avoid those risks.

States can avoid this risk for juveniles either by providing
for jury trials or by requiring that admissibility determinations
be made prior to trial, as is already done in some jurisdic-
tions.382 In addition to carrying out the policy of “minimiz{ing]
the possibility that . . . improper influence might arise,”383 pre-
trial suppression hearings provide other advantages. Con-
ducting suppression hearings prior to the trial also protects the
state’s right to an interlocutory appeal. Once jeopardy has at-
tached, a ruling that evidence is inadmissible may preclude
either appellate review384 or retrial of the defendant.385 In ad-
dition, a pretrial suppression hearing assures that a juvenile

381. See Duncan v. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145, 149 (1968) (trial by jury is a fun-
damental right available to all who, had they been tried in federal court, would
have come within sixth amendment jury trial guarantee). Compare RLR v.
State, 487 P.2d 27, 33 (Alaska 1971) (juvenile jury trial required) with McKeiver
v. Pennsylvania, 403 U.S. 528, 545 (1971) (juvenile jury trial not required) and In
re McCloud, 110 R.L 431, 436, 293 A.2d 512, 516 (1972) (same). For a discussion
of the jury trial issue in juvenile proceedings, see infra notes 389-496 and ac-
companying text.

382. See, e.g., FLa. R. Juv. P. 8.130(b) (3) (iii); Omio R. Juv. P. 22(D) (3).

383. United States ex rel. Placek v. Illinois, 546 F.2d 1298, 1306 n.8 (7th Cir.
1976). Pennsylvania supports pretrial suppression hearings, preferably before
a judge other than the trial judge. See, e.g., United States ex rel. Spears v. Run-
dle, 268 F. Supp. 691, 696 (E.D. Pa. 1967) (voluntariness of confession must be
determined prior to admission of evidence by judge other than the trier of
fact), aff'd, 405 F.2d 1037 (3d Cir. 1969). As the Pennsylvania Supreme Court
has indicated, “The better practice in a multi-judge county would be to have
the trial conducted by someone other than the judge who presided over the
Suppression Proceedings particulary where there is a waiver of jury accepted.”
Commonwealth v. Paquette, 451 Pa. 250, 258, 301 A.2d 837, 841 (1973). Commen-
tators have reached the same conclusion:

The importance of the underlying policies together with the risks of

prejudice are, in our view, sufficient reason for imposing some measure

of added administrative burdens, even to the point of requiring, where

feasible, that one judge rule on admissibility of confession at prelimi-

nary hearings and a different judge sit to determine guilt or innocence.
Levin & Cohen, supra note 354, at 910.

384. The Minnesota juvenile rules allow the county attorney to request a
pretrial evidentiary hearing in order to preserve the right to appeal. MinN. R.P.
Juv. Cr. 26.01(b). If the prosecutor does not anticipate the court's ruling, how-
ever, this right may be lost or proceedings substantially delayed pending
review.

385. See Breed v. Jones, 421 U.S. 519, 528-33 (1975) (because juvenile put in
jeopardy when trier of fact in juvenile proceeding hears evidence on whether
juvenile had violated criminal law, subsequent criminal prosecution violates
double jeopardy clause).
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defendant who wants to testify only on issues concerning the
voluntariness of the confession or the admissibility of other evi-
dence will be able to do so without prejudice.38¢ Finally, con-
ducting the suppression hearing prior to the trial or before a
different judge can minimize the possible confusion of the fact
finder by separating the defendant’s testimony on the prelimi-
nary questions of admissibility from any subsequent testimony
on the ultimate questions of guilt or innocence.387

Minnesota’s endorsement of a contemporaneous suppres-
sion hearing and trial on the merits is one that places juveniles
at a substantial procedural disadvantage compared with adult
criminal defendants. The belief that juvenile court judges can
successfully compartmentalize prejudicial and inadmissible ev-
idence when deciding questions of guilt or innocence requires a
leap of faith. All of the deficiencies of the “totality of the cir-
cumstances” as a criterion for determining issues of constitu-

386. Although the Supreme Court in Simmons v. United States, 390 U.S. 377,
389-94 (1968), gave defendants the right to testify at a suppression hearing with-
out that testimony being admissible in their subsequent trial, when the sup-
pression proceeding occurs in the midst of the trial, preservation of the
Simmons right becomes more difficult. A Michigan appeals court has recog-
nized that

a defendant who testifies at the trial in chief concerning the voluntari-
ness of his confession does so at the peril of waiving constitutional
safeguards. This result is avoided only when he enjoys the special pro-
tection expressly afforded at a [pretrial suppression) hearing, i.e., the
right to testify for a limited purpose without waiving any rights.
People v. Garza, 13 Mich. App. 189, 192, 163 N.W.2d 813, 814 (1968). A Florida
appeals court also has noted this problem: “Holding a separate hearing, even if
just prior to trial has several advantages. . . . [A] separate hearing will assure
that when the defendant wishes to testify only concerning voluntariness of his
confession, there will be less confusion over whether he is submitting his testi-
mony on the merits or simply giving evidence on voluntariness . . . .” M.A. v.
State, 384 So. 2d 740, 741-42 n.2 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1980).

In State ex rel. Rasmussen v. Tahash, 272 Minn. 539, 141 N.W.2d 3 (1966),
the Minnesota Supreme Court recognized the importance of allowing the de-
fendant to testify at suppression hearings without waiving the privilege against
self-incrimination:

“At this hearing the defendant may take the stand and testify for the

limited purpose of making a record of his version of the facts. ... By

so doing, the defendant does not waive his right to decline to take the

stand in his own defense on the trial in chief.”

Id. at 554 n.43, 141 N.W.2d at 14 n.43 (quoting State ex rel. Goodchild v. Burke,
27 Wis. 244, 265, 133 N.W.2d 753, 764 (1965)).

387. The Minnesota Supreme Court has recognized that a defendant may
take the stand to contest the admissibility of an in-court identification *without
waiving his right to silence as to matters beyond the scope of that isolated is-
sue.” In re Welfare of Spencer, 288 Minn, 119, 123, 179 N.W.2d 95, 98 (1970). De-
spite that possibility, however, the danger of a judge confusing testimony
offered in one stage of the proceedings with that offered in another persists.
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tional admissibility388 are further aggravated when these
factors are lumped together in one undifferentiated proceeding.
To whatever degree the “theory” of compartmentalization is
factually invalid—and the various analogies at least raise troub-
ling questions—juveniles are exposed to a serious risk of
prejudice. Moreover, the risks that juveniles incur are substan-
tially greater than those incurred by their adult counterparts,
both because the same juvenile court judge will likely have had
far more contact with the juvenile’s case as it wends its way
through the process and because the juvenile has no right to a
jury trial that would alleviate those risks. The practice ap-
proved in Minnesota’s Rule 26 unnecessarily raises a host of
procedural problems that could readily have been avoided sim-
ply by requiring suppression hearings to be conducted prior to
trial and with a different judge or by providing for a jury trial.

VII. TRIALS

As noted earlier,389 the Supreme Court held in McKeiver
that juveniles do not have the right to a jury trial because the
only requirement for “fundamental fairness” in juvenile pro-
ceedings is “accurate factfinding,” a requirement as well satis-
fied by a judge as by a jury39 Because of Minnesota’s
legislative and judicial reluctance to go beyond the minimum
constitutional requirement established by McKeiver, Minne-
sota’s Rule 27, which governs the rights of a juvenile in a delin-
quency trial and the procedures to be followed there, gives no
right to a jury trial.39

Rule 27 provides that juvenile courts shall admit “only such
evidence as would be admissible in a criminal trial"3%2 and im-
plements the Winship holding39 by requiring that allegations

388. See supra notes 108-12 and accompanying text.

389. See supra notes 57-71 and accompanying text.

390. 403 U.S. 528, 543 (1971). In emphasizing only factual accuracy, however,
the Court departed from its prior analysis that also looked to protection against
governmental oppression. See supra note 47 and accompanying text.

391. Minn. R.P. Juv. Cr. 27; see also MINN. STAT. § 260.155 (1982) (providing
that “hearings on any matter shall be without a jury and may be conducted in
an informal manner”).

392. Mmn. R.P. Juv. Ct. 27.04; accord JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra
note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO ADJUDICATION, Standard 4.2 (applying eviden-
tiary rules used in criminal trials to contested delinquency adjudication pro-
ceedings). The same evidentiary limitations also apply to the suppression
hearing, which fypically is conducted during the adjudicatory hearing. See
MmN, R.P. Juv. Cr. 26.02.

393. See supra notes 49-53 and accompanying text.
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of delinquency “must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt.”394
These procedural requirements, which are so similar to those
in adult criminal trials, starkly symbolize the juvenile justice
system’s evolution from an inquiry focusing on the “real needs”
and “best interests” of the child into one initially emphasizing
the proof of the commission of a specific crime subject to many
of the strictures of adult criminal procedure.39

Minnesota’s uncritical reliance on McKeiver in denying
juveniles jury trials is unfortunate because it ignores the pos-
sibilities that juvenile court judges may not satisfy the “accu-
rate factfinding” standard as well as juries and that juveniles
may need as much protection as adults against governmental
oppression. As a result, Minnesota again provides juveniles
with fewer safeguards than adults while subjecting them to in-
creasingly criminalized proceedings and punitive dispositions.

A. AccUrATE FacT FINDING

The Supreme Court’s assertion in McKeiver that accurate
fact finding does not require juries in juvenile proceedings, like
Minnesota’s decision in Rule 27, follows neither logic nor the
approach of the Court in Winshkip,3%6 because it does not take
into account the real differences in perception of fact between
juries and judges. Winship required “proof beyond a reason-
able doubt” to convict juveniles alleged delinquent as well as
adults charged with criminal offenses.397 The Court’s rationale
was that the seriousness of the proceedings and the potential
consequences for a defendant, whether juvenile or adult, re-
quired the highest standard of proof in order to avoid convict-
ing innocent people.398 Minnesota necessarily adheres to the

394. MinN. R.P. Juv. CT. 27.05; accord JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra
note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO ADJUDICATION, Standard 4.3 (government
should be required to prove its case beyond a reasonable doubt in contested
juvenile trials).

395. As one empirical study of the operation of juvenile courts observed,

The adjudicatory hearing or trial of a juvenile in Denver so closely
resembles an adult criminal trial that, except for the age and size of the
“defendant,” the legal terminology used, and the numbers of jurors,
most lay people and a subtantial number of attorneys would find the
two types of proceedings impossible to differentiate.

Hufnagel & Davidson, Children in Need: Observations of Practices of the Denver
Juvenile Court, 51 DEN. L.J. 337, 387-88 (1974).

396. Im re Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970); see supra notes 49-53 and accompa-
nying text.

397. See Winship, 397 U.S. at 368.

398. Id. at 363-64; ¢f. Addington v. Texas, 441 U.S. 418, 428-29 (1979) (Court's
adoption of “clear and convincing” standard of proof in civil commitment pro-
ceedings not inconsistent with Winship because state power not being used pu-
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constitutional standard of “proof beyond a reasonable doubt”
in juvenile proceedings in Rule 27.399 Having the same rigorous
proof standard for both adults and juveniles assures the high-
est possible accuracy, public confidence in decisions, and a sim-
ilarity of outcomes in juvenile and criminal proceedings.

Minnesota’s refusal to require jury trials for juveniles, how-
ever, undermines that accuracy and creates the possibility of
differing results. Juries serve special protective functions in as-
suring the accuracy of factual determinations, and studies show
that juries are more likely to acquit than are judges.100 Sub-
stantive criminal guilt is not just “factual guilt” but a complex
assessment of moral culpability.40? The power of jury nullifica-
tion provides a nexus between the legislature’s original
criminalization decision and the community’s felt sense of jus-
tice in the application of laws to a particular case.402 These ten-
dencies are attributable to various factors, including differences
in jury-judge evaluations of evidence, jury sentiments about
the “law” (jury equity), and jury sympathy for the defend-
ant.403 Kalven and Zeisel attribute the substantial differences
between judge and jury verdicts to the jury’s use of a higher ev-
identiary threshold standard of “proof beyond a reasonable
doubt.”#0¢ They conclude, “If a society wishes to be serious
about convicting only when the state has been put to proof be-
yond a reasonable doubt, it would be well advised to have a
jury system.”#05 Given the importance of juries in this regard,
the Supreme Court’s decision in McKeiver to dispense with ju-
ries in juvenile court can be seen as rendering conviction of a
youth appearing before a judge in juvenile court somewhat eas-
ier than conviction on the basis of the same evidence before a
jury of detached citizens in an adult proceeding.

nitively in commitment proceedings and mentally ill person not “better off”
free than committed).

389. Mmm. R.P. Juv. Cr. 27.05.

400. See, e.g., H. KaLveN & H. ZEISEL, supra note 366, at 58-59; Simon & Ma-
han, Quantifying Burdens of Prooft A View from the Bench, the Jury, and the
Classroom, 5 Law & Soc’y Rev. 319, 329 (1971). Contra Nagel, Lamm & Neff, De-
cision Theory and Juror Decision-Making, in THE TRIAL PROCESS 353, 375-76 (B.
Sales ed. 1981).

401. See Arenella, Rethinking the Functions of Criminal Procedure: The
Warren and Burger Courts’ Competing Ideologies, 72 Geo. L.J. 185, 214 (1983).

