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Over the last several decades, researchers have documented how impaired reasoning by 

adult offenders impeded the intelligent waiver of Miranda rights. Logically, it stands to reason 

that juveniles – who are developmentally less mature and have less life experience than their 

adult counterparts – would possess even greater impairment, thereby heightening their risk for 

invalid Miranda waivers. Juvenile Miranda research supports this notion; with some researchers 

finding that psychosocial maturity, among other factors, affect a juvenile’s understanding of their 

rights. Yet, relatively few studies have examined its relation to Miranda reasoning and decision-

making. Thus, the current study investigated the specific role of maturity in juveniles’ Miranda 

comprehension and reasoning. Participants included 236 legally-involved juveniles recruited 

from either a juvenile detention center or a juvenile justice alternative education program. The 

effects of psychosocial maturity were examined on a variety of Miranda-related measures and 

assessed a broad range of Miranda abilities. It was found that, in general, immature juveniles 

performed more poorly on all Miranda measures as compared to their mature counterparts. 

However, the impact of maturity varied considerably depending on the ability. Specifically, 

maturity was most important in the context of Miranda reasoning. As a novel addition to the 

literature, the current study also investigated the effects of developmental timing on maturity 

(i.e., immaturity-delayed versus immaturity-expected) on Miranda abilities.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Arguably, Miranda v. Arizona (1966) has become one of the most recognized U.S. 

Supreme Court decisions of the last century. The effects of this case have been far-reaching, 

exemplified by the fact that the majority of Americans are able to recite at least some elements of 

a Miranda warning (Rogers, 2008). However, such partial recitations do not equate with 

knowledge; most people do not accurately understand the constitutional protections afforded to 

them by law. Without an accurate understanding of these safeguards, custodial suspects are at 

serious risk of relinquishing their rights, and soon after confessing. As noted by Oberlander, 

Goldstein, and Goldstein (2003), a confession is considered to be “the single most influential 

factor” (p. 335) in an individual’s conviction and subsequent sentencing. 

Over the last several decades, researchers (see Grisso, 2003; Oberlander, Goldstein, & 

Goldstein, 2003) have documented the impaired comprehension demonstrated by adults related 

to their waiver of Miranda rights. It stands to reason that juveniles would possess even less 

Miranda abilities, given that they are developmentally less mature and have fewer life 

experiences than their adult counterparts. This decreased ability may then in turn heighten their 

risk for invalid Miranda waivers. Research on juveniles (Feld, 2013) regarding their Miranda 

rights supports this notion, illustrated by the fact that over half of juveniles confess within a few 

minutes of waiving their rights. In contrast, only about 10% of juvenile offenders exercise their 

Miranda rights (Grisso & Pomicter, 1977; Redlich, Silverman, & Steiner, 2003). When exploring 

this finding, researchers (e.g., Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000) have hypothesized that factors such 

as psychosocial maturity may be at play.  
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Previous research has posited that maturity may be a crucial factor affecting juveniles’ 

general decision-making (e.g., Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000; Grisso, 1981) as well as legal 

competencies, such as adjudicative competence (Cox, Goldstein, Dolores, Zelechoski, & 

Messenheimer, 2010). However, relatively few studies have examined the relationship of 

psychosocial maturity specifically with Miranda-related abilities and decision-making. Thus, the 

current study addresses this gap in the research by examining the effect of juveniles’ 

psychosocial maturity on a broad range of Miranda abilities.  

This chapter is organized into four sections that address various issues surrounding 

Miranda rights and waivers. First, a brief overview of the Miranda rights provides the 

background for this study, including their history and the specific components included. Building 

on the legal perspective, the second section focuses on the waiver of these rights and provides 

the current conceptualization of a valid Miranda waiver. It also examines the factors that affect 

the waiver’s decision-making. The third section bridges the first two sections in its review of 

Miranda rights issues in juveniles. This review examines the research and law surrounding the 

waiver of Miranda rights in juveniles and the specific factors that are often influential. The fourth 

and final section introduces the current study. It outlines the research questions and hypotheses 

designed to examine the differences in juveniles’ misconceptions, recall, comprehension, and 

reasoning concerning Miranda rights and their relation to psychosocial maturity.  

Overview of the Miranda Decision 

 In 1963, Ernesto Arturo Miranda was arrested for the alleged kidnapping and rape of an 

18-year-old girl (Miranda v. Arizona, 1966). Miranda confessed to his involvement in the crime 

after police deceived him about being positively identified in a line-up (Cassell, 1996). It was 

later argued that law enforcement did not provide Miranda, as well as the other three custodial 
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defendants included in the Miranda decision, with a full and effective appraisal of their rights 

(Miranda, 1966).  

 In the ensuing U.S. Supreme Court 5-4 decision, Chief Justice Warren outlined the 

procedural safeguards to be put into place in order to secure a defendant’s Fifth Amendment 

right against self-incrimination (Miranda, 1966). In writing the majority opinion, he held that 

custodial suspects must be given the following protections, now known as the Miranda rights:  

Procedural safeguards must be employed to protect the privilege, and unless other fully 
effective means are adopted to notify the person of his right of silence and to assure that 
the exercise of the right will be scrupulously honored, the following measures are 
required. He must be warned prior to any questioning that he has the right to remain 
silent, that anything he says can be used against him in a court of law, that he has the 
right to the presence of an attorney, and that if he cannot afford an attorney one will be 
appointed for him prior to any questioning if he so desires. Opportunity to exercise these 
rights must be afforded to him throughout the interrogation. (Miranda v. Arizona, 1966, 
p. 478) 
 
The Court has subsequently rejected the idea that Miranda warnings must be given in any 

precise language (Duckworth v. Eagan, 1989). Nonetheless, as noted in their discussion, they 

have specified five basic components that must be included in “clear and unequivocal language” 

(Miranda v. Arizona, p. 468). These components include: (a) the right to silence, (b) the 

admonition about any statements being used as evidence against the suspect, (c) the right to 

counsel, (d) the provision of free legal services to indigent arrestees, and (e) the assertion of 

rights at any time (Rogers, Hazelwood, Sewell, Shuman, & Blackwood, 2008b).  

Hundreds of American jurisdictions have adopted a “juvenile Miranda warning,” 

specifically intended for use with arrested youth (Rogers, Sewell, Drogin, & Fiduccia, 2012b). 

These warnings include all of the components included in “general Miranda warnings” (i.e., 

intended for all ages), previously discussed. However, the juvenile warnings differ from these 

general warnings due to the inclusion of additional information. For example, juvenile warnings 
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broaden the right to counsel component to include juveniles’ access to parents or guardians 

(Rogers et al., 2012b). Further, roughly 10% of juvenile Miranda warnings expand the risks of 

breaking silence with an additional caution that any statements could also be used as evidence if 

the juvenile is tried in adult court (Rogers et al., 2012a). 

 The U.S. Supreme Court has been consistently flexible regarding the language and 

wording of Miranda warnings, noting “no talismanic incantation [is] required to satisfy its 

strictures” (California v. Prysock, 1981, p. 359). Thus, jurisdictions across the United States can 

develop and apply their own warnings “so long as they convey the general requirements for 

warnings” (p. 178) as described previously (Rogers, Harrison, Shuman, Sewell, & Hazelwood, 

2007). As an unintended consequence of these decisions, warnings vary dramatically across 

jurisdictions in length, complexity, and comprehensibility (Rogers et al., 2007). For example, 

Rogers and colleagues (2007) identified 560 unique adult Miranda warnings from across the 

United States. Their analysis found that warnings ranged from a short 34 words to a lengthy 227 

words, climbing as high as 547 words when including the waiver. Findings on Miranda warning 

variability were further replicated in a second national survey one year later (Rogers, 

Hazelwood, Sewell, Harrison, & Shuman, 2008a).  

 Paradoxically, when considering juvenile warnings specifically, warning lengths typically 

increase. Rogers et al. (2008b) found juvenile warnings were significantly longer than general 

warnings, reaching as high as 1,020 words. In fact, the average length of juvenile warnings was 

about 214 words, which exceeds the average general warning by more than 60 words (Rogers et 

al., 2008b). Interestingly, the only component that does not significantly differ in length between 

juvenile and general warnings is the fifth component indicating that rights can be reasserted at 

any time (Rogers et al., 2008b).  Thus, while additional information may be included in juvenile 

4 



 

warnings with good intentions, it is inadvertently increasing the likelihood juveniles will not be 

able to understand it.  

If individuals, either adults or juveniles, are unable to comprehend their warning, in part 

due to its length, the validity of any waiver may be called into question. The following section 

summarizes the case law and research surrounding Miranda waivers as well as considers word 

length and other factors related to their validity.  

Waiver of Miranda Rights 

 Custodial suspects have the right to waive their constitutional rights to silence and legal 

counsel at any time, should they so choose. In Miranda v. Arizona (1966), the Supreme Court 

specified that law enforcement may not question suspects until they have effectively waived their 

rights. Yet, contrasting Supreme Court decisions have emerged over the years surrounding the 

manner in which suspects must waive their rights. For example, the Court in Miranda insisted on 

an explicit waiver, in which a suspect is “offered counsel but intelligently and understandingly 

reject[s] the offer” (p. 475). Later, the U.S. Supreme Court in Thompkins v. Berghuis (2010) 

deemed implicit waivers, or waivers that are inferred by the suspect’s behavior, as permissible. 

Despite the relative ambiguity surrounding explicit versus implicit waivers, the Supreme Court 

has been consistent in the requirements for a valid Miranda waiver.  

The Supreme Court has explicitly stated the legal framework regarding determining the 

validity of a Miranda waiver. In writing the majority opinion in Miranda (1966), Justice Warren 

clearly stated that once a defendant has been warned of his rights, “the defendant may waive 

effectuation of these rights, provided the waiver is made voluntarily, knowingly, and 

intelligently” (p. 444). These three prongs are critical when evaluating the validity of a Miranda 

waiver and are discussed in detail.  
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 The voluntary prong originally referred to the idea that the waiver of Miranda rights was 

made of the suspect’s own free will and without coercion. Brown v. Mississippi (1936) was the 

first to acknowledge that coercion, in the form of police brutality, was a violation of the 

Fourteenth Amendment. Thus, the Court deemed inadmissible any confessions resulting from 

physical coercion. Fifty years later, the opinion in Moran v. Burbine (1986) expanded the 

definition of coercion to include psychological coercion, such as intimidation or deception. The 

Court stated, “the relinquishment of the right must have been voluntary in the sense that it was 

the product of a free and deliberate choice rather than intimidation, coercion, or deception” (p. 

421). However, in Colorado v. Connelly (1986), the U.S. Supreme Court held that Miranda 

waivers should be considered voluntary unless they are a direct result of external coercion (i.e., 

police pressure). The Court reasoned that the Fifth Amendment is based on the idea of protection 

from governmental coercion only, so the U.S. Constitution cannot speak to coercion from other 

sources (Colorado v. Connelly, 1986). Therefore, internal pressure, such as command 

hallucinations as documented in Colorado v. Connelly, do not disqualify the voluntary prong of 

Miranda waivers.  

 Despite this ruling, voluntariness may be potentially dependent on the defendant rather 

than considered a single category that applies uniformly to all suspects. For example, some 

populations (i.e., juveniles or defendants with intellectual disability) may be especially 

vulnerable to police practices employed during interrogations. For instance, they may be 

particularly affected by intimidation through forceful but nonthreatening questioning while being 

isolated at the police station (Rogers, et al., 2012b). Unlike adults, these populations may feel 

particularly inclined to waive their rights and confess due to their interpretations of external 

factors, such as well-entrenched expectations of obedience to authority (Feld, 2006). To 
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illustrate, researchers have found that juveniles more readily acquiesce and yield to suggestions 

and negative pressure when questioned by authority figures (Ainsworth, 1993; Drizin & Leo, 

2004; Gudjonsson, 2003). When this inherent obedience to authority is combined with 

intimidating police practices, vulnerable suspects may feel as if they cannot object and instead 

are obligated to answer police questions. Therefore, while it may not seem to be coercive from 

an objective standpoint, it can be experienced as coercive to a juvenile or an individual with 

intellectual disability. Despite previous court rulings holding that “coercive police activity is a 

necessary predicate” for establishing that a statement was made involuntarily (Colorado v. 

Connelly, 1986, p. 167), it is reasonable that perceived coercion by vulnerable persons could be 

just as influential.  

 The knowing prong can be thought of as an individual’s ability to understand the Miranda 

rights (Grisso, 2003). Included in this prong is the idea that individuals have knowledge of 

Miranda-relevant words and their meaning in Miranda contexts (Rogers & Drogin, 2014). For 

example, individuals may misinterpret the word “terminate” to mean kill instead of end or 

perhaps “waive” as how you greet another person, rendering their waivers invalid (Rogers & 

Drogin, 2014). A further complication is the inclusion of legalese or complex terminology in 

Miranda warnings that exceed the average individual’s vocabulary. 

An essential consideration for the knowing prong is whether individuals can comprehend 

the Miranda warning administered to them by police. The wide discrepancy between reading 

levels of Miranda warnings and the reading comprehension of the average offender make this 

especially difficult. Previous research has found that some federal and state Miranda warnings 

required as high as a ninth-grade reading level (Helms, 2003), with some county versions in New 

Jersey requiring a college-level reading level (Greenfield et al., 2001). In the first survey of 560 
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Miranda warnings, Rogers et al. (2007) reported a wide variability in reading comprehension 

levels, ranging from grade 3 to grade 18. This finding is starkly contrasted to the Bureau of 

Justice Statistics report that most adult offenders have not graduated high school (Harlow, 2003).  