402. Id. at 215; see Scheflin & Van Dyke, Jury Nullification: The Contours of
a Controversy, Law & CONTEMP. PROBS., Autumn 1980, at 51.

403. See H. KALVEN & H. ZEISEL, supra note 366, at 182, 185-90; Comment,
Juveniles and their Right to a Jury Trial, 15 ViLL. L. Rev. 972, 992-95 (1970).

404. H. KaLVEN & H. ZEISEL, supra note 366, at 182, 185-90.

405. Id. at 189-90.
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The jury-judge “reasonable doubt” distinction is further
amplified for juveniles because the youthfulness of the defend-
ant is one characteristic that studies indicate elicits substantial
jury sympathy,406 again suggesting that obtaining convictions
in juvenile court trials without a jury may be easier than in
adult proceedings with one. Indeed, juvenile court judges may
be more predisposed to find jurisdiction than criminal court
judges or juries in order to “help” an errant youth. One study
of juvenile justice in California compared, among other things,
the attrition rates of similar types of cases in juvenile and adult
courts and suggests that “it is easier to win a conviction in the
juvenile court than in the criminal court, with comparable
types of cases.”407

When the differences between “judge reasonable doubt”
and “jury reasonable doubt” and sympathy are coupled with
the greater flexibility and informality of nonjury, closed pro-
ceedings in juvenile court, the disadvantages to juveniles are
further compounded. Juvenile court judges are exposed to far
more prejudicial information about a youth in detention pro-
ceedings and this influences the likelihood of both conviction
and institutional confinement.4%8 The absence of a jury also
permits suppression hearings to be conducted during the trial,
which allows the introduction of additional information with
prejudicial consequences for a youth.40® Finally, in the major-
ity of cases, juveniles are adjudicated delinquent without the
presence or assistance of an attorney, which further prejudices
the accuracy of the fact-finding process.410 Thus, it appears
that McKeiver's rejection of a jury trial requirement in juvenile
cases and Minnesota Rule 27’s silence on the issue is inconsis-
tent with Winship’s and Minnesota Rule 27.05's affirmative re-
quirement of proof “beyond a reasonable doubt” and with
“fundamental fairness.”

B. PREVENTING GOVERNMENT OPPRESSION

The jury’s special role in preventing government oppres-

406. Id. at 209-13. Although their research was confined to adult proceed-
ings, Kalven and Zeisel concluded that in that context the youthfulness of a de-
fendant was the personal characteristic that engendered the greatest sympathy
from jurors. Id. at 210.

407. See W. GREENWOOD, A. LiPsoN, A. ABRAHAMSE & F. ZIMRING, YOouTH
CRIME AND JUVENILE JUSTICE IN CALIFORNIA 30-31 (1983) [hereinafter cited as
YourH CRIME IN CALIFORNIA].

408. See supra notes 204-06 and accompanying text.

409. See supra notes 344-88 and accompanying text.

410. See supra notes 160-63 and accompanying text.



1984] JUVENILE JUSTICE 247

sion also suggests that the rationale of McKeiver is untenable.
The McKeiver Court uncritically accepted the assertion that ju-
venile courts are “rehabilitative” rather than punitive and
made no further inquiry about the need for procedural protec-
tions against governmental oppression.4!! Justice White’s con-
currence in McKeiver emphasizes the perceived distinctions
between juvenile and criminal proceedings. Whereas the crimi-
nal law punishes morally responsible actors for making blame-
worthy choices, the deterministic assumptions of the juvenile
justice system regard juveniles as less culpable.412 Justice
White observed that the indeterminate length of juvenile dispo-
sitions and the “eschewing [of] blameworthiness and punish-
ment for evil choices™13 satisfied him that “there remained
differences of substance between criminal and juvenile
courts.”#1¢ This stance assumes that juveniles receive only pos-

411. Rather, the Court noted that concern over the applicability of various
procedural safeguards to jury trials ignores “every aspect of fairness, of con-
cern, of sympathy, and of paternal attention that the juvenile court system con-
templates.” McKeiver, 403 U.S. 528, 550 (1971). In contrast, the Court in
Duncan v. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145 (1968), held that fundamental fairness in
adult criminal proceedings requires both factual accuracy and protection
against governmental oppression:

Those who wrote our constitutions knew from history and experience

that it was necessary to protect against unfounded criminal charges

brought to eliminate enemies and against judges too responsive to the
voice of higher authority. . . . Providing an accused with the right to

be tried by a jury of his peers gave him an inestimable safeguard

against the corrupt or overzealous prosecutor and against the compli-

ant, biased, or eccentric judge. If the defendant preferrred the com-
mon-sense judgment of a jury to the more tutored but perhaps less
sympathetic reaction of the single judge, he was to have it. Beyond
this, the jury trial provisions in the Federal and State Constitutions re-
flect a fundamental decision about the exercise of official power—a re-
luctance to entrust plenary powers over the life and liberty of the
citizen to one judge or to a group of judges. Fear of unchecked power,

so typical of our State and Federal Governments in other respects,

found expression in the criminal law in this insistence upon commu-

nity participation in the determination of guilt or innocence.
Id. at 156.

In Baldwin v. New York, 399 U.S. 66 (1970), the Court held that no offense
that is punishable by imprisonment of more than six months is petty. Id. at 73-
74. Baldwin has important implications for juveniles because juvenile court
dispositional authority may continue for more than six months, even beyond
the age of majority, see MINN. STAT. § 260.181(4) (Supp. 1983) (jurisdictional au-
thority of juvenile court may last until juvenile reaches age of 19), and thus no
juvenile proceeding could be deemed “petty.”

412. McKeiver, 403 U.S. at 551-52 (White, J., concurring).

413. Id. at 552 (White, J., concurring).

414. Id. at 553 (White, J., concurring). Justice Stewart's dissent in In re
Gault articulated a similar distinction between the juvenile and adult criminal
justice systems, observing that “a juvenile proceeding’s whole purpose and
mission is the very opposite of the mission and purpose of a prosecution in a
criminal court. The object of the one is correction of a condition. The object of
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itive rehabilitative treatment that requires no further special
safeguards against governmental intervention. Retributive
criminal punishment, in contrast, requires additional proce-
dural guarantees to prevent governmental oppression.415

It is highly questionable, however, whether the contempo-
rary juvenile justice system, either in theory or practice, es-
chews punishment in favor of rehabilitation. Although the
Supreme Court in McKeiver did not analyze the distinction be-
tween treatment in juvenile courts and punishment in criminal
courts,416 it has in other decisions examined the issue of what

the other is conviction and punishment for a criminal act.” 387 U.S. 1, 79 (1967)
(Stewart, J., dissenting).

415. The fundamental justification in juvenile jurisprudence for denying
jury trials and, more basically, for maintaining a juvenile justice system sepa-
rate from the adult one is based on the difference between punishment and
treatment. Punishment, according to Professor Hart’s conventionally accepted
definition, is the imposition by the state, for the purpose of retribution or deter-
rence, of burdens on an individual who has violated legal prohibitions. H.
HaRT, Prolegomenon to the Principles of Punishment, in PUNISHMENT AND Rg-
SPONSIBILITY 4-5 (1968); see G. FLETCHER, RETHINKING CRIMINAL Law 408-20
(1978). Treatment, however, focuses on the mental health, status, or welfare of
the individual rather than on the commission of prohibited acts. Hence, it gives
rise to open-ended, indeterminate intervention rather than determinate sanc-
tions proportional to the offense.

As one author points out, punishment and therapy often seem to be mutu-
ally exclusive goals because of the backward-looking nature of punishment, as
opposed to the forward-looking emphasis of therapy. Punishment imposes un-
pleasant restraints on offenders because of their past offenses, but therapy
seeks to alleviate undesirable conditions and thereby improve the patient’s life.
Gardner, supra note 69, at 793 n.18, 815-16. For more on the distinction between
punishment and treatment, see F. ALLEN, Legal Values and the Rehabilitative
Ideal, in BORDERLAND, supra note 14, at 25; H. PACKER, supra note 88, at 23-28,
54; see also Robinson v. California, 370 U.S. 660, 666-67 (1962) (although state
may require attendance at compulsory drug treatment programs, it cannot pun-
ish people for being addicted to narcotics). Treatment also assumes that cer-
tain antecedent facts are responsible for the individual’s undesirable condition
and that steps can be taken to alter those conditions. See, e.g., F. ALLEN, De-
CLINE, supra note 14, at 2-3; D. GIBBONS, CHANGING THE LAWBREAKER 130 (1965).
The difficulty in distinguishing punishment from treatment in the juvenile jus-
tice system stems from both a lack of analytical clarity about the conceptual
differences between the two justifications for intervention and a deliberate
obfuscation of those differences in the redefining of punishment by the
Progressives to include reform of the offender. See supra notes 17-22 and ac-
companying text.

416. The Court in McKeiver noted only that the ideal of the juvenile court
system is *“an intimate, informal protective proceeding.” 403 U.S. 528, 545
(1970). The juvenile court has been described as a peculiar hybrid institution
intermingling both punitive and therapeutic characteristics. See Gardner,
supra note 69, at 793; Schulz & Cohen, supra note 42, at 20, 21; see also Simpson,
Rehabilitation as a Justification of a Separate Juvenile Justice System, 64 Ca-
wrF. L. REv. 984 (1976) (criticizing rehabilitation as a justification for the juve-
nile justice process and proposing a juvenile system similar to the adult one);
Walkover, The Infancy Defense in the New Juvenile Court, 31 U.C.L.A. L. Rev.
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constitutes punishment.41? For example, Kennedy v. Mendoza-
Martinez#!8 identified the factors that determine whether a par-
ticular state sanction is punitive:

‘Whether the sanction involves an affirmative disability or restraint,

whether it has historically been regarded as a punishment, whether it

comes into play only on a finding of scienter, whether its operation will

promote the traditional aims of punishment—retribution and deter-

rence, whether the behavior to which it applies is already a crime,

whether an alternative purpose to which it may rationally be connected

is assignable for it, and whether it appears excessive in relation to the

alternative purposes assigned are all relevant to the inquiry, and may

often point in different directions.419

The inquiry into the punishment/treatment distinction

may be advanced by applying the Mendoza-Martinez criteria to
a juvenile offender adjudicated delinquent for burglary, con-
duct that would be a felony if committed by an adult, who is in-
carcerated in a state training school. Institutional confinement
is a restraint that has historically been regarded as punish-
ment, furthers the traditional goals of punishment, and is in-
voked upon proof of mens rea and criminal behavior.420
Despite these seemingly penal characteristics, however, incar-
ceration is not punitive if it is done for the “alternative pur-
pose” of treatment and if it is not excessive in relation to that
therapeutic purpose.421

The sole question, then, in deciding whether McKeiver and

503 (1984) (urging a central role for the infancy defense in light of courts’ re-
cent switch from treatment to blameworthiness as a basis for sentencing).

417. See generally Clark, Civil and Criminal Penalties and Forfeitures: A
Framework for Constitutional Analysis, 60 MinN. L. Rev. 379 (1976) (compre-
hensive critique of the Court’s handling of punishment in various substantive
contexts).

418. 372 U.S. 144 (1963).

419. Id. at 168-69.

420. See Clark, supra note 417, at 401-03, 455-56; see also Gardner, supra note
69, at 809-15 (discussing, in the context of preventive detention, the require-
ment that confinement have a punitive purpose before being termed punish-
ment); Shepherd, Challenging the Rehabilitative Justification for Indeterminate
Sentencing in the Juvenile Justice System: The Right to Punishment, 21 ST.
Louis U.LJ. 12, 35-40 (1977) (criticizing indeterminate sentencing scheme of ju-
venile system in light of its frequent failure to provide adequate treatment and
exploring a juvenile’s right to punishment that is not disproportionate to the
offense).

421. See Robinson v. California, 370 U.S. 660, 673 (1962) (involuntary confine-
ment of narcotics addicts is valid, but imprisonment for the status of being an
addict is cruel and unusual punishment); see also Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U.S. 520,
560-61 (1979) (“double-bunking” of pretrial detainees is not punishment be-
cause it is done to ensure their presence at trial and to facilitate effective man-
agement of detention facility). For a discussion of cases involving alternative
nonpunitive purposes for challenged government actions, see supra note 176
and accompanying text,
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Minnesota’s Rule 27 should have provided for jury trials as a
protection against governmental oppression is whether a juve-
nile court’s disposition is for purposes of punishment or treat-
ment. One obvious way to determine the purpose of juvenile
court intervention is to examine the statute’s purpose clause
for its stated goal. In 1980, the Minnesota legislature redefined
the purpose of the juvenile court, basing its new statement on
the Juvenile Justice Standards.422 The cuwrrent statute states:
“The purpose of the laws relating to children alleged or adjudi-
cated to be delinquent is to promote the public safety and re-
duce juvenile delinquency by maintaining the integrity of the
substantive law prohibiting certain behavior and by developing
individual responsibility for lawful behavior.”423

The Juvenile Justice Standards, from which this purpose
clause is derived, also recommend that delinquency sanctions
should be determinate and proportional in accordance with the
seriousness of the offense424 and, because such sanctions are at
least impliedly punitive, that juveniles should have jury tri-
als.425 Minnesota did not follow these recommendations. In-

422. See JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING
To DisPosITIONS, Standard 1.1.

423. Act of Apr. 15, 1980, ch. 580, § 3, 1980 Minn. Laws 962, 966 (codifled at
MINN. STAT. § 260.011(2) (1982)). The statute continues: *“This purpose should
be pursued through means that are fair and just, that recognize the unique
characteristics and needs of children, and that give children access to opportu-
nities for personal and social growth.” Id.

424. JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO
DELINQUENCY AND SANCTIONS, Standard 5.2.

425. Specifically, the Standards provide: “Each jurisdiction should provide
by law that the respondent may demand trial by jury in adjudication proceed-
ings when respondent has denied the allegations of the petition.” JUVENILE Jus-
TICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO ADJUDICATION,
Standard 4.1(A). Although recognizing that making jury trials available in ju-
venile court would effect a substantial change in many jurisdictions, the com-
mentary accompanying this Standard suggests that such a reform “would
materially enhance the fairness of the adjudication proceeding.” Id. Standard
41(A) commentary at 52. It notes that the policy arguments supporting jury
trials in juvenile proceedings are the same as those “that underlie constitu-
tional provisions authorizing jury trials in criminal cases,” id., namely, requir-
ing “the trial court judge to articulate his or her views of the applicable law in
the case through jury instructions, thereby facilitating appellate court review of
the legal issues involved,” id. at 53, and reducing the danger that preliminary
rulings on admissibility will contaminate the fact-finding processes:

[M]any significant evidentiary protections in the adjudicative process
are based on the assumption that preliminary rulings on admissibility
will be made by the trial judge and that a jury will receive the evidence
only if it has been ruled admissible. When a jury is not present, the
evidentiary questions tend to become blurred and appellate review of
evidentiary questions is made extremely difficult by the universal pre-
sumption that the trial judge disregarded inadmissible evidence and
relied only upon competent evidence in arriving at his or her decision.
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stead, it adopted a new purpose that marks a fundamental
philosophical departure from the previous rehabilitative pur-
poses of the juvenile justice system in favor of much more ex-
plicitly punitive and social control purposes without providing
the accompanying safeguard of a jury trial.«26

Other states have also amended their juvenile code pur-
pose clauses to deemphasize rehabilitation in favor of public
safety and punishment,s27 changes which raise the issue of a
juvenile’s right to trial by jury. The state of Washington has
undertaken the most extensive revision of its juvenile court of
any jurisdiction in the nation, restructuring it along the lines of
the “justice” model, which emphasizes retributive punishment
and “just deserts” rather than individualized treatment.428 The
new statute’s purpose clause, which was amended to reflect
these new goals,429 was involved in State v. Lawley,430 in which

Id; see also supra notes 344-88 and accompanying text (procedure for eviden-
tiary hearing).

426, The previous purpose of the law was “to secure for each minor. . . the
care and guidance, preferably in his own home, as will serve the . . . welfare of
the minor and the best interests of the state.” Juvenile Court Act, ch. 685, § 1,
1959 Minn. Laws 1275, 1275 (amended 1980). Under the new legislation, this ex-
clusively benevolent and rehabilitative purpose of the juvenile court applies
only to children “alleged or adjudicated neglected or dependent.”" MINN, STAT.
§ 260.011(2) (1982); see Feld, supra note 35, at 197-203; Note, A Recommendation
Jor Juvenile Jury Trials in Minnesota, 10 WM. MrrcHELL L, Rev. 587, 602 (1984).
See generally Clark, supra note 417, at 435-90 (exhaustive analysis of the issue
of discerning a “punitive” legislative intent).

427. One author notes that one of the characteristics of the “new” juvenile
law is that “in many jurisdictions accountability and punishment have emerged
among the express purposes of juvenile justice statutes.” Walkover, supra note
416, at 523; see, e.g., CAL. WELF. & INST. CoDE § 202 (West 1984) (“protect the
public from criminal conduct by minors™) (enacted 1977); IND. CODE ANN. § 31-
6-1-1 (Burns 1980) (“protect the public by enforcing the legal obligations chil-
dren have to society”) (enacted 1979); VA. CopE § 16.1-227 (1982) (“protect the
community against those acts of its citizens which are harmful to others and to
reduce the incidence of delinquent behavior") (enacted 1977). For additional
citations to state “purpose” clauses, see Walkover, supra note 416, at 523 n.82.

428. Juvenile Justice Act of 1977, ch. 291, § 55, 1977 Wash. Laws 1023. For
discussions of this legislative revision of Washington's juvenile justice system,
see A, SCHNEIDER, A COMPARISON OF INTAKE AND SENTENCING DECISION-MAKING
UNDER REHABILITATION AND JUSTICE MODELS OF THE JUVENILE SYSTEM (1983); A.
SceENEIDER & D. ScHRAM, A JUSTICE PHILOSOPHY FOR THE JUVENILE COURT
(1983); Krajick, A Step Toward Determinacy for Juveniles, CORRECTIONS, Sept.
1977, at 37; Walkover, supra note 416, at 528-33; Juvenile Law, 14 Gonz. L. Rev.
285 (1979) (symposium). For an elaboration of “just deserts" sentencing, see
infra notes 438-53 and accompanying text.

429, The present purpose clause provides:

It is the intent of the legislature that a system capable of having
primary responsibility for, being accountable for, and responding to the
needs of youthful offenders, as defined by this chapter, be established.

It is the further intent of the legislature that youth, in turn, be held ac-
countable for their offenses and that both communities and the juve-
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a juvenile argued that the changes had made the proceedings
essentially criminal in nature and thus entitled him to a jury
trial.431 The Washington Supreme Court acknowledged that
the legislature’s new emphasis on accountability for criminal
behavior and punishment based on the juvenile’s present and
past offenses might seem to convert juvenile court proceedings
into criminal proceedings but found that the statutory provi-
sions did not treat and sentence juveniles as if they were adult
offenders.432 The court reasoned that “sometimes punishment
is treatment” and held that the legislature could permissibly
conclude that “accountability for criminal behavior, the prior
criminal activity and punishment commensurate with age,
crime, and criminal history does as much to rehabilitate, cor-
rect and direct an errant youth as does the prior philosophy of
focusing upon the particular characteristics of the individual ju-
venile,”433 The court concluded that a jury trial was not consti-
tutionally mandated because the legislature authorized
treatment as well as punishment and because juveniles were
incarcerated in facilities separate from adult penal
institutions.434

nile courts carry out their functions consistent with this intent. To
effectuate these policies, it shall be the purpose of this chapter to:
(a) Protect the citizenry from criminal behavior;
(b) Provide for determining whether accused juveniles have commit-
ted offenses as defined by this chapter;
(c) Make the juvenile offender accountable for his or her criminal
behavior;
(d) Provide for punishment commensurate with the age, crime, and
criminal history of the juvenile offender;
(e) Provide due process for juveniles alleged to have committed an
offense;
(f) Provide necessary treatment, supervision, and custody for juvenile
offenders;
(g) Provide for the handling of juvenile offenders by communities
whenever consistent with public safety;
(h) Provide for restitution to victims of crime;
(i) Develop effective standards and goals for the operation, funding,
and evaluation of all components of the juvenile justice system and re-
lated services at the state and local levels; and
(j) Provide for a clear policy to determine what types of offenders shall
receive punishment, treatment, or both, and to determine the jurisdic-
tional limitations of the courts, institutions and community services.
WasH. REv. CoDE ANN. § 13.40.010(2) (Supp. 1984). The revised code, however,
denies the right to a jury trial in juvenile proceedings. Id. § 13.40.020.
430. 91 Wash. 2d 654, 591 P.2d 772 (1979).
431. Id. at 656, 591 P.2d at 772.
432. Id. at 636-58, 591 P.2d at 773-74.
433. Id. at 656-57, 591 P.24d at 773.
434, Id. A strong dissent in Lawley argued that a jury trial is required be-
cause juvenile court proceedings first adjudicate the alleged offense and then
punish the offender in proportion tc the offense adjudicated. Id. at 662-64, 591
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The courts in Lawley and similar cases435 failed to consider
adequately whether a juvenile justice system could punish ex-
plicitly without providing criminal procedural safeguards. Al-
though a legislature certainly may conclude that punishment is
an appropriate goal and legitimate strategy for controlling
young offenders, when it chooses to shape behavior by punish-
ment, it should provide the procedural safeguards of the crimi-
nal law. Any ancillary social benefit or individual reformation
resulting from such punishment is irrelevant to the need for
procedural protection. Confinement of juveniles for determi-
nate sentences based on the nature of the offense still entails a
loss of liberty imposed to punish violations of the criminal law,
even though the length of confinement may be shorter than an
adult’s and the place of incarceration is not called a prison.43¢

P.2d at 775-76 (Rosellini, J., dissenting). The dissent’s analysis of the Washing-
ton purpose clause differed from that of the majority:

In these provisions the legislature has made it clear that it is no
longer the primary aim of the juvenile justice system to attend to the
welfare of the offending child, but rather to render him accountable for
his acts, to punish him, and to serve society's demand for retribution.
While the punishment prescribed may well be less than that imposed
upon offending adults for the same offense, it nevertheless involves. . .

a loss of liberty. . . .

No longer is the punishment geared to fit the needs of the child,
rather it is related to the seriousness of the offense. . . . Thus, the sys-
tem has been converted from one which was or ostensibly was
designed to protect and rehabilitate the child to one which is designed
to protect society. The present act focuses upon the purposes which
are generally served by adult criminal law.

Id. at 662, 591 P.2d at 775-76 (Rosellini, J. dissenting). The dissent reasoned that
although the Supreme Court in McKeiver was reluctant to impose the require-
ment of jury trials on states that were attempting to achieve some sort of reha-
bilitative ideal in their juvenile system, once the Washington legislature
reshaped the purpose and practices of the state's system so as to punish of-
fenders, the judiciary had no choice but to recognize that jury trials were re-
quired. Id. at 663-64, 591 P.2d at 776 (Rossellini, J., dissenting).

435. Other courts also have subscribed to the notion that “punishment is
treatment” and an acceptable component of a juvenile court's therapeutic dis-
positions. For example, in In re Seven Minors, 99 Nev. 427, 664 P.2d 947 (1983),
the Nevada Supreme Court endorsed punishment as a legitimate purpose of its
juvenile courts: “By formally recognizing the legitimacy of punitive and deter-
rent sanctions for criminal offenses juvenile courts will be properly and some-
what belatedly expressing society’s firm disapproval of juvenile crime and will
be clearly issuing a threat of punishment for criminal acts to the juvenile popu-
lation.” Id. at 432, 664 P.2d at 950. The court suggested that, in order to effect
this purpose, “[jluvenile courts should be able to fashion reasonable punitive
sanctions as part of dispositional programs in delinquency cases.” Id. at 436,
664 P.2d at 953. Such sanctions might include restitution, compensation for
crime victims, and punitive detention in detention facilities and jails. Id. at 436
n.8, 664 P.2d at 953 n.8.

436. Juvenile offenders in Washington receive determinate sentences pro-
portional to their age, the seriousness of their offense, and their prior criminal
history. See WasH. REv. CODE ANN. § 13.40.030 (Supp. 1984). A study of the
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Besides looking at the stated legislative purpose to deter-
mine the purpose of a juvenile’s disposition, courts may look at
whether the sentence is based on considerations of the offense
or of the offender. When the sentence is based on the offense,
the sentence is usually determinate and proportional, with a
goal of retribution or deterrence. When the sentence is based
on the offender, however, it is typically indeterminate, with a
goal of rehabilitation or incapacitation.437

In the adult dispositional framework, determinacy increas-
ingly supersedes indeterminacy as “just deserts” replaces reha-
bilitation as the underlying sentencing rationale.438 The
Progressives’ optimistic assumptions about human malleability
are challenged daily by the observation that rehabilitation pro-
grams do not consistently rehabilitate and by the volumes of
empirical evaluations that question both the effectiveness of
treatment programs and the “scientific” underpinnings of those
who administer the enterprise.43® The *just deserts” advocates

Washington code revision concludes that it had a positive impact on juvenile
sentencing practices: “Sentences in the post-reform era were considerably
more uniform, more consistent, and more proportionate to the seriousness of
the offense and the prior criminal record of the youth than were sentences in
the rehabilitation system which existed before 1978.” A. SCHNEIDER, supra note
428, at 76.

437. As explained by a New York court, “The distinction between indeter-
minate and determinate sentencing is not semantic, but indicates fundamen-
tally different public policies. Indeterminate sentencing is based upon notions
of rehabilitation, while determinate sentencing is based upon a desire for retri-
bution or punishment.” In re Felder, 93 Misc. 2d 369, 374, 402 N.Y.S.2d 528, 533
(N.Y. Fam. Ct. 1978). See generally N. MORRIs, supra note 189, at 13-20 (discuss-
ing historical evolution from retributive to rehabilitative goal); H. PACKER,
supra note 88, at 149-248 (comparing sentencing under Due Process Model with
that under Crime Control Model); TWENTIETH CENTURY FUND TAskK FORCE, FAIR
aND CERTAIN PUNISHMENT 11-14 (1976) (noting that individualized sentencing
grants too much discretion to judiciary); A. VoN HirscH, DoING JusTICE 11-26
(1976) (comparing “rehabilitative disposition” and “predictive restraint”
models).

438. The movement in the adult criminal process away from rehabilitation
as a justification for intervention and toward dispositions based on “just
deserts” has had both academic support and legislative success. See AMERICAN
FRrIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE, STRUGGLE FOR JUSTICE 45-53 (1971); D. FoGeL, WE
ARE THE LIvING ProoF: THE JusTICE MODEL FOR CORRECTIONS 260-72 (2d ed.
1979); N. MoORR1S, supra note 189, at 45-50, 73-77; R. SINGER, JusT DESERTS (1979);
A. VonN HrscH, supra note 437, at 49-55; infra note 512 (describing “modifled
just deserts” policy of Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines).

439. In the view of one commentator, “Either because of scientific ignorance
or institutional incapacities, a rehabilitative technique is lacking; we do not
know how to prevent criminal recidivism by changing the characters and be-
havior of offenders.” F. ALLEN, DECLINE, supra note 14, at 34. For other studies
discussing the ineffectiveness of treatment, see D. GLASER, THE EFFECTIVENESS
OF A PRISON AND PAROLE SYSTEM (1964); D. MANN, INTERVENING wITH CON-
VICTED SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDERS (1976); L. SECHEREST, S. WHITE & E.
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reject rehabilitation as a justification for intervention because
. of the discretionary power an indeterminate sentencing scheme
vests in presumed experts, the inability of such experts to jus-
tify their differential treatment of similarly situated offenders,
and the inequalities, disparities, and injustices that result from
individualized sentences.#40 “Just deserts” sentencing, with its
strong retributive foundation, punishes offenders according to
their past behavior rather than who they are or may be pre-
dicted to become. Similarly situated offenders are defined and
sanctioned equally on the basis of objective characteristics
such as seriousness of offense, culpability, or criminal
history.441
As the same sentencing philosophy changes appear in the
juvenile process, the renewed interest in “just deserts” for
adults acquires important implications for the rationale of
McKeiver. The inability of proponents of juvenile rehabilitation
to demonstrate the effectiveness of parens patriae intervention
led the state of Washington to modify its juvenile justice sys-
tem to incorporate “just deserts” sentencing principles. Under
the statute and administratively developed sentencing guide-
lines, sentences for juveniles in Washington are determinate
and proportional, based on age, the seriousness of the present
offense, and the length of the prior record.442 An evaluation of
the process that produced the legislation concluded that the
primary legislative goal was to emphasize uniformity, propor-
tionality, equality, fairness, and accountability, rather than re-
habilitation.#43 These conclusions make the Lawley court’s

Brown, TEE REBABILITATION OF CRIMINAL OFFENDERS (1979); D. WARD, D. WiL-
NER & G. KASSENBAUM, PRISON TREATMENT AND PAROLE SURVIVAL (1971); L. WiL-
KINS, EVALUATION oF PENAL MEASURES (1969); Gold, A Time for Skepticism, 20
CrIME & DELINQ. 20 (1974); Robison & Smith, The Effectiveness of Correctional
Programs, 17 CRiMe & DELNQ. 67 (1971). Compare Martinson, What Works?
Questions and Answers About Prison Reform, 35 PuB. INTEREST 22, 25 (1974)
(“With few and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have been re-
ported so far have had no appreciable effect on recidivisim.") with Gendreau &
Ross, Effective Correctional Treatment: Bibliotherapy for Cynics, 25 CRIME &
DELING. 463, 469 (1979) (studies reported show indirect contribution of treat-
ment to reduced criminality). See generally D. LirToN, R. MARTINSON & J.
WiLks, THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT 25-298 (1975) (sum-
marizing 18 studies on the effect of corrections on recidivism).

440. See, e.g., AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE, supra note 438, at 34-
47; authorities cited supra note 438.

441. See, e.g., AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE, supra note 438, at 145-
53; Shichor, Historical and Current Trends in American Juvenile Justice, Juv. &
Fawm. Ct. J.,, Aug. 1983, at 61, 64.

442, WasH. REv. STAT. ANN. § 13.40.010(2)(c), (d) (Supp. 1984); see supra
.notes 429 & 436.

443, A. SCHNEIDER & D. ScHRAM, supra note 428, at 2.
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holding that juveniles are not entitled to a jury trial because
they are not being punished all the more perplexing, because
juvenile dispositions are determinate and proportioned accord-
ing to the seriousness of the present offense and prior record
rather than based on “real needs.”444

Washington is not alone in repudiating the individualized,
offender-oriented dispositions of traditional parens patriae ju-
venile justice in favor of offense-based dispositions. The Min-
nesota Department of Corrections administratively
implemented a plan providing for determinate sentences in ju-
venile institutions based on a juvenile’s present offense and
prior record to “provide a more definite and distinct relation-
ship between the offense and the amount of time required to
bring about positive behavior change.”#5 The Department of
Corrections calculates a juvenile’s length of stay on the basis of
the severity of the most serious offense committed and the
weight of “risk of failure” factors that are “predictive to some
degree of future delinquent behavior.”#6 The recidivism risk
factors considered include prior felony adjudications and pro-
bation and parole failure.#47 Minnesota’s Sentencing Guide-
lines for adult offenders, which are explicitly punitive and
expressly designed to achieve “just deserts,” rely on these
same factors.#48 Several other states have altered their juvenile

444. The Washington courts have been treading a fine line in trying to up-
hold the traditional procedural aspects of the juvenile justice system while
staying within the bounds of the recent legislative changes. After the Washing-
ton Supreme Court’s holding in Lawley differentiating the adult and juvenile
systems with respect to the right to a jury trial, see supra notes 428-34 and ac-
companying text, a Washington juvenile claimed that her disposition violated
the thirteenth amendment’s prohibition against involuntary servitude “except
as a punishment for crime.” In re Erickson, 24 Wash. App. 808, 604 P.2d 513
(1979). After noting certain due process protections available to juvenile of-
fenders and statutory references to the criminal nature of juvenile offenses, the
Washington Court of Appeals concluded that “the juvenile disposition order
did constitute ‘punishment for crime’ sufficient to fall within the constitutional
exception to involuntary servitude.” Id. at 810, 604 P.2d at 514. Similarly, the
Washington Supreme Court in In re Trambitas, 96 Wash. 2d 329, 635 P.2d 122
(1981), held that the requirement that time spent in pretrial detention count to-
ward the sentence received following conviction applied to juvenile as well as
adult detainees, reiterating that “[t]he restrictions on a person’s liberties suf-
fered by pretrial detention is [sic] no less ‘punishment’ than that imposed by
the disposition order.” Id. at 333, 635 P.2d at 124 (citing Reanier v. Smith, 83
Wash. 2d 342, 351, 517 P.2d 949, 954 (1974)).

445. MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS, JUVENILE RELEASE GuUIDE-
LINES 2-3 (1980).

46. Id. at 7.

447, Id. at 5.

48. The “purpose and principles” section of the Minnesota Sentencing
Guidelines specifically mentions severity of the offense and past criminal his-
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sentencing practices to emphasize characteristics of the offense
rather than the offender as the determinant of dispositions.
This has been accomplished through the adoption of either of-
fense-based determinate sentences or mandatory minimum
sentences for certain offenses, both of which preclude consider-
ation of a juvenile’s “real needs.”449

Evaluations of juvenile sentencing practices also indicate
the extent to which “just deserts” principles influence disposi-

tory as factors in determining sentencing. MINNESOTA SENTENCING GUIDELINES
ComMISSION, MINNESOTA SENTENCING GUIDELINES AND COMMENTARY at L2
(1983) [hereinafter cited as MINNESOTA SENTENCING GUIDELINES]. The Guide-
lines also add points to the sentencing scale whenever the defendant commit-
ted the offense while on probation or parole. Id. at ILB.2,

449, The New Jersey legislature instructed courts making dispositional de-
cisions regarding juveniles to assign weight to the characteristics of the offense
and the criminal history of the offender and provided for enhanced sentences
for certain serious or repeat offenders. N.J. STAT. ANN. §§ 2A:4A-43(a), -44(a),
(d) (West Supp. 1984-1985) (enacted 1982); see also Walkover, supra note 416, at
524 n.86 (citing this New Jersey statute and others emphasizing the nature of
the crime in sentencing guidelines).

Ohio has adopted mandatory minimum terms of confinement based on the
seriousness of the offense for which a youth is committed. The mandatory min-
imum terms are six months, one year, or until age 21, depending on the serious-
ness of the crime. Oxio Cope §2151.355(A)(4), (5), (6) (Page Supp. 1983)
(enacted 1981). One commentator has noted that the legislation

tends to focus more on retribution for the offense committed as op-

posed to the needs of the juvenile offender. The minimum sentence re-

quirements seem to focus on punishing rather than rehabilitating the
youth offender. This is contrary to the basic philosophy that the juve-
nile justice system ideally should emphasize rehabilitation over retri-
bution or punishment.
Comment, H.B.440: Ohio Restructures Its Juvenile Justice System, 8 U. DAYTON
L. Rev. 237, 245 (1982).

Delaware has adopted legislation that provides that any youth who is adju-
dicated delinquent for conduct that would be a felony within one year of a prior
felony adjudication must serve a mandatory minimum term of confinement.
DeL. CODE ANN. tit. 10, § 937(¢c) (1) (Supp. 1982) (enacted 1976). One commenta-
tor has concluded that the mandatory confinement of juvenile offenders under
this statute constitutes punishment:

The determinate nature of the restraint—a mandatory term fixed for at

least six months—strongly suggests a legislative intent to punish while

belying a rehabilitative purpose. The statute did not provide an inde-
terminate disposition, which is characteristic of therapeutic attempts to
alter undesirable status conditions, but rather fixed a term of confine-
ment based solely upon the offenses committed.
Gardner, supra note 69, at 835-36. But see State v. J.K., 383 A.2d 283, 289 (Del.
1977) (noting underlying rehabilitative purpose of juvenile sentencing require-
ments).

Finally, Colorado recently adopted determinate sentencing provisions for
“aggravated juvenile offenders”—youths with prior felony adjudications who
subsequently commit a crime of violence—whereby convicted juveniles may re-
ceive determinate sentences of five years. Act of Apr. 12, 1984, ch. 142, §§ 1, 3,
1984 Colo. Sess. Laws 566, 566, 568 (Hein microfiche) (to be codified at CoLo.
Rev. Star. §§ 19-1-103(2.1) (b), 19-3-113.2(1)).
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tional decision making.450 These studies report that, to the ex-
tent that variations in dispositional patterns can be accounted
for, offense characteristics explain most of the variance.451 A
survey of juvenile sentencing practices in California reported
that, despite claims of individualization, juvenile dispositions
appear to be based primarily on the youth’s present offense
and prior record.?52 The study concludes that

these comparisons of juvenile and adult sentencing practices suggest

that juvenile and criminal courts in California are much more alike

than statutory language would suggest, in the degree to which they fo-

cus on aggravating circumstances of the charged offense and the de-

fendant’s prior record in determining the degree of confinement that

will be imposed.453

Viewed as a whole, these legislative and administrative
changes and operational practices have eliminated virtually all
of the significant distinctions between sentencing practices in
the juvenile and adult criminal processes. The use of determi-
nate sentences based on the present offense and prior record of
the juvenile, whether de jure or de facto, calls into question any
possible therapeutic “alternative purpose” for juvenile disposi-
tions. The revisions in juvenile court purpose clauses, placing
greater emphasis on the integrity of the substantive criminal
law or the need to protect public safety, eliminate even rhetori-
cal support for the traditional rehabilitative goals of juvenile
justice.

Looking to the reality of juvenile correctional dispositions
is also helpful in the quest to determine whether institutional
confinement constitutes punishment or a therapeutic “alterna-

450. See Clarke & Koch, supra note 156, at 276-88; Cohen & Kluegel, Determi-
nants of Juvenile Court Dispositions: Ascriptive and Achieved Factors in Two
Metropolitan Courts, 43 Am. Soc. REV. 162, 166, 174-75 (1978); Cohen & Kluegel,
Selecting Delinquents for Adjudication, 16 J. REs. CRIME & DELINQ. 143, 159
(1979); Feld, Reference of Juvenile Offenders, supra note 77, at 585-601; Marshall
& Thomas, Discretionary Decision-Making and the Juvenile Court, Juv. & Fam.
Cr. J., Aug. 1983, at 47, 51.

451. See authorities cited supra note 450. Nonetheless, the research also in-
dicates that present offense and prior record, although the best indicators, ac-
count for only about 25% of the variance in sentencing, leaving an enormous
amount of dispositional variation unexplained. See Feld, Reference of Juvenile
Qffenders, supra note 77, at 598-99; Thomas & Cage, The Effects of Social Charac-
teristics on Juvenile Court Dispositions, 18 Soc. Q. 237, 244 (1977). Commenta-
tors have observed with respect to this unexplained variation that “the juvenile
justice process is so ungoverned by procedural rules and so haphazard in the
attribution of relevance to any particular variables or set of variables that judi-
cial dispositions are very commonly the product of an arbitrary and capricious
decision-making process.” Marshall & Thomas, supra note 450, at 57.