Furthermore, Klinge and Dorsey (1993) reportedly found that offenders were actually 

reading approximately four years below their academic level. These findings suggest that many 

adult offenders would have difficulty understanding any warning written above a seventh-grade 

reading level (Rogers et al., 2007). Thus, the question of whether individuals can “knowingly” 

waive their rights is raised if the wording of the warning far exceeds their reading 

comprehension level.   

The knowing prong is the foundation for effective Miranda reasoning. The U.S. Supreme 

Court held that an individual must “know what he is doing” so that “his choice is made with eyes 

open” (Adams v. United States ex rel. McCann, 1942, p. 279). That is, without an effective 

knowledge of Miranda rights, it is impossible for suspects to accurately understand Miranda, 

including the benefits of invoking them and, equally important, the consequences of waiving 

them. Understanding the consequences and significance of waiving one’s Miranda rights is the 

cornerstone of the last prong – the intelligent prong.  

Regarding the “intelligent” prong, Rogers and Drogin (2014) differentiated “knowing” as 

the accessibility of information, whereas “intelligent” involves its application. Following this 

reasoning, Grisso (2003) distinguished intelligent from knowing by positing “a suspect may 

understand that she has a right to speak with an attorney, as the Miranda warnings indicate; but 

she might not grasp the significance of being able to speak with an attorney (for example, might 

not know what an attorney is or does) and therefore be unable to ‘intelligently’ decide to claim or 

waive the right” (Grisso, 2003, p. 152).  
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An important feature of an intelligent waiver is the appreciation of the potential 

consequences. In writing the majority opinion for the Miranda decision, Chief Justice Warren 

made this point clearly: 

This warning is needed in order to make him aware not only of the privilege, but also of 
the consequences of forgoing it. It is only through an awareness of these consequences 
that there can be any assurance of real understanding and intelligent exercise of the 
privilege. Moreover, this warning may serve to make the individual more acutely aware 
that he is faced with a phase of the adversary system – that he is not in the presence of 
persons acting solely in his interest. (Miranda v. Arizona, 1966, p. 469) 
 

Potential consequences to either exercising or waiving Miranda rights can be short-term and/or 

long-term. Short-term consequences to waiving rights can be negative (e.g., waiving rights leads 

to perceptions of guilt by law enforcement) or perceived as positive (e.g., waiving rights leads to 

better treatment by law enforcement because of cooperation; Rogers & Shuman, 2005). 

Furthermore, custodial suspects’ decisions to waive their rights can also have much more far-

reaching effects. For example, if suspects choose to waive their rights, they may say damaging 

information that could be used against them at their trial, possibly resulting in long-term 

consequences such as imprisonment. As far as the positive long-term consequences to waiving 

Miranda, the U.S. Supreme Court argued that it is the “beginning steps towards relief or solace 

for the victims; and the beginning of the suspect’s own return to the law and the social order it 

seeks to protect” (Berghuis v. Thompkins, 2010, p. 388). Therefore, if an individual is unable to 

consider the consequences of his decision or successfully weigh his options, it is impossible for 

his Miranda waiver to be considered intelligent and thereby valid.  

The Supreme Court of the United States recognized the importance of considering unique 

factors of each case in determining legal competence. As a result, it adopted the “totality of the 

circumstances” approach (Miranda, 1966). This discretionary approach considers the particular 

circumstances of each case holistically (Grisso, 2003), without using any one fact, characteristic 
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of the defendant, or circumstance as the sole reason to invalidate a waiver (Frumkin, 2000). In 

this way, special circumstances can be taken into account when considering the validity of 

Miranda waivers.  

Characteristics Affecting Miranda Waivers and Other Decisional Competencies  

Offender characteristics, such as intelligence or age, can be very influential in a 

defendant’s decision to waive their rights. Importantly, these same characteristics can have 

similar effects on other legal competencies, such as competency to stand trial. According to 

Dusky v. United States (1960), competency to stand trial requires “sufficient present ability to 

consult with [a] lawyer with a reasonable degree of rational understanding and whether he has 

rational as well as factual understanding of the proceedings against him” (p. 788). This factual 

and rational understanding that is required can be thought of as akin to the knowing and 

intelligent prongs of Miranda. Thus, both decisional competencies will be discussed in the 

following section given the parallels between defendants’ competency to stand trial and their 

competency to waive Miranda rights and a general lack of research involving juveniles in this 

regard.  

 Intelligence. Intelligence has been consistently studied throughout the literature in 

connection with legal competencies (e.g., competency to stand trial, Pirelli, Gottdiener, & Zapf, 

2011; Miranda competency, Grisso, 1981). For example, in a meta-analysis of competency to 

stand trial studies, Pirelli et al. (2011) reported medium effect sizes regarding differences in 

FSIQ, performance IQ, and verbal IQ between competent and incompetent defendants. As 

expected, those defendants deemed competent to stand trial scored higher than those incompetent 

on all indices of intelligence (FSIQ d = .44, performance IQ d = .39, verbal IQ d = .39).  
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A large body of research (e.g., Frumkin, Lally, & Sexton, 2012; Grisso 1981, 1998) 

supports the significant association between intelligence and Miranda abilities. Specifically, 

Grisso’s (1981, 1998) works reported strong positive correlations between intelligence and 

scores on measures of Miranda comprehension. Further, in a sample of both adults and juveniles 

referred for evaluation of waiver of Miranda rights, Frumkin, Lally, and Sexton (2012) found 

that verbal IQ was the strongest predictor of Miranda comprehension. Although, unlike Grisso’s 

(1981, 1998) sample, Frumkin et al. (2012) reported lower mean IQs for both the adults (d = .78) 

and juveniles (d = .71).  

Regarding Miranda reasoning, Rogers, Harrison, Hazelwood, and Sewell (2007) reported 

verbal IQ to be one of the strongest predictors of nonpsychotic reasons to exercise Miranda 

rights in a sample of mentally disordered defendants. Moreover, the authors found that verbal IQ 

continued to add incremental usefulness even when considering several other variables. 

Interestingly, when predicting nonpsychotic reasons to waive Miranda rights, verbal IQ was 

significant at the zero-order level but decreased in importance once other variables were 

considered (Rogers et al., 2007). It is unclear why verbal IQ would be more important in 

generating reasons to exercise but not waive Miranda rights.  

Despite a large adult literature, the literature concerning juveniles and Miranda abilities 

has only recently come to light. In juveniles, previous research has documented important 

relationships between intelligence and legal competencies (e.g., competency to stand trial, 

Steinberg, 2003; Miranda competency, Goldstein, Condie, Kalbeitzer, Osman, & Geier, 2003). 

Regarding competency to stand trial, the MacArthur Study (2003) reported that juveniles with 

below-average intelligence (i.e., IQ score under 85) were most likely to lack the abilities related 
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to competence. As such, the MacArthur Study (2003) highlighted the importance of assessing 

intelligence with respect to decisional competencies. 

The adverse effect of low intelligence on juveniles has also been demonstrated with 

respect to Miranda abilities (Goldstein et al., 2003; Viljoen & Roesch, 2005). To illustrate, 

Goldstein et al. (2003) reported that juveniles with a low verbal IQ displayed consistently worse 

Miranda understanding than those with an average verbal IQ, at each age level. Moreover, higher 

verbal IQ was predictive of better Miranda comprehension, even after controlling for age 

(Goldstein et al., 2003). Consistently, Grisso’s (1981) findings suggest that IQ may outweigh age 

as the most influential factor when looking at the comprehension of legal rights. Specifically, he 

found that those with a low IQ performed significantly worse than those with an average IQ, 

despite being approximately five years older (Grisso, 1981). It is important to note that these 

studies utilized different methods to determine IQ. Goldstein et al. (2003) calculated IQ through 

the verbal scales of the Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence (WASI). Rather, Grisso 

(1981) administered three subtests (i.e., Similarities, Vocabulary, Block Design) of the Wechsler 

Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R) or the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale 

(WAIS) and prorated an IQ score from these subtests. Overall, both studies demonstrated a 

significant relationship between IQ and Miranda comprehension, including an understanding of 

the rights in general as well as understanding of specific Miranda-relevant words.  

Commonsensically, verbal intelligence should be most closely associated with Miranda 

capabilities, given their heavy reliance on verbal abilities. As such, Colwell et al. (2005) found 

large associations between verbal intelligence (VIQ) and Miranda recall (r = .56) or Miranda 

vocabulary (r = .60), but not performance intelligence (PIQ). Consistently, Goldstein, Zelle, and 

Grisso (2014) found that verbal IQ was positively correlated with all subtests of the Miranda 
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Rights Comprehension Instruments (MRCI) in a juvenile justice sample. However, the 

correlations varied considerably depending on the specific subtest. For example, the highest 

correlation was on the Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II (CMV-II; r = .62) in which an 

examinee’s ability to define words commonly used in Miranda warnings was assessed. In 

contrast, the lowest correlation was on the Function of Rights in Interrogation (FRI; r = .36) 

scale, in which examinees must understand the significance of the rights in the context of an 

interrogation (Goldstein et al., 2014).  

Small but important differences were observed between Goldstein et al. (2014) and 

Colwell et al. (2005) in comparing their results for intelligence and Miranda comprehension in 

samples of legally-involved youth. Interestingly, Goldstein et al. (2014) reported a slightly 

higher correlation between verbal intelligence and the CMV-II than Colwell et al. Additionally, 

Colwell et al. (2005) reported a slightly younger (M  = 15.28 for detained youth; 14.30 for boot 

camp youth) sample than that used in Goldstein et al. (2014; M age = 16.45). Colwell et al.’s 

(2005) sample was also more intelligent (M VIQ = 87.79 for detained youth; 84.16 for boot camp 

youth) than Goldstein et al.’s (2014; M VIQ = 81.74) sample.  

 Age. The immense differences in legal competencies across age groups have been 

consistently demonstrated by the extant literature. Steinberg (2003) reported that approximately 

30% of juveniles aged 11- to 13-years-old and 19% of those 14- to 15-years-old displayed trial-

related understanding and reasoning at the level of mentally ill adults who have been found not 

competent to stand trial. As a reference point, only 12% of older adolescents and adults exhibited 

this level of deficit (Steinberg, 2003). Within a broader context, McKee (1998) demonstrated that 

although young adolescents (i.e., 13- and 14-year-olds) were “equivalent to mid-adolescents and 

adults on many trial functions, they were not equal to older persons in their competence to cite 
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and define all the charges against them, to know the responsibilities of the prosecuting attorney, 

nor to appreciate the adversarial nature of court proceedings” (p. 96).  

The McKee (1998) and Steinberg (2003) studies differed in several ways, most notably in 

their measurement of competency to stand trial. By using two different methodologies, the 

authors measured different aspects of rational thinking. McKee (1998) took a more simplistic 

approach, using a semi-structured instrument based on the McGarry “functions,” in which 

several competency functions were rated dichotomously (ability or deficit). In contrast, the 

research study discussed in Steinberg (2003) employed tools such as the MacArthur Competence 

Assessment Tool-Criminal Adjudication, to assess competency. These tools utilized hypothetical 

situations to evaluate a variety of abilities related to competency. Thus, McKee’s (1998) 

approach measured a juveniles’ factual understanding of court-related information while 

Steinberg (2003) assessed a juveniles’ ability to apply that understanding to hypothetical 

situations. In terms of prongs, it could be argued that McKee’s research would fall under the 

knowing prong, while Steinberg’s would more accurately be categorized under the intelligent 

prong.    

Grisso’s (1981) groundbreaking research with juvenile offenders brought to light the 

remarkable influence of age and concomitant cognitive abilities on a defendant’s comprehension 

of Miranda. Grisso (1981) documented clear differences in the understanding of six vocabulary 

words used commonly in Miranda warnings. Over one-quarter of juveniles demonstrated poor 

understanding (i.e., scores of 6 or below out of 12) compared to only 8.0% of adult offenders.  

On an expanded version of Grisso’s list, Goldstein et al. (2014) also demonstrated differences in 

comprehension of Miranda vocabulary between adult and juvenile offenders. Most notably, more 
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than half (51.9%) of juvenile offenders failed to provide an adequate definition (i.e., 0-point 

response) of “interrogation” as compared to only 8.8% of adult offenders.  

Research has demonstrated differential Miranda comprehension between adults and 

juveniles as well as within juveniles. Viljoen, Zapf, and Roesch (2007) found that Miranda 

comprehension decreased with younger ages; more than half of juveniles aged 11 to 13 were 

impaired, compared to less than 10% of those aged 16 to 17. Overall, the juveniles aged 15 and 

younger had significantly higher rates of impairment than those aged 16 and older (Viljoen et al., 

2007). Consistent with Viljoen et al. (2007), trends in which comprehension increases with age 

have been demonstrated in both juvenile offender (Colwell et al., 2005) and community 

(MacLachlan, Roesch, & Douglas, 2010) samples.  