452. YouTH CRIME IN CALIFORNIA, supra note 407, at 38-40, 51.

453. Id. at 51.
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tive purpose,” since it was this reality that motivated the Court
to afford juveniles procedural safeguards in Gault.s5¢ In Gault,
the Court belatedly recognized conditions that had long per-
sisted.455 One study.of the early juvenile training schools de-
scribes institutions that not only failed to rehabilitate but were
scarcely distinguishable from their adult penal counterparts.#56
The criticism of the adequacy of juvenile correctional efforts in
Gault is not simply an analysis of the historical record, how-
ever; a number of evaluations of juvenile correctional facilities
in the years since Gaultreveal a continuing gap between rheto-
ric and reality.#5? The author’s study of juvenile institutions in
Massachusetts describes a number of facilities in which staff
physically abused inmates themselves and were frequently
powerless to prevent the worst aspects of inmate abuse by
other inmates.458 A study in Ohio reveals a similarly violent
and oppressive institutional environment for the “rehabilita-
tion” of young delinquents.45¢ Despite the rhetoric of rehabili-
. tation, the daily reality of juvenile offenders confined in many
“treatment” facilities is one of staff and inmate violence, preda-
tory behavior, and custodial incarceration with all of its attend-

454. In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 27-28 (1967); see supra note 41.
455. As the Court observed,
So wide a gulf between the State’s treatment of the adult and of the
child requires a bridge sturdier than mere verbiage, and reasons more
persuasive than cliché can provide. . . . “The rhetoric of the juvenile
cowrt movement has developed without any necessarily close corre-
spondence to the realities of court and institutional routines.”
Id. at 29-30 (quoting S. WHEELER & L. COTTRELL, JUVENILE DELINQUENCY—ITS
PREVENTION AND CONTROL 35 (1966)).

456. D. RoTHMAN, supra note 2, at 261-89. For a similarly pessimistic ac-
count of the reality of juvenile correctional programs under the aegis of Pro-
gressivism, see S. SCHLOSSMAN, supra note 2.

457, See, e.g., C. BARTOLLAS, S. MILLER & S. DINITZ, JUVENILE VICTIMIZATION
(1976); B. FELD, NEUTRALIZING INMATE VIOLENCE (1977); R. GIALLOMBARDO, THE
Sociat, WORLD OF IMPRISONED GIRLS (1974); H. PoLsky, CoTTAGE Six (1962); D.
STREET, R. VINTER & C. PERROW, ORGANIZATION FOR TREATMENT (1966); K.
‘WOODEN, WEEPING IN THE PLAYTIME oF OTHERS (1976); Feld, A Comparative
Analysis of Organizational Structure and Inmate Subcultures in Institutions for
Juvenile Offenders, 271 CRIME & DELINQ. 336 (1981); Poole & Regoli, Violence in
Juvenile Institutions: A Comparative Study, 21 CRnuNoLoGY 213 (1983); Rolde,
Mack, Scherl & Macht, The Maximum Security Institution as a Treatment Facil-
ity for Juveniles, in JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 437 (J. Teele ed. 1970).

458. The study described the conditions as follows:

In sum the lives of the low-status inmates in the custody-oriented
cottages were miserable. . . . The direct physical assaults and abuse
were substantial and real. The attendant psychological trauma was
equally apparent. These victims of terrorization were afraid of other
inmates. Their fear emboldened others who, by their aggression, rein-
forced their fear.

B. FELD, supra note 457, at 160.
459. C.BARTOLLAS, S. MILLER & S. DINtTZ, supra note 457, at 153, 158.
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ant punitive consequences.460

During the period of these evaluations, a number of law-
suits challenged the conditions of confinement in juvenile cor-
rectional facilities, alleging that the conditions violated the
committed inmates’ “right to treatment.”461 These “right to
treatment” and “cruel and unusual punishment” cases provide
another outside view of the reality of juvenile corrections. In

460. See authorities cited supra note 457.

461. The right to treatment follows from the state’s invocation of its parens
patriae power to intervene for the benefit of the individual. In a variety of set-
tings other than juvenile corrections, such as institutionalization of the men-
tally ill and mentally retarded, states confine individuals without affording
them the procedural safeguards associated with criminal incarceration for pun-
ishment. In all of these settings, it is the promise of benefit that justifies the
less stringent procedural safeguards. Thus, failure to deliver the promised
treatment is a denial of due process. See Donaldson v. O’Connor, 493 F.2d 507,
513 (5th Cir. 1974), vacated on other grounds, 422 U.S. 563, 577 (1975); Rouse v.
Cameron, 373 F.2d 451, 461 (D.C. Cir. 1966); Welsch v. Likins, 373 F. Supp. 487,
491 (D. Minn. 1974); Wyatt v. Stickney, 325 F. Supp. 781, 786 (M.D. Ala. 1971),
aff'd in part, rev'd in part sub nom. Wyatt v. Aderholt, 503 F.2d 1305, 1319 (5th
Cir. 1974). For commentary on these cases and the issue of treatment gener-
ally, see Birnbaum, The Right to Treatment, 46 A.B.A. J. 499 (1960); The Right to
Treatment, 57 Geo. L.J. 673 (1969) (symposium); Developments in the Law—
Civil Commitment of the Mentally Ill, 87 Harv. L. REv. 1190, 1316-57 (1974).

The constitutional rationale of the civil commitment cases also has been in-
voked to secure treatment for juveniles incarcerated in state training schools.
See, e.g., Pena v. New York State Div. for Youth, 419 F. Supp. 203, 211 (S.D.N.Y.
1976); Robinson v. Leahy, 401 F. Supp. 1027, 1034 (N.D. Ill. 1975); Long v. Powell,
388 F. Supp. 422, 432 (N.D. Ga. 1975), vacated, 423 U.S. 808 (1975); Morales v.
Turman, 383 F. Supp. 53, 64 (E.D. Tex. 1974), rev'd on other grounds, 535 F.2d 864
(5th Cir. 1976); Nelson v. Heyne, 355 F. Supp. 451, 459 (N.D. Ind. 1972), affd, 491
F.2d 352 (Tth Cir. 1974); Martarella v. Kelley, 349 F. Supp. 575, 602 (S.D.N.Y.
1972); Inmates of Boys’ Training School v. Affleck, 346 F. Supp. 1354, 1363 (D.R.L.
1972); Baker v. Hamilton, 345 F. Supp. 345, 350-52 (W.D. Ky. 1972); Lollis v. New
York State Dep’t of Social Serv., 322 F. Supp. 473, 482 (S.D.N.Y. 1970); Neil M. v.
Gregory M., 71 Misc. 2d 396, 400-01, 336 N.Y.S.2d 304, 308-09 (N.Y. Fam. Ct. 1972).

The right to treatment has been invoked successfully against juvenile insti-
tutions in a number of cases in which rehabilitative services were not forth-
coming and custodial warehousing or barbaric practices were shown. See, e.g.,
In re Elmore, 382 F.2d 125, 127 (D.C. Cir. 1967); Creek v. Stone, 379 F.2d 106, 112
(D.C. Cir. 1967). The First Circuit, however, rejected any *right to treatment,”
holding that “there is no legally cognizable quo to trigger a compensatory
quid. . . . [A]lthough rehabilitative training is no doubt desirable and sound
as a matter of policy and, perhaps, of state law, plaintiffs have no constitutional
right to that rehabilitative training.” Santana v. Collazo, 714 F.2d 1172, 1177 (1st
Cir. 1983). For commentary on these and other related cases, see Renn, The
Right to Treatment and the Juvenile, 19 CRIME & DELINQ. 477 (1973); Wald &
Schwartz, Trying a Juvenile Right to Treatment Suit: Pointers and Pitfalls for
Plaintiffs, 12 AM. CRiM. L. REv. 125 (1974); Note, The Courts, The Constitution
and Juvenile Institutional Reform, 52 B.U.L. Rev. 33 (1972); Note, Judicial Rec-
ognition and Implementation of a Right to Treatment for Institutionalized
Juveniles, 49 NoTRE DAME Law. 1051 (1974); Constitutional Right to Treatment
Jor Juveniles Adjudicated to be Delinquent—Nelson v. Heyne, 12 Am. CriM. L.
Rev. 209 (1974); Limits on Punishment and Entitlement to Rehabilitative Treat-
ment of Institutionalized Juveniles: Nelson v. Heyne, 60 VA. L. Rev. 864 (1974).
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Nelson v. Heyne,262 the court found that inmates were routinely
beaten with a “fraternity paddle,” injected with psychotropic
drugs for social control purposes, and deprived of minimally
adequate care and individualized treatment.463 In Inmates of
Boys’ Training School v. Affleck,s64 the court found inmates
confined in dark and cold dungeonlike cells in their underwear,
routinely locked in solitary confinement, and subjected to a va-
riety of antirehabilitative practices.465 In Morales v. Turman,i66
the court found numerous instances of physical brutality and
abuse, including hazing by staff and inmates, staff-administered
beatings and tear-gassings, homosexual assaults, extensive use
of solitary confinement, repetitive and degrading make-work,
and minimal clinical services.467 In Morgan v. Sproat368 the
court found youths confined in padded cells with no windows
or furnishings and only flush holes for toilets, denied access to
all services or programs except a Bible46® In State v. Wer-
ner,47%0 the court found that inmates were locked in solitary con-
finement, beaten, slapped, kicked, and sprayed with mace by
staff, required to scrub floors with a toothbrush, and subjected
to punitive practices such as standing and sitting for prolonged
periods without changing position.4”t Unfortunately, these
cases are not atypical, as the list of judicial opinions docu-
menting institutional abuses demonstrates.42 Rehabilitative
euphemisms and a therapeutic “alternative purpose” cannot
disguise the reality of punitive confinement as a fundamental
characteristic of juvenile institutionalization. Although juvenile
correctional facilities are not as uniformly bad as adult prisons,
they are not so consistently good that they provide an unques-
tionably therapeutic “alternative purpose.”

Against this background, it is hard to understand the deci-
sion in MecKeiver to deny juveniles jury trials in order not to
impede further experiments “to seek in new and different ways
the elusive answers to the problems of the young.”47 It is also

462. 355 F. Supp. 451 (N.D. Ind. 1972), aff'd, 491 F.2d 352 (7th Cir. 1974).

463. Id. at 454.

464. 346 F. Supp. 1354 (DR.L 1972).

465. Id. at 1357.

466. 383 F. Supp. 53 (E.D. Tex. 1974), rev'd on other grounds, 535 F.2d 864
(5th Cir. 1976).

467. Id. at T1-78.

468. 432 F. Supp. 1130 (S.D. Miss. 1977).

469. Id. at 1138.

470. 242 SE.2d 907 (W. Va. 1978).

471. Id. at 909.

472. See authorities cited supra note 461.

473. McKeiver, 403 U.S. at 528, 547 (1971); see also Gardner, supra note 69, at

A



262 MINNESOTA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:141

difficult to understand Minnesota’s uncritical acceptance of the
Court’s position. In contrast, the Alaska Supreme Court, in
RLR v. State, 474 held that the Alaska state constitution requires
jury trials in juvenile court in order to provide a protective
buffer between the juvenile and the state.4 The court rejected
the notion that “the benevolent social theory supposedly un-
derlying juvenile court acts justifies dispensing with constitu-
tional safeguards”#76 and emphasized that the safeguards of a
jury are required when a juvenile is charged with criminal be-
havior and subjected to the possibility of incarceration.477 Al-
though the majority of states, like Minnesota, deny juveniles
the right to a trial by jury, the experiences of those jurisdic-
tions that allow juveniles jury trials¢7 show that McKeivers
fear of delay, formality, and the clamor of the adversary pro-
cess appears to be unfounded.479

Justice Brennan’s concurring-dissenting opinion in
McKeiver was based upon his perception that a public trial pro-
vided a protection against governmental oppression function-
ally equivalent to a jury trial by assuring the visibility and

823-33 (noting failure of courts to use concept of punishment in analyzing juve-
nile cases).

474. 487 P.2d 27 (Alaska 1971).

475. Id. at 32. For cases denying juveniles the right to a jury trial, see In re
Dino, 359 So. 2d 586, 598 (La. 1978); State v. Gleason, 404 A.2d 573, 585 (Me.
1979); In re McCloud, 110 R.I. 431, 436, 293 A.2d 512, 516 (1972).

476. RLR, 487 P.2d at 30.

471. Id. at 33.

478. See, e.g., ALASKA STAT. §47.10.070 (1979); Coro. REv. StaT. § 19-1-
106(1) (a) (Supp. 1983); KaN. STAT. ANN. § 38-808(a) (1981) (restricted to certain
felonies); Mass. ANN. Laws ch. 119, § 55A (Michie/Law. Co-op. Supp. 1984);
MicH. Comp. Laws ANN. § T12A.17 (West Supp. 1984); Miss. CODE ANN. § 43-23-15
(1972); MoNT. CODE ANN. § 41-5-522 (1983); N.M. StAT. ANN. § 32-1-31 (1981);
OKLA. STAT. ANN. tit. 10, § 1110 (West Supp. 1984); TEx. Fam. CODE ANN. tit. 3,
§ 54.03 (Vernon 1975).

479. Despite the fears of the majority in McKeiver that delays could result
from requiring juvenile jury trials, 403 U.S. 528, 550 (1971), Justice Douglas ar-
gued that “there is no meaningful evidence that granting the right to jury trials
will impair the function of the court.” Id. at 564 (Douglas, J., dissenting). Simi-
larly, commentators have noted that

where a jury trial is available by statute it is seldom used and creates

no burden on the juvenile court system, nor does it interfere with the

rehabilitative program for the juvenile. None of the data collected indi-

cates that the extension of this right to the remaining states would sig-

nificantly affect the efficiency of the operation of the juvenile courts.
Burch & Knaup, The Impact of Jury Trials upon the Administration of Juvenile
Justice, 4 CLEARINGHOUSE REv. 345, 360 (1970); see also Comment, supra note
403, at 995 n.134 (observing that the right to a jury trial would not be used as
often in juvenile trials as it is in criminal trials, at least in part because attor-
neys concerned for the juveniles realize that its overuse would delay the reha-
bilitative process).
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accountability of the process.180 Although the possibility of
public trial was one of the factors that led the McKeiver plural-
ity to deny juveniles the right to jury trials,48! several states
grant juveniles the right to a public trial as well.482 The major-
ity of states, however, including Minnesota, exclude the general
public from delinquency hearings.483

Although the imposition of jury trials and public trials on
juvenile proceedings is inconsistent with traditional informality
and confidentiality, concepts of fairness require questioning the
extent to which “benevolent social theory” ought to be invoked
to deny fundamental constitutional rights. Minnesota's Rule 27
itself evidences that informality in the adjudicative process is
already a thing of the past. The Juvenile Justice Standards
commentary notes that “the adjudication hearings should be
conducted in a careful, formal manner to assure accurate find-
ings of fact. Contested adjudication hearings should be formal
proceedings whether or not there is a jury present.”484 The
Standards also recommend that juveniles should have a right
to public trial485 The Standards emphasize that the current
practice of allowing attendance by students, social workers,
lawyers, social scientists, and other observers of the court with-
out any specific “interest” in the particular child or case al-
ready vitiates the promise of confidentiality without affording
the benefits of a public hearing.486 They also question whether
the “benefits” of confidentiality have been elevated over those
of a public trial without adequate appraisal of what the benefits

480. McKeiver, 403 U.S. 528, 553-55 (1971) (Brennan, J., concwring and dis-
senting); see supra note 62 and accompanying text.

481. 403 U.S. at 550; see supra note 70 and accompanying text.

482. See, e.g., ALASKA STAT. § 47.10.070 (1982); CAL. WELF. & InsT. CoDE § 676
(West 1984); Or. REv. StaT. §419.498(1) (1983); S.D. CoprFIED Laws § 26-8-32
(1976). Commentators recognize that many states do not provide public trials
for juveniles because of a fear that public trials threaten the informality, flexi-
bility, and confidentiality of juvenile proceedings. See McLaughlin & Wisenand,
Jury Trial, Public Trial and Free Press In Juvenile Proceedings: An Analysis
and Comparison of the IJA/ABA, Task Force, and NAC Standards, 46 BROOX-
LYN L. Rev. 1, 10-11 (1979); Note, The Public Right of Access to Juvenile Delin-
quency Hearings, 81 MicH. L. Rev. 1540, 1540 n.3 (1983).

483. MmN, STAT. § 260.155(1) (1982) (“The court shall exclude the general
public from these hearings and shall admit only those persons who, in the dis-
cretion of the court, have a direct interest in the case or in the work of the
court.”); see also MInN. R.P. Juv. CT. 8.01 (specifying who is permitted to attend
the juvenile hearings).

484. JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note 73, STANDARDS RELATING TO
ADJUDICATION, Standard 4.1(A) commentary at 54.

485. Id. Standarg 6.1.

486. Id. Standard 6.1 commentary at 71,



264 MINNESOTA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:141

of a public trial are.487

Over three decades ago, the United States Supreme Court,
in In re Oliver,488 held that a defendant had a right to a public
trial and condemned secret criminal proceedings:

Whatever other benefits the guarantee to an accused that his trial be
conducted in public may confer upon our society, the guarantee has al-
ways been recognized as a safeguard against any attempt to employ
our courts as instruments of persecution. The knowledge that every
criminal trial is subject to contemporaneous review in the forum of
public opinion is an effective restraint on possible abuse of judicial
power.489

The Oliver Court also noted that public trials are needed be-
cause they may bring the matters at issue to the attention of an
unknown witness who can then voluntarily come forward to
provide testimony, they provide citizens with information about
the administration of justice, and they promote confidence in
the judiciary.49¢ Public trials, like jury trials, provide a check
on potential abuses of judicial power. One commentator has
suggested that such uses of public trials are even more benefi-
cial in juvenile than in adult criminal court proceedings,49! and
another has emphasized that the public’s need for information
about the administration of the juvenile justice system is at
least as acute as in the case of adult defendants.492 Even some
courts acknowledge that juvenile cases exhibit far more proce-
dural errors than comparable adult cases and suggest that se-
crecy may foster a judicial casualness toward the law that

487. Id. Standard 6.1 commentary at 71-72.

488. 333 U.S. 257 (1948).

489. Id. at 270.

490. Id. at 270 n.24.

491. McLaughlin & Wisenand, supra note 482, at 3.

492. Note, supra note 482, at 1549-53. Specifically, the commentator asserts:
[A]ccess to juvenile delinquency hearings would function as a check
on the abuse of power by judges, probation officers, and other public
officials. The nature of the juvenile justice system, even more than the
criminal system, suggests a compelling need to check the exercise of
government power. Juvenile court judges, for example, exercise more
discretion than their criminal trial counterparts. . . . Such a system
relies heavily on subjective judgments, making the *“compliant, biased,
or eccentric judge” a particular hazard. Juvenile court judges, more-
over, are often less qualified and less competent than other judges. As
a result, juvenile courts often commit “much more extensive and fun-
damental error than is generally found in adult criminal cases.” Be-
cause juvenile cases are only rarely appealed, public scrutiny of the
juvenile justice system takes on added importance as a check against
official misconduct. Finally, judges, not juries, decide most delin-
quency cases. Thus, the juvenile is unable to appeal to the community
conscience, as embodied in the jury, to protect against abuse of govern-
ment power.

Id. at 1550-51 (quoting Duncan v. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145, 156 (1968); RLR v.
State, 487 P.2d 27, 38 (Alaska 1971)).
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visibility might constrain493 Thus, although public access
would marginally vitiate the confidentiality of the process,494 it
could simultaneously assure that the daily administration of ju-
venile courts adheres more closely to the formal procedures
that are now required.

Again, procedures like Minnesota’s Rule 27, which denies
juveniles in Minnesota both jury trials and public trials,485 meet
constitutional due process requirements. They do not, how-
ever, take into account the reality of contemporary juvenile jus-
tice, the extent to which invocations of “informality” are
contradicted by the close formal resemblance between juvenile
and adult criminal proceedings, or the need to protect juveniles
as well as adults from the coercive and punitive power of the
state.296 It is clear, however, that by adhering to the traditional

493. See, e.g., RLR v. State, 487 P.2d 27, 38 (Alaska 1971); In re Dino, 359 So.
2d 586, 597 (La. 1978).

494. Although confidentiality in juvenile court proceedings has been justi-
fied by some courts and commentators “to hide youthful errors from the full
gaze of the public and bury them in the graveyard of the forgotten past,” In re
Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 24 (1967), and to avoid labeling juveniles and thereby either
limiting their chances of success later in life or reinforcing their conception of
themselves as criminals, see, e.g., E. SCHUR, LABELING DEVIANT BEHAVIOR
(1971); Lemert, The Juvenile Court—Quest and Realities, in JUVENILE DELIN-
QUENCY AND YOUTH CRIME, supra note 30, at 91, 92, it is not clear to what extent
eliminating confidentiality actually would aggravate these dangers. Commenta-
tors have questioned whether the absence of confidentiality would intensify the
dangers of labeling beyond those already inherent in the legal proceedings
themselves:

Similarly, it is unclear that access to juvenile hearings would decrease
the occupational and educational opportunities of the juvenile offender.
The FBI, the military, government agencies and private employers cur-
rently may obtain information about an individual’s juvenile court con-
tacts. . . .
Publicity of juvenile court proceedings may also prove beneficial to
both the juvenile and society. First, the public has an interest in learn-
ing the identity of the juvenile offender. . . . Second, publicity of juve-
nile delinquency hearings may deter juvenile delinquency. Such
publicity may also alert the juvenile's parents, as well as others, to
their responsibilities toward their children,
Note, supra note 482, at 1558; see also Mahoney, The Effect of Labeling Upon
Youths in the Juvenile Justice System: A Review of the Evidence, 8 Law &
Soc’y Rev. 583, 589-90 (1974) (noting ways in which court experience may be
perceived positively by youths despite negative label).

495. See MinN. R.P. Juv. CrT. 27.03(2) (A) (granting the child's counsel and
the county attorney the right to present evidence, present and cross-examine
witnesses, and present arguments supporting or attacking allegations in the
petition).

496. As one commentator has noted, it is

both inaccurate and deceptive to describe the operation of the juvenile
court in this area as the exercise of a rehabilitative or therapeutic func-
tion. . . . The primary function being served in these cases . . . is the
temporary incapacitation of children found to constitute a threat to the
community’s interest. . . . In a great many cases the juvenile court
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procedures of the juvenile court, the Minnesota Supreme Court
chose to treat juveniles worse procedurally than adult criminal
defendants.

VIII. REFERENCE OF DELINQUENCY MATTERS

A final issue concerns the procedure by which a juvenile
court waives jurisdiction for a youth, allowing the prosecution
of the youth as an adult. The procedures and criteria used are
critical because such a waiver of jurisdiction subjects the youth
directly to all the consequences of adult criminal prosecution.
Two United States Supreme Court decisions, Kent v. United
Statesi97 and Breed v. Jones,498 constrain this judicial waiver
process. Kent mandates that procedural due process must be
observed in judicial waiver determinations,4® and Breed re-
quires a state to make its dispositional determination—whether
to proceed against an offender as a juvenile or an adult—before
reaching the merits of the complaint.590 Dicta in Kent also note
some of the substantive criteria a juvenile court judge might
properly consider in deciding whether to waive jurisdiction.s01

must perform functions essentially similar to those exercised by any
court adjudicating cases of persons charged with dangerous and dis-
turbing behavior.
F. ALLEN, The Juvenile Court and the Limits of Juvenile Justice, in BORDER-
LAND, supra note 14, at 43, 53; see also The Administration of Juvenile Justice—
The Juvenile Court and Related Methods of Delinquency, in JUVENILE DELIN-
QUENCY AND YOuTH CRIME, supra note 30, at 1, 8 (the policies supporting the
application of the criminal law to adult offenders, namely, retribution, condem-
nation, deterrence, and incapacitation, also support its application to juvenile
offenders).
497. 383 U.S. 541 (1966).
498. 421 U.S. 519 (1975).
499. Kent, 383 U.S. at 554-57.
500. Breed, 421 U.S. at 539-41.
501. The Court explained its criteria as follows:

An offense falling within the statutory limitations ... will be
waived if it has prosecutive merit and if it is heinous or of an aggra-
vated character, or—even though less serious—if it represents a pat-
tern of repeated offenses which indicate that the juvenile may be
beyond rehabilitation under Juvenile Court procedures, or if the public
needs the protection afforded by such action.

The determinative factors which will be considered by the judge in
deciding whether the Juvenile Court’s jurisdiction over such offenses
will be waived are the following:

1. The seriousness of the alleged offense to the community and
whether the protection of the community requires waiver.

2. Whether the alleged offense was committed in an aggressive,
violent, premeditated or willful manner.

3. Whether the alleged offense was against persons or against
property, greater weight being given to offenses against persons espe-
cially if personal injury resulted.

4. The prosecutive merit of the complaint, i.e., whether there is
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Minnesota’s waiver procedures and criteria are typical of
the way that a large majority of states decide to prosecute a
chronological juvenile in an adult criminal court, subject to the
requirements of Kent and Breed.502 Minnesota’s Rule 32 gov-
erns the process for waiving juvenile court jurisdiction and
prosecuting a young offender as an adult if the court concludes
that the child is “not suitable for treatment” or that “public

evidence upon which a Grand Jury may be expected to return an in-

dictment . ...

5. The desirability of trial and disposition of the entire offense in
one court when the juvenile’s associates in the alleged offense are
adults . ...

6. The sophistication and maturity of the juvenile as determined
by consideration of his home, environmental situation, emotional atti-
tude and pattern of living.

7. The record and previous history of the juvenile, including previ-
ous contacts with the Youth Aid Division, other law enforcement agen-
cies, juvenile courts and other jurisdictions, prior periods of probation
to this Court, or prior commitments to juvenile institutions.

8. The prospects for adequate protection of the public and the
likelihood of reasonable rehabilitation of the juvenile (if he is found to
have committed the alleged offense) by the use of procedures, services
and facilities currently available to the Juvenile Court.

Kent, 383 U.S. at 566-67 app. For a general review of the implications of Kent,
see Paulsen, Constitutional Context, supra note 35.

502. Forty-six states employ judicial waiver in making transfer decisions.
See Feld, Reference of Juvenile Offenders, supra note 717, at 523 n.22. For an
overview of state statutes defining juvenile and criminal court jurisdiction, see
D. Bamparian, L. EsTeP, S. MUNTEAN, R. PRIESTINO, R. SWISHER, P. WALLACE &
J. WHarITE, YOUTH IN ADULT CourTS: BETWEEN Two WORDS 43-86 (1982) [herein-
after cited as D. HAMPARIAN}; see also JUVENILE JUSTICE STANDARDS, supra note
73, STANDARDS RELATING TO TRANSFER BETWEEN COURTS (proposed waiver
guidelines).