Unlike in the former study, Colwell et al. (2005) and MacLachlan et al. (2010) 

investigated which factors predict Miranda comprehension. Interestingly, both Colwell et al. 

(2005) and MacLachlan et al. (2010) found that age predicted Miranda comprehension on 

Grisso’s Instruments for Understanding and Appreciation of Miranda Rights. Yet, the studies 

chose to conceptualize Miranda comprehension differently. For example, MacLachlan et al. 

(2010) used an overall comprehension score derived by summing the instruments targeting 

understanding and vocabulary (i.e., CMR, CMR-R, and CMV) and using age to predict total 

comprehension. Meanwhile, Colwell et al. (2005) looked at each score separately, finding age to 

be most influential on Miranda vocabulary specifically (β = .38). 

Besides comprehension, Miranda waiver decisions have been shown to vary based on a 

defendant’s age, with younger youth being more likely to waive their rights and subsequently 

confess (Rogers et al., 2008). To address this issue, Grisso et al. (2003) employed a vignette 

design to study the effect of a juvenile’s age on their decision-making during a police 
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interrogation. Their results demonstrated that the proportion of juveniles who chose to waive 

their rights and confess diminished with age. Specifically, approximately 50% of 11- to 13-year-

olds confessed compared to only about 20% of young adults (Grisso et al., 2003).   

As previously noted, Grisso and Pomicter (1977) found that only approximately 10% of 

juvenile offenders exercise their Miranda rights at all. This abysmal percentage may be partially 

attributed to important Miranda misconceptions held by juveniles. To illustrate, Grisso (1981) 

identified several damaging false beliefs held by juvenile offenders. For example, 21.1% of 

juveniles falsely believed the police could unilaterally revoke their Constitutional right to 

silence, as opposed to only 5.4% of adult offenders. Such misconceptions can have a profound 

effect on a suspect’s decision regarding their rights. If suspects believe the police can revoke 

their right to be silent, they may reason they have “(1) nothing to gain from exercising a 

transitory right that can be unilaterally withdrawn, but (2) possibly something to lose by casting 

suspicion on criminal involvement by refusing to talk” (Rogers et al., 2012b, p. 11). Thus, beliefs 

that are known to be inaccurate by the majority of adults, but believed by juveniles, may have 

profound effects on a juvenile’s experience in the legal system. It is clear age-associated abilities 

negatively impact legal decision-making, especially issues involving Miranda. Court decisions 

over time have begun to reflect this understanding. The following discussion will focus on the 

Court decisions related to this issue as well as the research stemming from it.   

Juvenile Miranda Issues 

In the United States, juveniles are often treated differently from adults in the eyes of the 

law. For example, in J.D.B. v. North Carolina (2011), Justice Sotomayor opined that society has 

deemed those under 18 years as too immature and irresponsible to properly use many privileges. 

Justice Sotomayor cited juveniles’ legal prohibition from owning property, entering into a 
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binding legal contract, or getting married without parental consent as prime examples. This 

notion of differential capabilities leading to differential treatment encompasses juveniles 

involved in the criminal justice system.  

The U.S. Supreme Court has long recognized the impact that less-developed capacities, 

due to youthfulness, immaturity, and inexperience, have on juveniles’ experiences within the 

legal system. As an example, the majority opinion in Roper v. Simmons (2005) recently cited 

juveniles’ lack of maturity, underdeveloped sense of responsibility, and their susceptibility to 

negative influences and outside pressures as reasons why juveniles are unfit to be executed.  

Since the 1940s, the U.S. Supreme Court has addressed the issues of juveniles and less-

developed capacities in the context of Miranda-related issues. For example, in several early cases 

(i.e., Gallegos v. Colorado, 1962; Haley v. Ohio, 1948), the Court recognized the impact that 

youthfulness and inexperience play in juveniles’ interactions with police, especially in their 

decisions to confess. In both of these cases, the Court cited the defendants’ youth as an important 

reason their confessions should be deemed involuntary and thus excluded. The point is aptly 

illustrated in Haley v. Ohio (1948). Haley, a 15-year-old boy confessed to murder after five 

continuous hours of police questioning in the middle of the night without being informed of his 

right to an attorney. In writing the majority opinion, Justice Douglas stated: 

What transpired would make us pause for careful inquiry if a mature man were involved. 
And when, as here, a mere child–an easy victim 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 overwhelm a lad in his early teens. 
(Haley v. Ohio, 1948, p. 599) 

 
Thus, it is clear that the Court recognized that juveniles’ lack of maturity can have a profound 

effect on their experience with the law and their ability to waive their Miranda rights. 
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Haley and Gallegos were later cited with approval by the U.S. Supreme Court in the In re 

Gault (1967) decision. Overall, In re Gault (1967) concurred on the previous conclusion that 

juveniles’ immaturity and inexperience made them especially vulnerable and susceptible to 

coercion. In re Gault’s (1967) majority opinion cited Haley and Gallegos, adding “the greatest 

care must be taken to assure that the [juveniles’] admission was voluntary, in the sense not only 

that it was not coerced or suggested, but also that it was not the product of ignorance of rights or 

of adolescent fantasy, fright or despair” (p. 387). As a result, the U.S. Supreme Court extended 

the rights of due process–including the right to silence and the right to an attorney–to juvenile 

proceedings.  

Several years after Gault, the U.S. Supreme Court in Fare v. Michael C (1979) was a 

little less forgiving of a juvenile in his misunderstanding of his rights. Importantly, the two cases 

differed markedly in age (i.e., Fare was 16 ½ years while Haley was 15 years), prior legal 

experience, and duration of questioning. Further, Fare confessed relatively quickly after being 

advised of his rights with Haley being interrogated for five hours in the middle of the night 

before confessing. In Fare v. Michael C (1979), Fare repeatedly asked to speak with his 

probation officer before police questioning. When police denied this request, Fare went on to 

make incriminating statements and implicate himself in a murder. Differing from earlier cases, 

Fare did not exercise his right to counsel. Instead, the Court held that Fare’s request for his 

probation officer did not count as invoking his Miranda rights and thus, the police did not need to 

stop questioning (Feld, 2006). Additionally, it ruled that taking into account the “totality of the 

circumstances” approach, Fare’s waiver of his rights was made knowingly, intelligently, and 

voluntarily (Fare, 1979).  
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The ruling of Fare v. Michael C (1979) was especially important as the first case to 

explicitly apply the “totality of the circumstances” approach to juveniles. This can be seen as 

beneficial to juveniles, in that this discretionary “totality” approach enables the Court to take into 

account any and all relevant characteristics of the offender (e.g., age, IQ, and education) when 

evaluating the validity of Miranda waivers. However, Fare took the notion of juveniles’ 

assertion of Miranda rights one-step further. Specifically, it required juveniles to assert their 

rights clearly and unambiguously (Feld, 2006), which may prove difficult for them. For example, 

juveniles must know that they need to ask for a lawyer specifically, and not another authority 

figure (e.g., probation officer). 

More recently, the U.S. Supreme Court decisions have sought to clarify and possibly 

broaden the definition of a custodial suspect. The Court devised an objective test to be used in 

determining what constitutes a defendant being “in custody” (Thompson v. Keohane, 1995). 

According to this test, it is important to (a) first examine the circumstances surrounding the 

interrogation and then (b) decide if a reasonable person would have felt free to end the 

interrogation and leave under those circumstances, when determining custody (Thompson, 1995).  

When applying this objective test in juvenile cases, the Court has shown an increased 

appreciation for the youthfulness of juveniles over time. For example, in Yarborough v. Alvarado 

(2004), the U.S. Supreme Court found that youthfulness should not be considered for a 17-year-

old when objectively determining custody. Specifically, Justice Kennedy stated, “Our opinions 

applying the Miranda custody test have not mentioned the suspect’s age, much less mandated its 

consideration. The only indications in the Court’s opinions relevant to a suspect’s experience 

with law enforcement have rejected reliance on such factors” (Yarborough v. Alvarado, 2004, p. 

666).  
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However, a few years later, the Court took a slightly different approach, stating that all 

relevant circumstances of the interrogation, including age of the offender, should be considered 

in a Miranda custody analysis (J.D.B. v. North Carolina, 2011). Specifically, they held that 

unlike adults in the same circumstances, juveniles “will sometimes feel pressured to submit [to 

questioning] when a reasonable adult would feel free to go” (p. 2403). Furthermore, the majority 

opinion in J.D.B. reiterated the Court’s previous conclusions that “children ‘generally are less 

mature and responsible than adults’… that they ‘often lack the experience, perspective, and 

judgment to recognize and avoid choices that could be detrimental to them’… [and] that they 

‘are more vulnerable or susceptible to… outside pressures’ than adults” (p. 2403).   

Taken together, these U.S. Supreme Court cases highlight the importance of a juvenile’s 

maturity and age in the context of Miranda rights. As a result of this mounting interest in juvenile 

Miranda issues, researchers have recently taken an empirical approach to determining how 

maturity, and by proxy age, affects juveniles’ comprehension of Miranda rights. The following 

section examines these research findings in detail.  

Juvenile Miranda Competence 

Two conceptual models (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000; Grisso, 1997) related to maturity 

emerge when considering juvenile legal decision-making. Grisso (1997) put forward a model, 

subsequently referred to as the perceptions of consequences model, in which developmental 

differences in juveniles’ abilities to accurately perceive the consequences of their actions 

partially impair their legal decision-making. As an important component, Grisso identified 

juveniles’ lack of future orientation as a crucial problem in juvenile offenders’ decision-making. 

Specifically, juvenile offenders are more likely to overweigh anticipated gains and under weigh 

possible losses, especially if the loss will be delayed (Grisso, 1997).  
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According to the perception of consequences model (Grisso, 1981; 1997), juvenile 

offenders are especially likely to discount long-term negative consequences when questioned by 

police. In stark contrast, they tend to focus on immediate and anticipated positive gains. Grisso 

(1997) argued that this lack of foresight could be attributed to the environment in which 

delinquent youth are raised, which may fail to provide long-term life opportunities. As a result 

juveniles may believe certain negative outcomes are inevitable, such as incarceration or gang 

activity, thereby inhibiting their active consideration of long-range consequences (Grisso, 1997). 

Alternatively, Scott, Reppucci, and Woolard (1995) indicated adolescents’ discounting of the 

future may be attributed to their lack of life experiences. That is, it may be difficult to consider 

consequences ten years in the future when such a time span encompasses a large portion of their 

life.  

Juveniles’ inability to consider long-term consequences can have devastating effects on 

their decisions to waive their Miranda rights. For example, when juveniles were asked about 

potential costs of waiving or exercising their rights to silence during police questioning, the 

outcome cited most frequently concerned the immediate response of the police. Specifically, 

juveniles frequently thought that once they waive their rights and talk, the police would let them 

go home (Grisso, 1981). Rather than taking into account long-term consequences (e.g., 

protecting their rights at a future trial and subsequent sentencing or possible detainment), they 

were more concerned with the immediate relief of ending the interrogation.      

Cauffman and Steinberg (2000) proposed a maturity of judgment model that emphasizes 

the influence of psychosocial factors on juveniles’ decision-making. These factors consist of 

three components: (a) responsibility, (b) perspective, and (c) temperance. Responsibility is 

comprised of three characteristics: self-reliance (e.g., feelings of internal control), identity (e.g., 
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clarity of identity), and independence. Perspective is the ability to consider different viewpoints. 

Lastly, temperance refers to one’s tendencies to limit impulsivity and to think before acting. As 

expected, Cauffman and Steinberg (2000) found that antisocial decision-making was strongly 

influenced by psychosocial maturity across these three domains. Specifically, they found that 

individuals who are more responsible, have more perspective, and are more temperate, exhibit 

less antisocial decision-making. Interestingly, when examined on a factor-level, temperance was 

the most influential (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000). Additionally, they found that psychosocial 

maturity was a more powerful predictor of antisocial decision-making than age (Cauffman & 

Steinberg, 2000).  

Grisso’s and Cauffman and Steinberg’s models differ in several important ways. Most 

notably, the Cauffman and Steinberg (2000) maturity of judgment model is a more 

comprehensive model than the Grisso (1997) perception of consequences model. In fact, the 

maturity of judgment model essentially encompasses the perception of consequences model 

under its perspective component. The perspective component can therefore be interpreted in the 

context of a different person or different time perspective. Related, the maturity of judgment 

model proposes two other factors that are important to a juvenile’s ability to make rational 

decisions. Instead, Grisso identifies a juveniles’ ability to weigh consequences as the driving 

force behind juveniles’ decision-making.  

Colwell et al. (2005) applied Cauffman and Steinberg’s (2000) maturity of judgment 

model to juvenile Miranda comprehension. The authors found that only the responsibility factor 

was related to juveniles’ performances on Miranda comprehension measures. Moreover, 

responsibility significantly predicted performance on the Miranda comprehension measures 

above age and intelligence alone as well as more sophisticated application of Miranda 
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knowledge when making legal decisions. Colwell et al. (2005) posited that the context in which 

Miranda decisions are made might account for the differences in findings with Cauffman and 

Steinberg (2000). As an example, due to the presence of a police officer when the decision to 

exercise or waive Miranda is made, an external source of restraint exists which is not present 

during acts of antisocial behavior. However, it is possible that all three factors are important to 

general decision-making and only responsibility is important in the context of more specific 

decision-making, such as those involved with Miranda. 