Until 1980, Minnesota provided only minimal substantive guidance to juve-
nile courts in making the critically important discretionary decision of whether
to waive jurisdiction. Waiver was authorized if the court concluded either that
the youth was “not suitable to treatment” or that a dispostion within the juve-
nile system would pose a threat to public safety. MmN, STAT. § 260.125(2)(d)
(1963) (amended 1980). Compare Feld, Reference of Juvenile Qffenders, supra
note 77, at 52346 (describing Minnesota waiver requirements before 1980
amendment) with Feld, supra note 35, at 203-30 (describing postamendment
waiver provisions). The Minnesota Supreme Court found the problems of judi-
cial discretion in waiver decisions substantial enough to call on the legislature
to review and revise the statute. See In re Welfare of Dahl, 278 N.W.2d 316, 319
(Minn. 1979). It was in response to the court’s request in Dak! for “a reevalua-
tion of the existing certification process,” id,, that the Minnesota legislature
adopted offense criteria to help structure the waiver decision under the statute.

Judicial waiver decisions, products of the courts’ unbridled discretion in
this area, have been criticized for their dissimilar treatment and occasional dis-
crimination and abuse. See D. HAMPARIAN, supra, at 15-40 (review and digest of
the waiver literature); Youth in Adult Courts, in READINGS IN PuBLIC PoLiCcY
169-377 (J. Hall, D. Hamparian, J. Pettibone & J. White eds. 1981) (compilation
of 10 articles considering policy implications and specific problems involved in
prosecuting juveniles in adult courts) [hereinafter cited as READINGS IN PUBLIC
PoLicy]; see also Feld, Reference of Juvenile Qffenders, supra note T1, at 522 n.
21 (listing citations to recent waiver literature).
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safety is not served” by retention in juvenile court.503 Under
the rule, the county attorney initiates a reference proceeding
by filing a motion for adult prosecution.5%¢ Following a finding
of probable cause, the juvenile court may order a social study
of the child505 and, within thirty days of the filing of the motion,
must conduct a hearing to determine whether the youth meets
the waiver criteria.5%6 The prosecution may prove its case for
waiver either by direct proof of nonamenability to treatment or
dangerousness under subdivision 2 of the statuteSo? or by indi-

503. Minn. R.P. Juv. Ct. 32.05(2); see MINN., STAT. § 260.125(2)(d) (Supp.
1983). For general discussions of the waiver procedure in Minnesota, see Feld,
supra note 35; Feld, Reference of Juvenile Offenders, supra note 77.

504. Rule 32 provides: “Proceedings to refer a delinquency matter . . . may
be initiated only upon motion of the county attorney after a delinquency peti-
tion has been filed.” MmN. R.P. Juv. CT. 32.01; see In re Welfare of Sweats, 293
N.W.2d 67, 70 (Minn. 1980) (decision whether to prosecute as an adult is within
discretion of prosecutor).

505. The rule provides: “If probable cause has been shown, pursuant to
Rule 19.03 or Rule 32.05, Subd. 1, the court, on its own motion or on the motion
of the child’s counsel or the county attorney, may order a social, psychiatric or
psychological study concerning the child who is the subject of the reference.”
Minn. R.P. Juv. CT. 32.03. The rule also provides that the social report is to be
paid for “at public expense,” shall be filed 48 hours before the time scheduled
for the hearing, and must be made available to both parties. Id.

506. Mimn. R.P. Juv. CT. 32.01.

507. MINN. STAT. § 260.125(2) (d) (2) (Supp. 1983). When proving amenability
to treatment or dangerousness directly, the State will introduce evidence per-
taining to the nature of the juvenile’s present offense and prior record as well
as evidence bearing on the treatment prognosis of the youth.

The Minnesota Supreme Court has emphasized that the facts of the crime
are relevant to the determination of whether prosecution as an adult is proper.
State v. Duncan, 312 Minn. 17, 32-33, 250 N.W.2d 189, 198-99 (1977). It has indi-
cated that the following factors are relevant to the question of whether the
child is a threat to public safety:

1) the seriousness of the offense in terms of community protection; 2)

the circumstances surrounding the offense; 3) whether the offense was

committed in an aggressive, violent, premeditated or willful manner; 4)

whether the offense was directed against persons or property; 5) the

reasonably foreseeable consequences of the act; and 6) the absence of
adequate protective and security facilities available to the juvenile
treatment system.

State v. Hogan, 297 Minn. 430, 438, 212 N.W.2d 664, 669-70 (1973).

Also, in determining the amenability of a juvenile to treatment, the court
has emphasized the role of psychological and psychiatric evaluations and de-
scribed the procedure by which those evaluations are to be prepared and sub-
mitted to the court. S.R.J. v. State, 293 N.W.2d 32, 36 (Minn. 1980). As a result,
the prosecution is encouraged

to introduce whatever social, psychological, or psychiatric evidence it

has available to bolster its case. Similarly, defense attorneys, obligated

to effectively assist their juvenile clients, are likely to introduce sub-

stantial evidence of their clients’ redeeming social value. Following

this morass of evidence, juvenile court judges will continue to decide

on a discretionary basis if a youth is amenable to treatment or danger-

ous despite the absence of clinical tests or objective validated indica-

tors that accurately predict such traits.
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rect proof of offenses establishing a prima facie case under
subdivision 3.508

It is important to note that such a waiver decision is also a
sentencing decision that represents a choice between the puni-
tive disposition of adult criminal court and the “rehabilitative”
disposition of the juvenile court.599 Consistent with the view of
waiver as a sentencing decision, Minnesota added offense crite-
ria to guide the waiver decision when it revised its waiver stat-
ute in 1980.510 Under the new waiver statute, the prosecution
can establish a prima facie case for waiver by proving that the
juvenile is at least sixteen years of age, the present offense
charged is serious, and the combination of the present crime
charged and the prior record bring the case within one of the
clauses of the subdivisions.511 The use of such offense criteria
to create a presumption of adulthood reflects a legislative effort
to provide some objective guidance to juvenile court judges
making the waiver decision. It also reflects the Minnesota Sen-
tencing Guidelines’ repudiation of traditional, individualized
discretionary sentencing practices in favor of “just deserts” de-

Feld, supra note 35, at 213-14.

508. Subdivision 3 provides: “A prima facie case that the public safety is
not served or that the child is not suitable for treatment shall have been estab-
lished if the child was at least 16 years of age at the time of the alleged of-
fense,” is alleged to have committed one of various specified serious present
offenses, and, for all but the most serious offenses, has a record of prior of-
fenses. MINN. StaT. § 260.125(3) (1982). The various combinations of present of-
fense and prior record create a rebuttable presumption for waiver. Feld, supra
note 35, at 207-14. If the defendant does not introduce rebuttal evidence, estab-
lishment of the prima facie case alone will support a waiver decision. See, e.g.,
In re Welfare of Givens, 307 N.W.2d 489, 490 (Minn. 1981) (reference based on
an unrebutted prima facie case).

509. See In re Weliare of Hartung, 304 N.W.2d 621, 624 (Minn. 1981) (“A ref-
erence hearing is a dispositional type hearing which is forward looking . . . .");
In re Welfare of S.R.J., 293 N.W.2d 32, 35 (Minn. 1980) (“A reference hearing is a
dispositional hearing . . . ."); see also In re Welfare of T.D.S., 289 N.W.2d 137,
140 (Minn. 1980) (reference hearing is properly distinguished from adjudicative
hearing). For a discussion of the punitive aspects of a waiver decision, see
‘Whitebread & Batey, The Role of Waiver in the Juvenile Court: Questions of
Philosophy and Function, in READINGS IN PuBLIC PoLicy, supra note 502, at 207.

510. Act of Apr. 15, 1980, ch. 580, § 7, 1980 Minn. Laws 962, 967-69 (codified at
MiNN, STAT. § 260.125 (1982)); see also Feld, supra note 35, at 192-97 (describing
1980 changes in the Minnesota juvenile code).

511. MIinN. STaT. § 260.125(3) (1982). The legislative addition of offense crite-
ria was responsive to the issues raised by the Minnesota Supreme Court in /n
re Welfare of Dahl, 278 N.W.2d 316, 319 (Minn. 1979), see supra note 502, and
other decisions. For example, the court in In re Welfare of J.B.M,, 263 N.W.2d
74 (Minn. 1978), indicated that a waiver decision is based on more than just the
seriousness of the offense: *“Although the nature of the offense is certainly a
factor to be considered in this determination and may serve as a basis for stat-
utory reference. . . , this court has not held that reference is mandatory when
a serious crime is involved.” Id. at 76.



270 MINNESOTA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:141

cision making, in which the primary determinants of an of-
fender’s sentence are the severity of the present offense and
the length of the prior record.512

The legislative goal of greater waiver uniformity has not
been achieved through the use of offense criteria, however, be-
cause youths may introduce evidence of amenability to treat-
ment and lack of dangerousness to rebut the prima facie
case’13 and thus may have the case decided under the general
waiver provisions.514 A recent evaluation of the Minnesota
waiver process found that less than one-half of the youths for
whom prosecutors sought waiver met the prima facie offense
criteria and only about one-third of the youths actually referred
for adult prosecution met them.515 Furthermore, the adoption
of prima facie offense criteria for waiver seems to have had lit-
tle impact on the numbers or kinds of youths criminally prose-
cuted in Minnesota.516 Thus, notwithstanding the 1980
legislative amendments specifying offense criteria to structure
judicial discretion, certification for adult prosecution remains a
highly idiosyncratic procedure.

Rule 32 was promulgated against this background of persis-
tent judicial discretion despite the legislature’s predilection for

512. The “purpose and principles” section of the Minnesota Sentencing
Guidelines reflects the “modified just deserts” sentencing philosophy of the
Sentencing Guidelines Commission: “The purpose of the sentencing guidelines
is to establish rational and consistent sentencing standards which reduce sen-
tencing disparity and ensure that sanctions following conviction of a felony are
proportional to the severity of the offense of conviction and the extent of the
offender’s criminal history.” MINNESOTA SENTENCING GUIDELINES, supra note
448, at 1.2. Two articles from a recent symposium on determinate sentencing
explore the impact of the “just deserts” philosophy on the Minnesota Sentenc-
ing Guidelines. See Knapp, Impact of the Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines on
Sentencing Practices, 5 HamuiNeE L. Rev. 237 (1982); Von Hirsch, Constructing
Guidelines for Sentencing: The Critical Choices for the Minnesota Sentencing
Commission, 5 HAMLINE L. REV. 164 (1982).

513. See MINN. R.P. Juv. CT. 32.04(2).

514. See Feld, supra note 35, at 213-14, 239-40.

515. Osbun & Rode, Prosecuting Juveniles As Adults: The Quest for “Objec-
tive” Decisions, 22 CRIMINOLOGY 187, 194-95 (1984). As the authors note, how-
ever, “Following enactment of the revised statute, there was a slight increase in
the proportion of transferred cases which did satisfy the [offense] criteria—
from 22.29% before enactment to 34.5% after enactment.” Id. at 195.

516. Id. at 197-98. The ineffectiveness of the “objective guidelines” promul-
gated by the legislature is in part attributable to their failure to single out those
“serious” offenders who often are better identified on a discretionary basis. As
a result, as Osbun and Rode conclude, “Despite its defects and potential for
abuse, the traditional discretionary process used by prosecutors and juvenile
court judges to make waiver decisions appears to be more successful than the
objective criteria alone in identifying the more serious juvenile offenders.” Id.
at 199-200.
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“Jjust deserts” sentencing and its adoption of offense criteria to
structure the waiver decision. Rule 32.05 elaborates a non-
exclusive list of the “totality of the circumstances” that a juve-
nile court may consider in determining a youth's
dangerousness or amenability to treatment:

(a) the seriousness of the offense in terms of community protection,
(b) the circumstances surrounding the offense,

(c) whether the offense was committed in an aggressive, violent, pre-
meditated or willful manner,

(d) whether the offense was directed against persons or property, the
greater weight being given to an offense against persons, especially if
personal injury resulted,

(e) the reasonably foreseeable consequences of the act,

(f) the absence of adequate protective and security facilities available
to the juvenile treatment system,

(g) the sophistication and maturity of the child as determined by con-
sideration of the child’s home, environmental situation, emotional atti-
tude and pattern of living,

(h) the record and previous history of the child,

(i) whether the child acted with particular cruelty or disregard for the
life or safety-of another,

(j) whether the offense involved a high degree of sophistication or
planning by the child, and

(k) whether there is sufficient time available before the child reaches
age nineteen (19) to provide appropriate treatment and controlL.517

These factors are already part of the controlling case law518 and
statutory grounds519 for waiver, and their inclusion in the rules
without any attempt to rank, order, or weight them is, at best,
simply redundant. Indeed, this catalogue of factors allows juve-
nile court judges to retain their wide and virtually unreview-
able discretion in evaluating the significance of the various

517. Mmn. R.P. Juv. Cr. 32.05(2).

518. These criteria largely are drawn from the eight factors announced by
the United States Supreme Court in Kent v. United States, 383 U.S. 541, 566-67
_app- (1965), quoted supra note 501, and the six considerations listed by the Min-
nesota Supreme Court in State v. Hogan, 297 Minn. 430, 438, 212 N.W.2d 664, 670
(1973), quoted supra note 507. Subsequent Minnesota cases generally have
echoed these factors.. See, e.g., In re Welfare of S.R.J., 293 N.W.2d 32, 35 (Minn.
1980) (citing Hogan factors); In re Welfare of K P.H,, 289 N.'W.2d 772, 725 (Minn.
1980) (same); In re Welfare of W.J.R., 264 N.W.2d 391, 393 (Minn. 1978) (exten-
sive prior offenses relevant to public safety determination); In re Welfare of
J.B.M,, 263 N.W.2d 74, 75 (Minn. 1978) (considering extensive record of assault-
ive and violent behavior); State v. Duncan, 312 Minn. 17, 22-25, 250 N.W.2d 189,
194-96 (1977) (reference based on aggravated robbery); In re Welfare of LQ.S.,
309 Minn. 78, 91-92, 244 N.W.2d 30, 40 (1976) (juvenile's rejection of treatment
justifies reference); ¢f. In re Welfare of Dahl, 278 N.W.2d 316, 321 (Minn. 1979)
(Hogan factors, although relevant, are not conclusive); In re Welfare of J.E.C.,
302 Minn. 387, 394-98, 225 N.W.2d 245, 251-52 (1975) (unavailability of adequate
treatment does not per se justify reference).