Rogers, Steadham, Fiduccia, Drogin, and Robinson (2014) further examined the effect of 

maturity on juvenile Miranda abilities. Specifically, Rogers et al. (2014) expanded the 

investigation into Miranda recall and Miranda misconceptions. In this study, juveniles classified 

as high-maturity performed significantly better on a measure of baseline free Miranda recall and 

Miranda recall immediately following the presentation of a warning (Rogers et al., 2014). 

Interestingly, the juveniles did not differ on a measure of delayed Miranda recall regardless of 

maturity.  

As noted, the Rogers et al. (2014) evaluated how misconceptions differed systematically 

across maturity groups. Overall, they found that the low-maturity group held more 

misconceptions than the other two maturity-groups (Rogers et al., 2014). However, when 

analyzed on an item level, this pattern was not always consistent. Several Miranda 

misconceptions, as measured by the Juvenile Miranda Quiz (JMQ), followed predictions that low 

mature juveniles would have more misconceptions than middle or high mature juveniles. For 

example, significantly more low-maturity juveniles believed that statements made with unsigned 

Miranda waivers are protected, as compared to the middle or high-maturity groups (Rogers et al., 

2014). In contrast, several JMQ items went against expectations. Such as, the majority of 
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juveniles in the high-maturity group believed “Parents are legally supposed to help the police,” 

compared to only approximately 28% of low-maturity juveniles and 18% of middle-maturity 

juveniles (Rogers et al., 2014). Additionally, some items (e.g., “Must tell cops you want to 

exercise your rights to silence”) were answered incorrectly by the majority of juveniles, 

regardless of maturity level (Rogers et al., 2014). Given the wide variability in misconceptions, it 

is important for future research to further investigate these differences. 

Rogers et al. (2014) differed from previous studies (e.g., Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000; 

Colwell et al., 2005) in its measurement of psychosocial maturity. Unlike previous studies, the 

authors utilized the “sophistication-maturity” scale of the Risk-Sophistication-Treatment 

Inventory (RSTI; Salekin, 2004), a semi-structured psychosocial maturity interview. In contrast 

to the Psychosocial Maturity Inventory (PSMI) used in previous studies, the RSTI was designed 

specifically for use with juvenile offenders and covers broad issues such as autonomy, moral 

development, foresight, and delay of gratification.  

Generally, Rogers et al. (2014) corroborated the conclusions of previous research (e.g., 

Colwell et al., 2005) that maturity is an important factor affecting juvenile Miranda abilities. At 

an aggregate level, the studies found that immature juveniles performed worse on Miranda 

measures, including Miranda comprehension, recall, and misconceptions. However, when 

examined more closely, both studies found that the effect of maturity was dependent on the task 

at hand. For example, Colwell et al. (2005) reported that responsibility was significantly related 

to tasks involving juveniles ability to comprehend the Miranda rights components from recall, 

yet, was not significantly related to tasks involving juveniles’ ability to recognize if statements 

were similar in meaning or different than those same components. Rogers et al. (2014) also 

found that the effect of maturity differed depending on the content of the Miranda 
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misconceptions. Importantly, the Colwell et al. (2005) study found that only the responsibility 

factor of psychosocial maturity was related to Miranda-relevant tasks. In contrast, the Rogers et 

al. (2014) study utilized a more general measure of maturity that was not broken down into 

factors. Therefore, it is unknown if specific aspects of maturity are related to certain Miranda 

misconceptions. Nevertheless, these findings highlight the significant role that psychosocial 

maturity can play on Miranda abilities in juveniles.  

As discussed, prior research has underscored the importance of psychosocial maturity in 

the context of Miranda abilities. Yet, it has largely ignored the notion that the timing of such 

maturity may be relevant. Importantly, several studies (i.e., Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000; 

Dmitrieva, Monahan, Cauffman, & Steinberg, 2012) have found a nonlinear relationship 

between maturity and age. For example, Cauffman and Steinberg (2000) found that despite age’s 

failure to predict levels of antisocial decision-making, antisocial decision-making occurred less 

at higher levels of psychosocial maturity. In fact, it found that the steepest point on the 

development curve related to maturity occurred between the ages of 16 and 19 years, with large 

variability in maturity levels throughout this age range.  Dmitrieva and colleagues (2012) also 

found significant variability in the level of maturity and the developmental rate of change of 

juvenile offenders. Overall, the researchers noted “individuals increased in psychosocial maturity 

across adolescence, with gains in psychosocial maturity slowing as youth transitioned into early 

adulthood” (p. 1080). Together, these findings suggest that juveniles’ psychosocial maturation 

differs significantly between individuals and does not occur at the same point in each individual. 

Thus, it is important for future research to investigate what effect the timing of maturity has on 

juveniles’ abilities. The current study examined this point explicitly in the context of Miranda 
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capabilities by differentiating immature juveniles into age appropriate versus delayed maturity 

groups.  

Overall, research has demonstrated that immature juveniles have considerably worse 

comprehension, recall, and misconceptions regarding Miranda rights when compared to their 

mature counterparts (e.g., Colwell et al., 2005; Grisso, 1981; Rogers et al., 2014). However, no 

previous research has examined the relationship of psychosocial maturity and juveniles’ 

decision-making regarding Miranda rights specifically, such as their reasons for exercising or 

waiving. Thus, the current investigation examined the effects of juveniles’ psychosocial maturity 

across a broad spectrum of Miranda capabilities.  

Current Study 

 Previous research has identified maturity as a key element affecting juveniles’ legal 

competencies (e.g., competency to stand trial, Grisso, 1981). Still, research on juveniles’ 

psychosocial maturity in the context of Miranda rights specifically has been fairly limited. A 

positive relationship between juvenile psychosocial maturity and Miranda comprehension (e.g., 

Colwell et al., 2005) and misconceptions (e.g., Rogers et al., 2014) has been documented. 

However, it is clear that more research is needed examining its relationship among broader 

Miranda capabilities. Therefore, the current study sought to investigate how maturity affects 

juveniles’ decisions to invoke their Miranda rights, as well as the reason for making those 

decisions. Furthermore, it aimed to assess the domains of Miranda comprehension and reasoning, 

and their relationships with psychosocial maturity.  

 Juveniles’ psychosocial maturity was examined in an innovative way, as a matter of 

delayed versus age appropriate maturity. While previous research has found that less mature 

individuals have poorer Miranda comprehension (e.g., Rogers et al., 2014), it did not explore 
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whether this Miranda deficit could be attributed to psychosocial maturity timing. That is, 

whether individuals demonstrating immaturity based on the juveniles’ young age (i.e., immature-

expected) could be differentiated from individuals who are still exhibiting immaturity despite 

their older age (i.e., immature-delayed). The current study assessed this issue of psychosocial 

maturity timing by further differentiating the immature juveniles into delayed immature and 

expected immature groups (see Table 1).  

Table 1 

Maturity Groups 

Name Description 

Mature Juveniles who have a PSMI total score in the top tertile of the 

total sample.  

Immature-expected Juveniles aged fifteen or younger who have a PSMI total score in 

the lowest tertile of the total sample.  

Immature-delayed Juveniles aged sixteen or older who have a PSMI total score in 

the lowest tertile of the total sample.  

Note. PSMI = Psychosocial Maturity Inventory. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question 1: Can the subscales of the Psychosocial Maturity Inventory (PSMI) be 

refined to improve their homogeneity (alphas and inter-item correlations)? 

The literature surrounding the psychometric properties of the PSMI (Greenberger, Josselson, 

Knerr, & Knerr, 1974) has been fairly limited. It is important to further evaluate the homogeneity 

of its subscales.  
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Research Question 2: Do juveniles differ in their Miranda comprehension based on psychosocial 

maturity as measured by the PSMI?  

Previous research has demonstrated a difference between levels of psychosocial maturity and 

Miranda comprehension (e.g., Colwell et al.) and recall (e.g., Rogers et al., 2014). The current 

research question will examine this relationship on the MRCI and the MCT, including the 

immature-expected and immature-delayed groups.  

Hypothesis 1: Immature-expected and immature-delayed groups will have lower Miranda 

comprehension (on the CMR-II, FRI, and CMV-II subtests of the MRCI) and lower 

Miranda recall (on the MCT) than the mature group.  

No significant differences are hypothesized to exist between maturity groups on the CMR-R-II.  

Research Question 3: Do juveniles differ in their Miranda reasoning based on maturity? 

According to the Cauffman and Steinberg (2000) maturity of judgment model, adolescents 

exhibiting more psychosocial maturity display less antisocial decision-making. The current 

research question will apply this to decision-making and reasoning in the context of Miranda.  

Hypothesis 2: Psychosocial maturity will be a significant predictor of Miranda reasoning, 

above and beyond Miranda comprehension.  

Hypothesis 3: Immature-expected and immature-delayed groups will have more Miranda 

misconceptions than the mature group and these misconceptions will moderate the 

relationship between maturity and reasoning.  

Hypothesis 4: Psychosocial maturity will predict group membership based on Miranda 

decision-making (i.e., waived-confessed, waived-did not confess, exercised).  

Research Question 4: How do the domains of responsibility (e.g., self-reliance, identity, work 

orientation) predict levels of Miranda comprehension and reasoning? 
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Past research (e.g., Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000; Colwell et al., 2005) has established a 

relationship between psychosocial maturity and either juvenile decision-making or Miranda 

capabilities on dimensions (i.e., responsibility, temperance, perspective). Yet, it is important to 

investigate what aspect of responsibility is most responsible for these differences.  

Research Question 5: Does Perspective (CFC total score) add any incremental predictive power 

over Responsibility (PSMI total score) when determining level of Miranda reasoning? 

Cauffman and Steinberg’s (2000) maturity of judgment model included three factors used in 

predicting juvenile decision-making: (a) responsibility, (b) perspective, and (c) temperance. 

Using the PSMI, responsibility’s relationship with Miranda reasoning, as measured by the MRM, 

will be investigated. However, it is important to determine if perspective adds any additional 

predictive utility in Miranda reasoning. 

Hypothesis 5: Increased Perspective, as measured by the CFC, will predict more  

long-term reasoning (i.e., likely-adequate reasoning). 

Supplementary Research Questions 

Supplementary Research Question 1: Does psychosocial maturity add any incremental 

predictive utility over setting, age, and verbal IQ when predicting Miranda comprehension and 

reasoning? 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

 The current study was an archival study, based on data collected on juvenile detainees 

and at-risk juveniles from 2012 to 2014. The study received approval by the University of North 

Texas Institutional Review Board as well as administrative approval at both research sites.  

Design 

The study design used a primarily between-groups design with an additional within-

groups aspect. Regarding the between-groups design, juveniles were differentiated into three 

groups depending on their maturity level. All groups were administered the same measures so as 

to systematically evaluate the differences in scores across measures based on these maturity 

levels. Regarding the within-groups design, juveniles were tested twice on a measure of Miranda 

misconceptions. Juveniles were given the measure before and after exposure to the Miranda 

warning. This method was used to systematically evaluate the improvement of Miranda 

misconceptions.  

Operationalization of Maturity Groups 

 Juveniles were categorized into three groups in order to investigate differences in 

Miranda abilities across maturity levels. These groups are: immature-delayed, immature-young, 

and mature. Tertiles were used to differentiate groups based on psychosocial maturity. Tertiles 

were used in the current study due to their previous use in studies investigating psychosocial 

maturity in juveniles (e.g., Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000). The mature group consisted of 

individuals who had Psychosocial Maturity Inventory (PSMI) total scores in the top tertile of the 

total sample. The immature group consisted of individuals who had PSMI total scores in the 

lowest tertile of the total sample.  
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The immature group was further differentiated into delayed or expected maturity groups 

depending on the age of the individual. Specifically, if immature juveniles were aged 15 or 

younger then they were categorized as “immature-expected.” In contrast, those immature 

juveniles aged 16 or older were categorized as “immature-delayed.” The decision to use these 

ages as the cut scores was based in both previous research findings (e.g., Grisso, 1981; 2003) and 

past legal cases (i.e., Gallegos v. Colorado, 1962; Haley v. Ohio, 1948) demonstrating 

substantial differences between juveniles aged 15 and younger versus those 16 and older.  

Participants 

 The archival sample was comprised of 239 legally-involved juveniles between the ages of 

11 and 17 years. They were recruited from two juvenile justice sites: Denton County Juvenile 

Probation and Collin County Juvenile Detention Center. Legally-involved juveniles are defined 

as either (a) juvenile detainees (e.g., pre- or post-adjudication) or (b) at-risk juveniles mandated 

to a juvenile justice alternative education program (JJAEP). Specifically, the detention programs 

provide custodial care for juveniles as well as additional services, such as counseling, education, 

and crisis intervention. In addition, the alternative education program is designed for students 

expelled from public schools for misconduct. It is a boot-camp style program that incorporates 

physical training led by drill instructors into its educational curriculum.  

 Inclusion criteria were minimal to increase the representativeness of the sample. Besides 

fluency in English, it required only the appropriate assent and parental consent. Regarding 

exclusion criteria, juveniles were disqualified if they had been previously detained at-risk youth 

in the JJAEP. Juveniles enrolled in JJAEP who had previously been detained were excluded to 

avoid any participant overlap between groups.  
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Materials 

Study Measures 

 Consideration of Future Consequences Scale. The Consideration of Future Consequences 

Scale (CFC; Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 1994) assesses an individual’s ability to 

see short and long term consequences. On the CFC, individuals rate 12 items on a Likert-type 

scale from 1 (extremely uncharacteristic) to 5 (extremely characteristic) based on how 

characteristic the statement is of them. Internal consistency (i.e., .80 to .86) and test-retest 

reliability (rs = .72 and .76) have been found to be adequate (Petrocelli, 2003; Strathman et al., 

1994).  

Juvenile Miranda Quiz. The Juvenile Miranda Quiz (JMQ; Rogers, 2010) is a 40-item 

true-false questionnaire that assesses common misconceptions as they related to Miranda 

components. The JMQ is an expanded version of the Miranda Quiz (MQ; Rogers et al., 2010; 

Rogers et al., 2012b) intended for use with adolescents. Specifically, the vocabulary and reading 

level of the MQ was simplified. In light of Berghuis v. Thompkins (2010), additional juvenile 

specific questions were added to address the implied invocation of the right to silence (Rogers et 

al., 2014). Additionally, three new components were added that are relevant to juvenile 

offenders. These components address misconceptions about (a) the permanence of safeguards, 

(b) understanding of adversarial relationships with police, and (c) understanding of allegiance of 

attorneys. Ratings among Miranda experts demonstrated a high level of consistency in the 

scoring of each item (intraclass correlation coefficient, ICC = .98) and content validity of the 

components (ICC = .95; Rogers et al., 2014).  

Psychosocial Maturity Inventory. The Psychosocial Maturity Inventory Form D (PSMI; 

Greenberger, Josselson, Knerr, & Knerr, 1974) assesses overall level of psychosocial maturity 

32 



 

regarding personal responsibility. The 30-item measure utilizes a 4-point Likert scale, which 

ranges from “Agree Strongly” to “Disagree Strongly.” The PSMI is comprised of three 

subscales: Self-Reliance, Identity, and Work Orientation. The subscales demonstrate adequate 

internal consistencies (i.e., .63 to .87; the current study). Additionally, the PSMI has shown good 

construct validity with its domains significantly correlated with related constructs (i.e., self-

esteem, neuroticism, and anxiety). Previous research with juveniles and Miranda has 

demonstrated adequate reliability and validity (Colwell et al., 2005). 

Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument - Version 2.  The Massachusetts Youth 

Screening Instrument-Version 2 (MAYSI-2; Grisso & Barnum, 2006) is a 52 item screening 

measure used to assess for a broad range of psychopathology specifically in juvenile justice 

samples.  The MAYSI-2 contains seven scales: Alcohol/Drug Use, Angry-Irritable, Depressed-

Anxious, Somatic Complaints, Suicide Ideation, Thought Disturbance, and Traumatic 

Experiences.  These scales range in internal consistency from acceptable to excellent (i.e., .73 to 

.86).  Regarding validity, Archer, Simonds-Bisbee, Spiegel, Handel, and Elkins (2010) 

demonstrated good convergent validity with relevant clinical variables.    

 Miranda Comprehension Template. The Miranda Comprehension Template (MCT; 

Rogers et al., 2012b) is an individualized scoring protocol designed to ascertain the examinee’s 

recall of a particular Miranda warning. As part of its administration, examinees are asked to 

recall as much of the Miranda warning as possible. This recall is then scored on a standardized 

structure assessing the content associated with each of the five Miranda components. Items are 

scored as yes, no, or not applicable. Excellent interrater reliability has been demonstrated when 

tested on representative general warnings (Rogers et al., 2007).   
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 Miranda Reasoning Measure. The Miranda Reasoning Measure (MRM; Rogers et al., 

2012b) is a clinician-administered measure designed to examine a participant’s reasoning 

regarding exercising or waiving Miranda rights during police questioning. Specifically for this 

study, the MRM asked juveniles for good reasons or possible problems with either exercising or 

waiving their Miranda rights. Responses are rated on their level of reasoning: “0,” indicating 

impaired reasoning, “1,” indicating questionable reasoning, “2,” indicating adequate reasoning 

that only takes into account immediate circumstances, and “3,” indicating adequate reasoning 

that takes into account long-term consequences. Inter-rater reliability is excellent for the MRM 

(rs ranging from .84 to .98). In addition, it has shown good convergent and discriminant validity 

(Rogers et. al., 2012b).  

Miranda Rights Comprehension Instruments. The MRCI (Goldstein, Zelle, & Grisso, 

2012) is a measure designed to examine juveniles’ understanding of the Miranda rights and their 

significance. The MRCI is made up of four subtests: The Comprehension of Miranda Rights-II 

(CMR-II), the Comprehension of Miranda Rights-Recognition-II (CMR-R-II), the Function of 

Rights in Interrogation (FRI), and the Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II (CMV-II). The 

MRCI subtests have demonstrated variable alphas (.54 to .75) and inter-rater reliabilities 

averaging between .63 and .72 for trained raters in juvenile justice samples (Goldstein, Zelle, & 

Grisso, 2014). Convergent validity of the instruments is supported by the intercorrelations 

between the measures, which varied from .39 to .62 for juvenile justice youth (Goldstein et al., 

2014).  

 Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence–II. The Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of 

Intelligence–II (WASI-II; Wechsler, 2011) is a well-validated test of cognitive abilities. The 

WASI-II is comprised of two index scores, including two subtests each: (a) Verbal 
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Comprehension Index (VCI) with Vocabulary and Similarities subtests and Perceptual 

Reasoning Index (PRI) with Block Design and Matrix Reasoning subtests. Interrater reliability 

for the WASI-II is excellent (rs ranging from .94 to .99). In addition, good concurrent validity 

has been established with the WISC-IV (e.g., r for overall FSIQ = .91; rs for subtests range from 

.73 to .81; Wechsler, 2011). 

 Wechsler Individual Achievement Test-3rd Edition. The Wechsler Individual Achievement 

Test–3rd Edition (WIAT-III; Wechsler, 2009) yields grade-equivalent scores for reading and 

listening comprehension. The Listening Comprehension and Reading Comprehension (RC) 

subtests of the WIAT-III test abilities to understand spoken and written language, respectively. 

These two WIAT-III subtests are highly reliable (internal consistency of .83 to .86 respectively; 

Wechsler, 2009). Regarding validity, the WIAT-III correlates well with other measures of 

comprehension and cognitive ability (e.g., r for WISC-IV FSIQ = .82; rs for composites range 

from .53 to .75; Wechsler, 2009).     

Other Materials 

 Juvenile Miranda warning. Rogers et al. (2014) developed representative juvenile 

Miranda warnings taken from two national surveys of Miranda warnings (Rogers et al., 2012a; 

Rogers et al., 2009). Based on a sample of 325 uniquely worded juvenile Miranda warnings, 

Rogers and colleagues (2009) chose 10 warnings that had overall lengths closest to the median. 

Then, three Miranda legal experts independently ranked each component of the variations in 

terms of their prototypicality and those with the highest prototypical ratings were utilized. From 

there, three levels of representative warnings were developed based on Flesch-Kincaid reading 

estimates. “Easy” consisted of 4th grade and below “moderate” included 7th and 8th grade, and 

“difficult” was comprised of 10th to 11th grades. Of note, only the easy and moderate warnings 

35 



 

were used in the present study. Specifically, the “easy” warning was 120 words at a 4th grade 

reading level (Flesch-Kincaid = 4.1). Regarding the “moderate” warning, it consisted of 145 

words at a 7th grade reading level (Flesch-Kincaid = 7.6).  

 Crime vignette. The vignette is based on Grisso’s Situation A of the Waiver Expectancy 

Interview (1981, pp. 263-264). The original vignette tells the story of a 15-year-old named Joe 

who breaks into a house and steals some money. As a result, he is taken to the juvenile detention 

center so that the detention officer can ask him questions about the crime. The offense involves 

breaking and entering into a neighbor’s home with several items being stolen. The revised 

vignette adds further details that include incriminating information.  

In the present study, participants were asked to identify with a suspect, AJ, who is the 

same age and gender as themselves. A specific hypothetical scenario was used so that juveniles 

could provide their responses to standardized questions as well as protect them from revealing 

information about their own possible criminal activity. Additionally, it presented a crime to those 

juveniles who had not been arrested.  

 Police interrogation. A standardized set of 10 questions was used to “interrogate” 

juveniles about their “involvement” in the hypothetical offense committed by AJ. Participants 

listened to an audio-recording of a police officer asking the questions. After each question, they 

were asked to respond as the perpetrator. The use of an audio recording of an actual police 

officer allowed the questions to be better standardized in voice, tone, and delivery. In addition, 

the audio-recording clearly differentiates police questions from the questions posed by the 

researcher. 
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Procedure 

Recruitment 

As noted, participants were recruited from two programs, either the Denton County 

Juvenile (i.e., detention and alternative education program) or the Collin County Juvenile (i.e., 

detention) centers. Recruitment and consent procedures differed between the two research sites. 

At Denton County, informed consent was provided directly by the parents. Parents and guardians 

were approached individually either when picking up their children from school (i.e., at-risk 

youth) or during parent visits (i.e., detained youth). However, a passive consent process was 

utilized at Collin County due to the lack of direct parental access. This process has been 

successfully used in previous juvenile Miranda research (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000). Parents 

were mailed a copy of the informed consent and given the opportunity to contact researchers 

with any questions or to decline their child’s participation in the study.  

In both samples, the youth were approached individually to provide an explanation of the 

study, the purpose of the study, and to answer any questions. All juveniles involved in the 

research provided written informed assent at the beginning of the study.  

Baseline Measure 

 Following assent, all study measures were administered in private visitation rooms on an 

individual basis. First, juveniles were asked basic demographic information, including age, 

gender, education level, and arrest history. Next, juveniles completed a baseline administration 

of the JMQ to assess for possible Miranda misconceptions.  

Vignette and Miranda Warning 

 Juveniles were read the crime vignette. The vignettes were identical for all participants. 

The only exception was the age and gender of AJ, which varied to match the individual juvenile 
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being tested. This facilitated identification with AJ, allowing juveniles to immerse themselves 

more fully in AJ’s situation. The vignette is reproduced with both genders included: 

AJ is about your age and in the same grade. One day, AJ broke into Mr. Jones’ house, 
down the street from [his/her] home around 4 PM. [He/she] broke out a window with a 
small rock. [He/she] took about $50 in cash and a fancy watch that [he/she] put on 
[his/her] wrist. Somehow, the police figured out that it might have been AJ who broke 
into the house. So a day later the police got AJ at school and took [him/her] to the police 
station to ask [him/her] some questions about whether [he/she] did the crime.  
 

Once juveniles absorbed the vignette, they were provided with the representative juvenile 

Miranda warning. Juveniles were randomly assigned to receive either an “easy” warning or a 

“moderate” warning in either an oral, written, or combined modality. In the oral condition, the 

researcher read the Miranda warning, in the written condition the juvenile was provided with a 

Miranda warning, and in the combined condition, the researcher read the Miranda warning while 

the juvenile followed along. The juveniles were then immediately tested on their Miranda recall 

by means of the MCT.  

Following the warning, an audio recording of a police officer was utilized to ask them 

questions about their “involvement” in the crime vignette. These questions progressed through 

background questions (e.g., age and grade) to questions directly related to the hypothetical crime. 

For example, some questions inquired about motivation (e.g., “Anyone else under similar 

circumstances might have done the same thing. Help me understand why you did it”), while 

others directly probed for guilt (e.g., “Were you responsible for this or did other kids put you up 

to this?”).  

Standardized Measures 

 Then, juveniles were administered two standardized cognitive measures: WASI-II and 

three subtests of the WIAT-III. The Receptive Vocabulary, Oral Discourse Comprehension, and 

Reading Comprehension subtests were administered to assess the juveniles’ listening and reading 
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comprehension, respectively. The cognitive measures were counterbalanced to avoid any order 

effects.  

The next phase of testing assessed for Miranda-related abilities. First, delayed recall of 

the Miranda warning using the MCT and the JMQ were given. These measures were 

administered again to examine the stability of Miranda decrements and misconceptions, 

respectively. The re-administration occurred approximately 45 minutes following the baseline 

measures. Subsequently, juveniles were administered two standardized Miranda measures (i.e., 

MRM and MRCI). The Miranda measures were also counterbalanced to avoid order effects. 

Additionally, juveniles completed the MAYSI between Miranda measures to screen for 

psychopathological symptoms. 

Finally, two psychological measures (i.e., PSMI and CFC) were administered. These 

measures assessed for the psychosocial maturity and perspective taking of the juveniles, 

respectively. Again, the measures were counterbalanced to avoid any order effects.  

The entire administration of the study lasted approximately two hours and was typically 

completed in one session. On the rare occasion (i.e., less than 10% of participants), testing 

administration was divided into two days. However, all Miranda measures were completed in the 

first testing session, so as not to interfere with any study results. Before conclusion of the study, 

participants were debriefed, given the opportunity to ask any questions, and then thanked for 

their participation. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Refinement of the Sample 

 The original sample consisted of 239 legally-involved juveniles. A total of 3 participants 

dropped out prior to completion of the study. Therefore, their data were not included in any 

analyses.   