519. See MINN. STaT. § 260.125(3) (1) (1982) (factors determining suitability
for reference include age, seriousness of offense, manner of offense, and history
of repeated offenses).
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criteria and making the ultimate dispositional decision. As a
study of such catalogues has noted, “Collectively, ‘lists’ of this
length rarely serve to limit discretion or regularize procedure.
By giving emphasis to one or two of the guidelines, a judge can
usually justify a decision either way.”520

Commentators concerned about excessive judicial discre-
tion have emphasized that “waiver of juvenile court jurisdiction
requires a central guiding principle.”521 The catalogue of mis-
cellaneous factors promulgated by the Minnesota Supreme
Court provides neither a “central guiding principle” nor much
practical guidance to juvenile court judges struggling with this
difficult sentencing decision. Instead, Rule 32's emphasis on
vague, discretionary, and ultimately unquantifiable factors sim-
ply compounds all the preexisting problems of the process and
submits the most important dispositional decision in the juve-
nile court to the subjective reaction of each individual juvenile
court judge. Rather than maximizing discretion, the Minnesota
Supreme Court would have been much better advised to rein-
force the legislature’s own “just deserts” philosophical sentenc-
ing preferences through greater emphasis on offense criteria.
By failing to do so, the court endorses a sentencing philosophy
that has been legislatively repudiated for adult offenders and
subjects juvenile offenders to a much less “just” dispositional
process.522

IX. CONCLUSION

The decades since Gault have witnessed a substantial pro-
cedural convergence between juvenile courts and adult crimi-
nal courts. The recent Rules of Procedure for Juvenile Court
promulgated by the Minnesota Supreme Court reflect the ex-

520. TwenTIETH CENTURY FUND, Task FORCE ON SENTENCING Pouicy To-
WARDS YOUNG OFFENDERS, CONFRONTING YOUTH CRIME 56 (1978).

521. Id. at 57; see also Whitebread & Batey, The Role of Waiver in the Juve-
nile Court, in READINGS IN PuBLIc PoLicy, supra note 502, at 207, 211 (waiver
decisions historically have been made in atmosphere of informal procedure and
unfettered discretion); Zimring, Notes Toward a Jurisprudence of Waiver, in
ReEADINGS IN PUBLIC PoLicy, supra note 502, at 193, 194-95 (discretion in waiver
decision inevitable absent legislative and judicial agreement on substantive
standards).

522. See, e.g., SUPREME COURT JUVENILE JUSTICE STUDY COMMISSION, REPORT
TO THE MINNESOTA SUPREME COURT 71-73 (1976) (documenting enormous ur-
ban/rural disparities in the seriousness of the present offenses and prior
records of youths waived in different counties in the state); see also D.
HaMPARIAN, supra note 502, at 205 (reporting that county-by-county variations
in waiver decisions throughout the country cannot be accounted for by any ob-
jective or offense criteria).
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tent to which many of the procedural attributes of criminal
courts are now routine aspects of the administration of juvenile
justice as well. The greater procedural formality and adversary
nature of the juvenile court also reflect the attenuation be-
tween the court’s therapeutic mission and its social control
functions, which has increased as the relative emphases on re-
habilitating offenders and protecting the public have shifted.523
The many instances in which the Minnesota Supreme Court
chose to treat juvenile offenders procedurally like adult crimi-
nal defendants is one aspect of this process.

Despite the criminalization of the juvenile court, it remains
nearly as true today as two decades ago that “the child receives
the worst of both worlds: that [the child] gets neither the pro-
tections accorded to adults nor the solicitous care and regener-
ative treatment postulated for children.”s2¢ This Article has
identified a number of instances in which the procedural safe-
guards afforded to juvenile offenders are not comparable either
formally or functionally to those provided to adult eriminal de-
fendants. Juveniles are found to waive their Miranda rights
and their right to counsel under a standard that, in practice, is
unlikely to discern whether they adequately understand the
rights they relinquish. The high rate of waiver of counsel, in
particular, is an indictment of the entire juvenile adjudicative
apparatus because the effective assistance of counsel is the
necessary prerequisite to the invocation of every other proce-
dural safeguard. Similarly, preventive detention, deplorable in
its own right, further disadvantages a youth at adjudication and
disposition. The inadequate screening and charging practices
in juvenile court result in more youths being drawn more
deeply into the process. The absence of counsel to challenge
deficient petitions leads many youths to admit allegations that
could not be proved. Combining the suppression hearing with
the trial on the merits is also a highly prejudicial practice that
increases the likelihood of erroneocus determinations of guilt.
The denial of jury trials and public trials raises troubling ques-
tions about the factual accuracy of delinquency adjudications.
At the same time, analysis of sentencing practices and condi-

523. See, e.g., PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND ADMINIS-
TRATION OF JUSTICE, THE CHALLENGE OF CRIME IN A FREE SocIETY 81 (1967) (ob-
serving that protection of the community is the guiding consideration for a
court dealing with threatening conduct); JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND YOUTH
CRIMES, supra note 30, at 2 (proposing that adjudication and disposition of juve-
nile offenders should be recognized as expressing society's claim to self-protec-
tion rather than being solely rehabilitative).

524, Kent v. United States, 383 U.S. 541, 556 (1966).
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tions of institutional confinement indicates that whatever the
rehabilitative justifications for these procedural deficiencies
may have been, such justifications are increasingly untenable
in a juvenile court that is explicitly punitive and offense-ori-
ented rather than rehabilitative and offender-oriented. Al-
though this Article has analyzed these procedural deficiencies
separately, their prejudicial consequences are cumulative—the
whole is far worse than the sum of its parts.

In promulgating its Rules of Procedure, the Minnesota
Supreme Court provided neither special procedural safeguards
to protect juveniles from the consequences of their own imma-
turity nor the full panoply of adult criminal procedural safe-
guards to protect them from punitive state intervention.
Instead, the court increased the likelihood that juveniles will
continue to “receive the worst of both worlds” by treating juve-
nile offenders just like adult criminal defendants when formal
equality redounds to their disadvantage and yet providing less
effective juvenile court procedures when those procedural defl-
ciencies redound to the advantage of the state. At a number of
critical junctures, the court had the option of promulgating per
se rules and providing real substantive guidance but chose in-
stead to encourage unstructured and discretionary decision
making. The most fundamental shortcoming of the court’s en-
tire endeavor was its subordination of the rule of law to the dis-
cretion of each juvenile court judge.525

The court’s policy choices also reflect a basic philosophical
ambivalence about the continued role of the juvenile court. As
juvenile courts become increasingly criminalized and converge
with their adult counterparts, there may be little reason to
maintain a separate juvenile criminal court whose sole distin-
guishing characteristic is its persisting procedural deficien-
cies.526 This is a philosophical issue that cannot be answered
by reference to simplistic treatment versus punishment formu-
lations, since there are no practical or operational differences
between the two—"sometimes punishment is treatment.”527

525. 1In this respect, the value and policy choices embodied in the Court’s
Rules of Procedure are those of Packer’s Crime Control Model rather than
those of the Due Process Model. See supra note 88.

526. For articles discussing whether there still is any reason for maintaining
a separate juvenile court system, see, e.g, Feld, supra note 35 McCarthy,
Should Juvenile Delinquency Be Abolished?, 23 CRIME & DELING. 196 (1977); Mc-
Carthy, supra note 87; Wizner & Keller, The Penal Model of Juvenile Justice: Is
Juvenile Court Delinquency Jurisdiction Obsolete?, 52 N.Y.U. L. Rev. 1120
(1977).

527. See supra note 433 and accompanying text.
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I the fundamentally criminal character of juvenile court
proceedings is conceded, perhaps the strongest argument that
can be advanced for its preservation is that the sentences a ju-
venile delinquent receives are typically shorter than those re-
ceived by adult felony offenders for comparable crimes. It is
highly desirable that young offenders have an opportunity to
survive adolescence with their life chances intact, and this pol-
icy goal is threatened by the draconian sentences frequently in-
flicted on eighteen-year-old “adults.” Several commentators
have urged that developmental differences render youths less
culpable or criminally responsible than their adult counter-
parts, and the common law mens rea infancy defense and “di-
minished responsibility” doctrines provide a conceptual
justification for a separate juvenile court.528 Shorter sentences
for reduced culpability is a much more modest justification for
the juvenile court than those advanced by the Progressive child
savers and recognizes the punitive realities of juvenile court in-
tervention. Recognizing that punitive reality, however, carries
with it a concomitant obligation to provide appropriate proce-
dural safeguards, since “the condition of being a [child] does
not justify a kangaroo court.”529

If full procedural parity is afforded young offenders, then
the McKeiver Court’s fear of sounding the death-knell of the ju-
venile court530 could well be realized. From both juveniles’ and
society’s point of view, however, abolishing the juvenile court's
jurisdiction over criminal and noncriminal misconduct may be
desirable. A therapeutic “alternative purpose” is an untenable
justification for this coercive institution. If shorter sentences
are the primary rationale for the current juvenile court, provid-
ing youths with fractional reductions of adult sentences could
just as easily meet that goal.531 Providing for the expunction of

528. See, e.g., Fox, Responsibility in the Juvenile Court, 11 Wat, & MaRry L.
ReEV. 659, 664-74 (1970); McCarthy, The Role of the Concept of Responsibility in
Juvenile Delinquency Proceedings, 10 U. MicH. J.L. ReF. 181, 214-16 (1977); Walk-
over, supra note 416, at 533-47; Weissman, Toward an Integrated Theory of De-
linquency Responsibility, 60 DEN. L.J. 485, 495-501 (1983). See generally F.
ZIMRING, CONFRONTING YOUTH CRIME 66-67 (1978) (immaturity is widely held to
limit responsibility for one’s behavior).

529. In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 28 (1967).

530. See McKeiver v. Pennsylvania, 403 U.S. 528, 551 (1971).

531. For example, a 14-year-old might receive 33/50% of the adult penalty, a
16-year-old 66/75%, and an 18-year-old the full penalty, which presently is the
case. For youths below the age of 14, the common law mens rea infancy
defense probably would acquire new vitality. See supra note 528 and accompa-
nying text. This proposal for fractional reductions can be made only against
the backdrop of realistic, humane, and determinate adult sentencing practices.
Adult presumptive sentences in Minnesota are specified in terms of months
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criminal records following the successful completion of a sen-
tence could afford equivalent relief from an isolated youthful
folly.532 Revitalizing the common law infancy mens rea defense
could emphasize a youth’s lack of criminal responsibility at
least as much as does the current juvenile court.s33 Trying
young people in criminal courts with full procedural safeguards
does not necessarily require sentencing them to adult jails and
prisons. The existing training schools and institutions assure
the availability of age-segregated dispositional facilities, and in-
sisting explicitly on humane conditions of confinement could
do at least as much to improve the lives of incarcerated youths
as has the “rehabilitative ideal.”534

Although it is possible to provide alternative safeguards for
children, the case for abolishing the juvenile court rests on the
experience of two decades of procedural reform and “constitu-
tional domestication.” The juvenile court has demonstrated a
remarkable ability to deflect, co-opt, and absorb ameliorative
reform virtually without institutional change. Abolishing the
juvenile court would shift an enormous volume of cases into an
already overworked and inadequate adult criminal process.
Overloading the criminal justice system would force it to ra-
tionally allocate scarce social control resources. This should fo-
cus those scarce resources on the small proportion of serious
and chronic young offenders and decriminalize the “kid stuff”
that is the current grist of the juvenile court mill. This, in turn,
would provide a real moratorium for youthful deviance and al-
low most young people to survive adolescence with their life
chances intact.

rather than years, and “truth in sentencing” prevails. MINNESOTA SENTENCING
GUIDELINES, supra note 448, at IV (sentencing grid); see Knapp, supra note 512,
at 239, 243; Von Hirsch, supra note 512, at 188-89, 191-92. Not only are Minnesota
sentences realistic and determinable in advance, but Minnesota has one of the
lowest rates of incarceration of any state in the nation. See BUREAU OF JUSTICE
STATISTICS, PRISONERS IN 1983, at 2 (1984).

532. See Feld, supra note 35, at 233-35.

533. See supra note 528 and accompanying text.

534. Cf supra notes 456-72 and accompanying text (current inadequate con-
ditions of juvenile confinement); see also B. FELD, supra note 457, at 197-205
(concluding that a primary goal of correctional programs must be the minimi-
zation of brutalization and victimization of inmates).
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