Inter-rater Reliability 

 Twenty cases were independently assessed for inter-rater reliability. Intra-class 

correlation coefficients (ICC) were used to determine the inter-rater reliabilities for the Miranda 

measures (i.e., Miranda Comprehension Template [MCT], Miranda Reasoning Measure [MRM], 

and Miranda Rights Comprehension Instrument [MRCI]). For Miranda recall, the MCT 

produced excellent inter-rater agreement (ICC = .95) for the total subcomponents recalled 

immediately. Across individual Miranda components, the mean ICC was also high at .90. 

Regarding Miranda reasoning, the MRM demonstrated strong inter-rater reliability (ICC = .81). 

The inter-rater reliabilities for Miranda comprehension on the MRCI varied from 

adequate to excellent. The Comprehension of Miranda Rights-Recognition-II (CMR-R-II) 

evidenced the highest inter-rater reliability (ICC = .99); however, this is expected given the 

categorical scoring. The Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II (CMV-II) also evidenced 

excellent inter-rater agreement, with an ICC = .92. In contrast, the Function of Rights in 

Interrogation (FRI) and the Comprehension of Miranda Rights-II (CMR-II) demonstrated the 

lowest agreements with more moderate reliability (ICCFRI = .67 and ICCCMR-II = .72).  
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Description of the Final Sample 

 The final sample was comprised of 236 juveniles that were recruited from two juvenile 

probation sites in the Dallas-Fort Worth area. Not surprisingly, the sample was mostly comprised 

of males (79.2%) as compared to females (20.8%); they ranged in age from 11 to 17. The self-

reported ethnic composition of the sample was 42.8% European American, 24.6% Hispanic 

American, 19.5% African American, and 10.2% as Biracial or Multiracial. The remainder of the 

sample self-identified as Native American (1.3%), Asian American (0.4%), or Pacific Islander 

(0.4%). When compared to the US census, the sample averaged fewer European Americans 

(19.1%) and Asian Americans (9.4%), and slightly more Hispanic Americans (7.7%), African 

Americans (10.1%), and Biracial or Multiracial Americans (7.8%). Percentages of Native 

Americans and Pacific Islanders paralleled the US census (i.e., less than 1%).  

The legally-involved juveniles varied considerably in their experience with the juvenile 

justice system as a function of their respective sites. Predictably, those in alternative education 

had comparatively fewer arrests (M = 2.95 arrests, SD = 8.17) as compared to those in detention 

(M = 4.32, SD = 4.71), but this difference was not significant, F(1, 233) = 2.04, p = .16. On 

average, the juveniles had approximately four arrests; however, the range of reported arrests 

ranged from zero to 50 arrests.  

Courts sometimes rely on factors like prior experience within the legal system when 

considering the validity of juvenile Miranda waivers under the totality of the circumstances 

approach (Grisso, 1981). Consequently, juveniles’ experience with the legal system was 

examined in order to see how these differences might affect future court decisions. The sample 

was classified into two groups to investigate the differences due to arrest history. The 

inexperienced group–composing the lowest quartile–had a minimal number of arrests (i.e., zero 
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or one arrest). In contrast, the experienced group consisted of the highest quartile of number of 

arrests (i.e., five or more arrests).  

Regarding sex and ethnicity, no significant differences emerged related to experience 

within the legal system (see Table 2). Yet, analyses revealed a small but unexpected disparity 

between the distribution of males and females and their arrest experience. Although statistically 

non-significant, the majority of males were categorized as inexperienced while the majority of 

females were considered experienced.   

Table 2 

Demographic Differences between Inexperienced and Experienced Juveniles Based on Number 
of Arrests  

Experience with Legal System 
Total sample Inexperienced Experienced 

Χ2 p n % n % n % 
Sex 0.83 .41 
     Male 187 79.2 64 54.2 54 45.8 
     Female   49 20.8 13 44.8 16 55.2 
Ethnicity 4.77 .09 
     European    
     American 

101 42.8 41 61.2 26 38.8 

     African 
     American 

  46 19.5 12 44.4 15 55.6 

     Hispanic 
     American 

  58 24.6 16 41.0 23 59.0 

Note. The inexperienced group includes juveniles in the lowest quartile of number of arrests (i.e., zero or one). The 
experienced group includes juveniles in the highest quartile of number of arrests (i.e., five or more). 

With most juvenile offenses occurring in adolescence, experienced and inexperienced 

juveniles significantly differed in age and education. Generally, juveniles more experienced in 

the legal system were older and more educated. Differences were of about a year and 

demonstrated large effect sizes for both (d = -0.98 and -0.67, respectively).   
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On average, the sample’s Full Scale IQ, Verbal Comprehension, and Perceptual 

Reasoning fell in the average range of intellectual functioning (see Table 3). However, the 

experienced group appears to face more intellectual challenges. While non-significant for two of 

the three variables, a general trend emerged with experienced juveniles exhibiting lower levels of 

intelligence. This finding was against expectations given that experienced juveniles were 

significantly older and more educated than their inexperienced counterparts. Using the DSM-IV-

TR (American Psychiatric Association, 2000) criteria, nearly half of the experienced juveniles 

(42.9%) exhibited borderline intellectual functioning (i.e., FSIQ < 85), significantly more than 

inexperienced juveniles (27.3%), Χ2 = 3.93, p = .05. This finding serves to further highlight the 

important effect that IQ can have on a juveniles’ experience with the legal system.  

Table 3 

Demographic Differences between Inexperienced and Experienced Juveniles Based on Number 
of Arrests  

Note. The inexperienced group includes juveniles in the lowest quartile of number of arrests (i.e., zero or one). The 
experienced group includes juveniles in the highest quartile of number of arrests (i.e., five or more). FSIQ = Full 
Scale IQ; VCI = Verbal Comprehension Index; PRI = Perceptual Reasoning Index; MAYSI = Massachusetts Youth 
Screening Instrument.  

Experience with Legal System 
Total sample 

(N = 236) 
Inexperienced 

(n =  77) 
Experienced 

(n = 70) F p d 
M SD M SD M SD 

Age 15.39 1.35 14.82 1.47 16.04 0.94 37.00 <.001 -0.98 
Education 8.67 1.43 8.18 1.44 9.11 1.33 16.60 <.001 -0.67 
IQ 
     FSIQ 90.47 12.69 92.87 13.27 88.96 10.89 3.78 .05 0.32 
     VCI 89.69 12.68 90.99 11.68 87.90 12.58 2.36 .13 0.25 
     PRI 93.34 14.10 96.62 15.41 92.41 10.12 3.75 .06 0.32 

Experience with Legal System 
Total sample 

(N = 236) 
Inexperienced 

(n =  77) 
Experienced 

(n = 70) F p d 
MAYSI (no. of items) 
     Alcohol/Drug Use (8) 2.50 2.71 1.52 2.22 3.41 2.93 17.86 <.001 -0.73 
     Angry-Irritable (9) 3.41 2.83 2.82 2.66 3.68 2.86 3.36 .07 -0.31 
     Depression-Anxiety (9) 2.22 2.27 2.00 2.08 2.12 2.24 0.11 .74 -0.06 
     Somatic Complaints (7) 2.17 2.07 2.07 2.04 1.98 2.09 0.06 .81 0.04 
     Suicidal Ideation (5) 0.66 1.40 0.48 1.18 0.64 1.37 0.52 .47 -0.18 
     Thought Disturbance (5) 0.67 1.08 0.76 1.13 0.64 1.00 0.46 .50 0.11 
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 Regarding psychopathology, juveniles averaged low levels of mental health symptoms 

(see Table 3). Interestingly, experienced and inexperienced groups differed dramatically on 

externalizing symptoms (d = 0.51), but not internalizing symptoms (d = 0.01). For example, the 

experienced juveniles reported significantly more alcohol and drug use than their inexperienced 

counterparts, to a medium-large effect (d = -0.73). Trending towards significance, the 

experienced juveniles also evidenced higher levels of anger than those less experienced, with a 

small-medium effect (d = -0.31). Yet, the groups were comparable in their experience of 

depression, anxiety, and somatic complaints. It is possible that the dramatic difference in the 

experienced group’s externalizing symptoms is linked to their more extensive arrest history. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question 1: Would a refinement of the Psychosocial Maturity Inventory (PSMI) 

result in improved psychometric properties? Because of the paucity of research, the PSMI was 

evaluated for the homogeneity of the total scale as well as each individual subscale. 

First, the internal consistencies of the total scale and three subscales were examined. The 

Personal Responsibility scale1, consisting of all 30 items, demonstrated a strong internal 

consistency (α = .87). The internal consistencies of the subscales were more variable, ranging 

from marginal (αwork orientation = .63) to good (αself-reliance = .74, αidentity = .78); see Table 4). Overall, 

the PSMI yielded lower alphas than previous research (αresponsibility= .91 for Colwell et al., 2005; 

αsubscales = .81 to .85 for Greenberger et al., 1974).  

 

  

1 To be consistent with previous research, this scale is referred to as the Responsibility scale in subsequent results 
and discussion.  
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Table 4 

Internal Consistencies for PSMI Total and Subscales for Legally-Involved Juveniles 

Scale No. of Items α M Inter-item 
correlation 

Responsibility (i.e., Total Score) 30 .87 .18 
Self-Reliance 10 .74 .23 
Identity 10 .78 .26 
Work Orientation 10 .63 .14 

An item-level analysis was conducted to further investigate subscale homogeneity. Inter-

item and item-total correlations were used to assess how an individual item correlated with its 

respective subscale. According to Clark and Watson (1995), inter-item correlations should fall in 

the range of .15 to .50 to be considered sufficient. Nearly all of the Identity subscale item 

correlations were within this range. Yet, several items on the Self-Reliance subscale yielded 

correlations slightly below this range (see Table A.1 in the Appendix). Regarding item-total 

correlations, the Self-reliance and Identity subscales yielded comparable results. The Self-

Reliance subscale ranged from .28 to .53 with the Identity subscale from .32 to .56 (see Table 

A.1). As such, all items on these two subscales met the Clark and Watson (1995) criteria. 

In contrast, the Work Orientation subscale demonstrated more variable inter-item and 

item-total correlations. In fact, the majority of items yielded at least one negative inter-item 

correlation (see Table A.1). Particularly item 13 (i.e., “I seldom get behind in my work.”) yielded 

the lowest range of inter-item correlations, with none of its correlations reaching above .05. 

Further, it produced the lowest item-total correlation (rit = .04), suggesting a poor correlation 

with the subscale overall. One possibility for this poor correlation may be a lack of variation in 

responses. If removed, however, alpha only increased to .06. Therefore, all items on the Work-

Orientation subscale were retained for study analyses. 
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Research Question 2: Do juveniles differ in their Miranda comprehension based on 

maturity? The second research question investigated the relative importance of psychosocial 

maturity on Miranda comprehension.  A series of one-way between subjects analysis of 

variances (ANOVAs) were conducted using the maturity groups as the independent variable and 

the MRCI subtests and total immediate Miranda recall as the dependent variables.  

For Hypothesis 1, immature-expected and immature-delayed juveniles were expected to 

have lower levels of comprehension on the MRCI and lower Miranda recall on the MCT than 

mature juveniles. As a general but non-significant pattern, measures of Miranda comprehension 

gradually increase from immature (i.e., immature-expected, immature-delayed) to mature groups 

(see Table 5). The two significant differences involve a juvenile’s ability to recall and explain 

either the components of a Miranda warning (CMR-II) or Miranda-relevant vocabulary words 

(CMV-II). 

The post hoc analyses revealed significant differences only emerged between mature and 

immature-delayed maturity groups. Although wide variability was observed in the effect sizes (d 

= 0.02 to 0.72), a distinct pattern emerged in which the largest effects were generally observed 

between the mature and immature-delayed maturity groups (see d2 in Table 5). Moreover, the 

lack of significant differences between the mature and immature-expected maturity groups, as 

well as between the immature groups, may suggest that the timing of psychosocial maturity is 

important to Miranda comprehension abilities. Particularly, it is most relevant to a juvenile’s 

ability to paraphrase Miranda components and their ability to define Miranda-relevant 

vocabulary. However, the pattern also extends to Miranda recall, in which the large variability 

between scores likely mitigated significant findings. 
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Table 5 

Miranda Comprehension Differences between Juveniles Based on Psychosocial Maturity Level 

and Timing  

Mature 
(n = 66) 

Immature-
expected 
(n =  39) 

Immature-
delayed 
(n = 29) F p d1 d2 d3 

M SD M SD M SD 
MRCI 
   CMR-II 9.17a

 1.39 8.56ab
 1.79 7.90b

 2.38 4.43 .02 0.38 0.65 0.31 
   CMR-R-II 12.48 1.66 12.03 1.58 12.45 1.55 1.07 .35 0.28 0.02 -0.27 
   FRI 25.21 2.95 24.33 3.17 24.76 3.28 1.01 .37 0.29 0.14 -0.13 

    FRI-NI 9.02 1.31 9.38 1.07 9.21 0.98 1.24 .29 -0.30 -0.16 0.17 
    FRI-RC 8.94 1.46 8.59 1.46 9.14 0.99 1.45 .24 0.24 -0.16 -0.44 

 FRI-RS 7.26 2.02 6.62 2.39 6.45 2.72 1.67 .19 0.29 0.34 0.07 
   CMV-II 24.36a 4.34 22.15ab 3.77 20.41b 6.37 6.54 .01 0.54 0.72 0.33 
MCT Recall 34.44 13.72 33.22 13.94 30.84 15.59 0.65 .52 0.09 0.25 0.16 

Note. Means sharing a common subscript are not statistically different at p < .05 according to the Tukey HSD 
procedure. d1 compares Mature with Immature-expected. d2 compares Mature and Immature-delayed. d3 compares 
Immature-expected and Immature-delayed. MRCI = Miranda Rights Comprehension Instrument, CMR-II = 
Comprehension of Miranda Rights-II; CMR-R-II = Comprehension of Miranda Rights-Recognition-II; FRI = 
Function of Rights in Interrogation; FRI-NI = Nature of Interrogation; FRI-RC = Right to Counsel; FRI-RS = Right 
to Silence; CMV-II = Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II; MCT = Miranda Comprehension Template.  

Item-level analysis demonstrated dramatically different Miranda comprehension abilities 

between the immature-delayed group and the mature group. This pattern was particularly 

prevalent for the CMV-II subtest. As an example, mature juveniles (M = 1.64, SD = 0.72) 

performed significantly better than immature-expected (M =1.18, SD = 0.94) or immature-

delayed (M = 0.83, SD = 0.93) juveniles when asked to define the term “used against.” The 

differences produced a medium (d = 0.55) and large (d = 0.97) effect size, respectively. 

Moderate to large effect sizes were produced for four other Miranda vocabulary words.    

A much different pattern emerged on the subtests of the FRI. Instead, this group of 

subtests (i.e., FRI, FRI-NI, and FRI-RC) evidenced larger differences between either the mature 

and immature-expected or immature-expected and immature-delayed groups. Contrary to 

expectations for the FRI-RC subscale, the immature-delayed group evidenced the highest mean 
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score, followed by the mature group, and finally the immature-expected group. While 

unexpected, these differences between maturity groups were small, as evidenced by small effect 

sizes (from d = -0.16 to -0.44), and not statistically significant. One possible explanation for the 

difference in patterns is the nature of these subtests. While still falling under the Miranda 

comprehension domain, these subtests differ from the other comprehension subtests in that they 

measure juveniles’ abilities to appreciate their Miranda rights. The more applied manner of these 

subtests may be a reason for the difference in patterns.   

Research Question 3: Do juveniles differ in their Miranda reasoning based on maturity? 

This research question examined the relative importance of psychosocial maturity on Miranda 

reasoning as measured by the Juvenile Miranda Quiz (JMQ) and MRM.   

Hypothesis 2: Psychosocial maturity will be a significant predictor of Miranda reasoning, 

above and beyond Miranda comprehension. Before running analyses, juveniles were first divided 

into three groups based on their Miranda reasoning abilities: impaired, questionable, and likely-

adequate. The rationale for this categorization was provided in Chapter 2. 

Next, a multi-nomial logistic regression was conducted to determine if group membership 

could be predicted by psychosocial maturity (i.e., PSMI total score) and Miranda comprehension 

(i.e., MRCI subtests CMR-II, FRI, and CMV-II). The overall logistic regression was significant, 

χ2 (8) = 32.00, p = < .001. However, only psychosocial maturity significantly predicted the two 

well-defined groups (i.e., likely-adequate and impaired reasoning groups). In contrast, 

psychosocial maturity did not significantly predict the questionable group (see Table 6). Thus, 

this hypothesis was only partially confirmed. 
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Table 6 

Psychosocial Maturity and Miranda Comprehension as Predictors of Miranda Reasoning Group 

Predictors Odds ratio (OR) 
B S.E. Wald p OR 95% C.I. 

Likely-adequate 
     Intercept -10.65 2.46 18.68 <.001 
     PSMI Total 0.31 0.15 4.53 .03 1.36 1.03 – 1.81 
     MRCI CMR-II 0.39 0.17 5.34 .02 1.48 1.06 – 2.07 
     MRCI FRI 0.20 0.08 6.94 .01 1.23 1.05 – 1.43 
     MRCI CMV-II -0.05 0.06 0.74 .39 0.95 0.86 – 1.06 

Questionable 
     Intercept -0.20 1.64 0.02 .90 
     PSMI Total 0.02 0.13 0.02 .90 1.02 0.79 – 1.30 
     MRCI CMR-II -0.13 0.11 1.39 .24 0.88 0.71 – 1.09 
     MRCI FRI 0.03 0.06 0.28 .60 1.03 0.92 – 1.16 
     MRCI CMV-II 0.01 0.04 0.02 .89 1.01 0.92 – 1.10 

Note. The reference group is: Impaired. Psychosocial Maturity Inventory; MRCI = Miranda Rights Comprehension 
Instrument, CMR-II = Comprehension of Miranda Rights-II; FRI = Function of Rights in Interrogation; CMV-II = 
Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II. 

Psychosocial maturity and Miranda comprehension abilities significantly distinguished 

likely-adequate reasoning from impaired reasoning. As expected, increases in psychosocial 

maturity and Miranda comprehension (excluding CMV-II) were associated with an increased 

likelihood of likely-adequate Miranda reasoning. To illustrate, increases in a juvenile’s ability to 

paraphrase the Miranda rights made a juvenile 48% more likely to demonstrate likely-adequate 

reasoning than impaired reasoning. Yet surprisingly, Miranda vocabulary was not related at all. 

So, a juveniles’ ability to understand Miranda relevant words is directly related to their ability to 

understand the Miranda rights but has no effect on their ability to apply it.  

Most surprisingly, neither psychosocial maturity nor Miranda comprehension 

significantly predicted the questionable or impaired reasoning groups. Therefore, psychosocial 

maturity and Miranda comprehension are better able to discriminate between the two clearly 
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defined groups of Miranda reasoning (i.e., likely-adequate and impaired reasoning groups) but 

are less able to differentiate when including the questionable reasoning group.  

Hypothesis 3: Immature-expected and immature-delayed juveniles will have more 

Miranda misconceptions than the mature group and these misconceptions will moderate the 

relationship between maturity and reasoning. As a non-significant trend, mature juveniles 

generally exhibited fewer misconceptions than either the immature-expected (d = 0.41) or 

immature-delayed (d = 0.35) juveniles to a moderate degree. However, specific trends are more 

easily observed when examined on a component level (see Table 7).  

Table 7  

Miranda Misconception Differences between Juveniles Based on Psychosocial Maturity Level 

and Timing  

Mature 
(n = 62) 

Immature-
expected 
(n =  38) 

Immature-
delayed 
(n = 28) F p d1 d2 d3 

M SD M SD M SD 
JMQ Total 27.85 3.54 26.37 3.64 26.61 3.61 2.42 .09 0.41 0.35 -0.07 
     Right to Silence (6) 4.18 0.88 4.28 1.24 4.00 1.22 0.55 .58 -0.09 0.17 0.28 
     Risks of Talking (4) 2.92 0.86 2.58 0.93 2.66 0.72 2.36 .10 0.38 0.33 -0.10 
     Right to Attorney (6) 4.29 1.04 4.38 0.93 4.32 0.90 0.09 .92 -0.10 -0.03 0.07 
     Free Legal Services (3) 2.13a

 0.65 1.77b
 0.74 1.86ab

 0.92 3.61 .03 0.52 0.34 -0.11 
     Reassert Rights (3) 2.14 0.70 2.08 0.70 2.17 0.76 0.16 .85 0.09 -0.04 -0.12 
     Police Deception (3) 1.45 0.97 1.40 0.90 1.59 0.95 0.34 .71 0.05 -0.15 -0.20 
     Misconceptions (4) 2.45 0.80 2.30 0.65 2.31 0.85 0.59 .56 0.21 0.17 -0.01 
     Permanence of Rights (2) 1.91a 0.29 1.73a 0.51 1.71a 0.53 3.22 .05 0.43 0.47 0.04 
     Adversarial – Police (5) 3.42 1.33 3.28 1.32 3.07 1.39 0.67 .52 0.10 0.26 0.15 
     Allegiance – Attorney (4) 3.02 0.98 2.70 0.97 3.00 1.09 1.36 .26 0.33 0.02 -0.29 

Note. Means sharing a common subscript are not statistically different at p < .05 according to the Tukey HSD 
procedure. d1 compares Mature with Immature-expected. d2 compares Mature and Immature-delayed. d3 compares 
Immature-expected and Immature-delayed. JMQ = Juvenile Miranda Quiz.  

On a component level, mature juveniles held less misconceptions than immature 

juveniles. For example, mature juveniles had a moderately better understanding of the Risks of 

Talking, Free Legal Services, and the Permanence of Rights than immature juveniles. Related, 

negligent differences (d < .11) emerged between the two immature groups on these JMQ 
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aggregate scores. This trend directly contrasts Miranda comprehension in which significant 

differences only emerged between mature and immature-delayed groups. Thus, maturity may be 

significantly related to Miranda misconceptions, while delayed maturity may be more related to 

Miranda comprehension specifically. 

Given maturity’s effect on Miranda misconceptions, it follows that the number of 

Miranda misconceptions held may in turn affect juveniles’ Miranda reasoning. Thus, a 

hierarchical regression tested for a moderation effect of Miranda misconceptions on the 

relationship between psychosocial maturity and Miranda reasoning. In Step 1, total Miranda 

misconceptions (i.e., JMQ total) and psychosocial maturity (i.e., PSMI total) were entered into 

the model as predictors. They accounted for a significant amount of the variance, R2 = .15, F (2, 

182) = 15.76, p < .001. In Step 2, the interaction between Miranda misconceptions and 

psychosocial maturity was examined but found not to be significantly related to Miranda 

reasoning, ∆R2 = .004, F (1, 181) = 0.41, p = .38. Thus, Miranda misconceptions do not 

moderate the relationship between psychosocial maturity and Miranda reasoning. Or said another 

way, the number of misconceptions held does not affect the relationship between psychosocial 

maturity and Miranda reasoning.  

 For Hypothesis 4, Maturity was expected to predict the outcome on Miranda decision-

making: (a) waived-confessed, (b) waived-did not confess, or (c) exercised. Using a multi-

nomial logistic regression, psychosocial maturity accounted for approximately 9.1% of the 

variance in Miranda interrogation decisions and was significant, χ2 (2) = 16.63, p < .001. 

Specifically, decreases in psychosocial maturity led to 40% increased likelihood of both waiving 

and confessing rather than exercising their Miranda rights. In this brief interrogation, juveniles 

also had the option of waiving their rights without confessing. As such, a decrease in 
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psychosocial maturity was associated with a 28% increased likelihood of waiving without 

confessing when compared to exercising.  

Table 8 

Psychosocial Maturity as Predictor Miranda Decision Group 

Predictors Odds ratio (OR) 
B S.E. Wald p OR 95% C.I. 

Waived-confessed 
     Intercept 4.98 1.21 16.84 <.001 
     PSMI Total -0.51 0.13 14.44 <.001 .60 .46 - .78 

Waived-did not confess 
     Intercept 2.34 1.52 2.38 .12 
     PSMI Total -0.33 0.17 3.90 .05 .72 .52 - .99 

Note. The reference group is: Exercised. PSMI = Psychosocial Maturity Inventory. 

Research Question 4: Which subscale of responsibility (e.g., self-reliance, identity, work 

orientation) is most responsible for differences in Miranda abilities? A series of multiple 

regressions were conducted to determine the relative importance of each subscale in predicting 

performance on Miranda comprehension (i.e., MRCI CMR-II, FRI, and CMV-II subscales) and 

Miranda reasoning (i.e., MRM total score).  

Across four Miranda comprehension subtests, a strong and consistent trend emerged with 

the self-reliance subscale being the only significant predictor of Miranda comprehension. 

Furthermore, the standardized beta weights demonstrated that the self-reliance subscale 

contributes the most to the prediction of Miranda comprehension. In fact, for the CMV-II, the 

standardized beta for the self-reliance subscale was almost four times the betas of the other 

subscales.  

Due to differences in the measure of comprehension, the amount of variance accounted 

for by the subscales varied across subtests. As an example, the three subscales accounted for 
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almost 14% of the variance in juveniles’ comprehension of Miranda relevant vocabulary. This is 

in direct contrast to the 5.4% and 4.0% of variance explained in juveniles’ abilities to explain the 

components of Miranda rights and their abilities to functionally use the rights during an 

interrogation, respectively. One explanation for this finding may lie in the conceptual differences 

between the three subtests. The CMR-II and FRI assess Miranda comprehension in a more 

contextual and functional manner, while the CMV-II measures a more cognitive approach to the 

comprehension.   

Table 9 

PSMI Subscale Scores as Predictors of Miranda Comprehension and Reasoning 
β R2 p 

Dependent Variable: MRCI CMR-II .054 .01 
     Identity -.061 .54 
     Self-Reliance .237 .02 
     Work Orientation .055 .53 
Dependent Variable: MRCI FRI .040 .04 
     Identity -.106 .29 
     Self-Reliance .259 .01 
     Work Orientation -.002 .98 
Dependent Variable: MRCI FRI-RC .01 .83 
     Identity .016 .87 
     Self-Reliance .069 .51 
     Work Orientation -.035 .69 
Dependent Variable: MRCI FRI-RS .047 .02 
     Identity -.118 .24 
     Self-Reliance .284 .01 
     Work Orientation -.005 .96 
Dependent Variable: MRCI CMV-II .137 < .001 
     Identity -.115 .23 
     Self-Reliance .458 < .001 
     Work Orientation -.038 .64 
Dependent Variable: MRM Total .055 .01 
     Identity .125 .21 
     Self-Reliance .133 .19 
     Work Orientation -.007 .94 

Note. MRCI = Miranda Rights Comprehension Instrument, CMR-II = Comprehension of Miranda Rights-II; FRI = 
Function of Rights in Interrogation; CMV-II = Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II. 
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When considered aggregately, the PSMI subscales predict Miranda reasoning. However, 

when considered on a subscale level, none of the subscales were significant predictors of 

Miranda reasoning (see Table 9). Unlike Miranda comprehension, self-reliance does not appear 

to be as important to Miranda reasoning. However, the standardized beta weights evidenced that 

self-reliance still contributes the most when compared to the other two subscales. Thus, it may be 

possible that maturity in general is less related to reasoning than hypothesized. 

Research Question 5: Does perspective taking add any incremental predictive power 

when determining Miranda reasoning? Cauffman and Steinberg’s (2000) maturity of judgment 

model theorized that responsibility, perspective, and temperance influence a juvenile’s decision-

making. When applied to Miranda reasoning, previous analyses in the current study 

demonstrated that responsibility, as measured by the PSMI total score, was influential. Using the 

Consideration of Future Consequences (CFC) to measure perspective, a hierarchical regression 

was used to partially test Cauffman and Steinberg’s (2000) model in predicting Miranda 

reasoning.  

Responsibility, as measured by the PSMI total score, significantly predicted Miranda 

reasoning. Specifically, increases in juvenile responsibility predicted increases in better Miranda 

reasoning. The addition of perspective, as measured by the CFC total score, did not add 

incremental utility (ΔR2 = .000) in predicting Miranda reasoning. Surprisingly, perspective did 

not contribute any unique predictive ability above responsibility on the MRM total score. It was 

posited that one possible explanation for the CFC’s lack of incremental utility could be a 

potentially restricted range of scores on the measure. Yet, closer examination revealed a normal 

distribution of scores. Thus, it is not apparently clear why the CFC was unable to contribute any 

predictive ability.  
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Table 10 

Responsibility and Perspective as Predictors of Miranda Reasoning 

β R2 ΔR2 p 
Step 1 
     PSMI Responsibility .220 .048 .01 

Step 2 
     PSMI Responsibility .222 
     CFC Perspective .010 .048 .000 .89 

Note. PSMI = Psychosocial Maturity Inventory; CFC = Consideration of Future Consequences Scale. 

For Hypothesis 5, following Cauffman and Steinberg’s (2000) model, increased 

perspective taking, as measured by the CFC, was expected to predict long-term reasoning (i.e., 

likely-adequate reasoning) above and beyond responsibility. A logistic regression examining the 

effect of responsibility and perspective as the predictors of likely-adequate reasoning was 

significant, χ2 (2) = 9.14, p = .01. However, against expectations, perspective was not a 

significant predictor. Thus, the current hypothesis, and by extension Cauffman and Steinberg’s 

(2000) model, was not supported. Although, the model accounted for a very small proportion of 

the overall variance (Nagelkerke R2 = 1.9%).  

Of interest, a close examination of predictors revealed that responsibility and perspective 

taking predicted in different directions. That is, an increase in an individual’s responsibility 

increases the odds of exhibiting likely-adequate reasoning by a factor of 1.35. In direct contrast, 

an increase in CFC’s perspective was associated with a slight reduction in the likelihood of 

likely-adequate Miranda reasoning, although non-significant.  
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Table 11 

Responsibility and Perspective as Predictors of Likely-Adequate Reasoning 

Predictors Odds ratio (OR) 
B S.E. Wald p OR 95% C.I.  

PSMI Responsibility .30 .13 5.50 .02 1.35 1.05-1.74 
CFC Perspective -.03 .03 1.23 .27 0.97 0.92-1.02 
Constant -2.42 1.67 2.09 .15 0.09 

Note. PSMI = Psychosocial Maturity Inventory; CFC = Consideration of Future Consequences 
Scale.  

Supplementary Analyses 

Supplementary Research Question 1: Does psychosocial maturity add any incremental 

predictive utility over setting, age, and verbal IQ when predicting Miranda comprehension and 

reasoning? A series of hierarchical regressions were used to examine the relative predictive 

power of psychosocial maturity compared to setting, age, and verbal IQ in predicting Miranda 

comprehension and reasoning. All models were significant, with the exception of the MRCI 

function of rights nature of interrogation subscale. Interestingly, unlike the results reported by 

Colwell and colleagues (2005), responsibility was not a significant predictor of any subtest 

related to Miranda comprehension.   
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Table 12 

Setting, Age, Verbal IQ, and Responsibility as Predictors of MRCI Miranda Comprehension and 
Miranda Reasoning 

Beta SE β t p Partial r 
CMR-II    Setting .31 .32 .06 0.95 .34 .07 

   Age .19 .09 .14 2.28 .02 .16 
   IQ .07 .01 .51 7.95 <.001 .49 
   Responsibility .08 .08 .06 0.90 .37 .06 

CMR-R-II    Setting .40 .30 .09 1.33 .19 .10 
   Age .28 .08 .24 3.54 <.001 .25 
   IQ .04 .01 .31 4.45 <.001 .30 
   Responsibility -.01 .08 -.01 -0.05 .96 -.01 

FRI    Setting .17 .60 .02 0.29 .77 .02 
   Age .47 .16 .21 2.98 .01 .21 
   IQ .07 .02 .30 4.26 <.001 .29 
   Responsibility .03 .16 .01 0.16 .87 .01 

FRI-NI*    Setting .03 .24 .01 0.14 .89 .01 
   Age -.07 .06 -.09 -1.20 .23 -.09 
   IQ .01 .01 .14 1.94 .05 .14 
   Responsibility -.11 .06 -.13 -1.72 .09 -.12 

FRI-RC    Setting .49 .28 .12 1.74 .08 .12 
   Age .21 .07 .21 2.86 .01 .20 
   IQ .01 .01 .09 1.23 .22 .09 
   Responsibility -.02 .07 -.02 -0.23 .82 -.02 

FRI-RS    Setting -.29 .45 -.04 -0.64 .52 -.05 
   Age .31 .12 .19 2.65 .01 .19 
   IQ .05 .01 .27 3.76 <.001 .26 
   Responsibility .07 .12 .04 0.61 .54 .04 

CMV-II    Setting -.84 .77 -.06 -1.10 .27 -.08 
   Age .82 .20 .23 4.07 <.001 .28 
   IQ .23 .02 .61 10.79 <.001 .61 
   Responsibility .29 .20 .08 1.48 .14 .11 

MRM Total    Setting -.33 .66 -.04 -0.50 .62 -.04 
   Age .24 .17 .10 1.35 .18 .10 
   IQ .01 .02 .04 0.49 .63 .04 
   Responsibility .47 .17 .20 2.74 .01 .19 

MRM Waive    Setting -.44 .49 -.06 -0.91 .36 -.06 
   Age .20 .13 .11 1.58 .12 .11 
   IQ -.01 .01 -.05 -0.72 .48 -.05 
   Responsibility .33 .13 .19 2.61 .01 .18 

MRM Exercise*    Setting .14 .36 .03 0.38 .71 .03 
   Age .05 .10 .04 0.55 .58 .04 
   IQ .02 .01 .15 2.05 .04 .15 
   Responsibility .12 .09 .10 1.31 .19 .09 

Note. * denotes non-significant omnibus model. MRCI = Miranda Rights Comprehension Instrument, CMR-II = 
Comprehension of Miranda Rights-II; CMR-R-II = Comprehension of Miranda Rights-Recognition-II; FRI = 
Function of Rights in Interrogation; FRI-NI = Nature of Interrogation; FRI-RC = Right to Counsel; FRI-RS = Right 
to Silence; CMV-II = Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II; MRM = Miranda Reasoning Measure. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION  

In the landmark case of Roper v. Simmons (2005), the U.S. Supreme Court barred 

juvenile defendants from being eligible for the death penalty. In writing for the majority, Justice 

Kennedy cited the differences between adults and juveniles as an important factor in the Court’s 

decision. Specifically, the Court reasoned that juveniles are less mature, more vulnerable to 

outside influences, and possess more transient personality characteristics than adults. These 

combined factors rendered them more susceptible to irresponsible conduct than their adult 

counterparts (Roper v. Simmons, 2005). As a result, their actions are less morally reprehensible, 

and therefore, insufficient for the death penalty. In discussing juvenile immaturity, Justice 

Kennedy wrote the following:  

First as any parent knows and as the scientific and sociological studies respondent and his 
amici cite tend to confirm, “[a] lack of maturity and an underdeveloped sense of 
responsibility are found in youth more often than in adults and are more understandable 
among the young. These qualities often result in impetuous and ill-considered actions and 
decisions.” Johnson, supra, at 367… (Roper v. Simmons, p. 15) 
 

With this, Justice Kennedy clearly recognized the negative impact of juveniles’ immaturity on 

their actions and decision-making. Particularly, his argument focuses on how immature juveniles 

may be more likely to make impulsive and irresponsible decisions. This impulsivity excludes 

them from the characterization of the worst of the worst offenders, consequently disqualifying 

them from the death penalty (Roper, 2005). 

 Importantly, the negative impact of psychosocial immaturity on juveniles’ decision-

making reaches beyond the death penalty alone. For example, the U.S. Supreme Court has also 

cited juvenile immaturity as an important factor in other legal contexts, especially Miranda (e.g., 

Gallegos v. Colorado, 1962; Haley v. Ohio, 1948, and In re Gault, 1967), the focus of the current 
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study. While not necessarily a life or death matter, juveniles waiving their rights could lead to 

potentially devastating and life altering consequences (e.g., a confession leading to long-term 

detention).  

Most recently in the case of J.D.B. v. North Carolina (2011), the U.S. Supreme Court 

recognized that age and maturity might have a profound effect on juveniles’ Miranda abilities 

(Rogers et al., 2014). In this case, Justice Sotomayor opined that “children cannot be viewed 

simply as miniature adults,” in part due to the “assumption that children characteristically lack 

the capacity to exercise mature judgment and possess only an incomplete ability to understand 

the world around them” (J.D.B, 2011, p. 10-11). Thus, this lack of mature judgment and 

diminished ability to understand the world may seriously impair how juveniles perceive, 

understand, and subsequently act in a custodial interrogation. 

 Empirical research has contributed to this discussion by documenting the influence of 

psychosocial maturity on juveniles’ legal decision-making, including Miranda waivers. 

Consistently, the literature demonstrates a trend in which younger and more immature juveniles 

perform more poorly than other youth on measures of Miranda comprehension (Goldstein et al., 

2014; Viljoen et al., 2007), recall (Rogers et al., 2014), and misconceptions (Rogers et al., 2014). 

However, upon closer examination of the literature several important differences emerged.  

 Viljoen et al. (2007) and Goldstein et al. (2014) both investigated the effect of age, and 

by proxy maturity, on juveniles’ abilities to comprehend a Miranda warning. Despite an overall 

general trend in which younger juveniles evidenced greater Miranda comprehension deficits, the 

studies produced disparate results when comparing similar samples. Viljoen et al.’s (2007) 

sample was entirely comprised of juvenile pretrial defendants. In contrast, Goldstein et al. (2014) 

tested a juvenile justice and a community sample from a private school setting. Importantly, age 
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and comprehension performance were only significantly correlated in the community sample (rs 

for MRCI subtests range from .51 to .68), but not for the more relevant juvenile justice sample 

(rs for MRCI subtests range from .08 to .14; Goldstein et al., 2014). This is in direct contrast to 

Viljoen et al.’s (2007) finding that Miranda comprehension impairment decreased with age in 

legally-involved youth; exemplified by more than half of juveniles aged 11-13 were considered 

impaired, compared to less than 10% of juveniles 16-17.  

 Rogers et al. (2014) took a more direct approach regarding the measurement of maturity. 

In contrast to the two previous studies that used age as a proxy, Rogers and colleagues (2014) 

directly assessed psychosocial maturity. In their study, juveniles low in maturity recalled 

approximately 12% less of a Miranda warning and held up to twice as many Miranda 

misconceptions than their high maturity counterparts (Rogers et al., 2014). As an example, 

immature juveniles tended to view the police as on their side, while mature juveniles accurately 

understand their adversarial role (Rogers et al., 2014). Looking forward, such a misconception 

could result in immature juveniles waiving their rights, incorrectly reasoning that they do not 

need to invoke their rights against law enforcement. However, the relationship between maturity 

and misconceptions is not necessarily linear, as further analyses demonstrated that some 

misconceptions showed the opposite pattern (e.g., greater maturity correlated with greater 

misconceptions) or were not differentiated by maturity at all.   

As noted, the assessment of Miranda abilities in the context of psychosocial maturity has 

previously focused mostly on Miranda comprehension and its related abilities, largely ignoring 

Miranda reasoning. The current study aimed to rectify this narrow literature by examining the 

relationship between psychosocial maturity and Miranda comprehension, reasoning, and 
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decision-making. This chapter presents the current study’s important findings within the context 

of a broader research area of psychosocial maturity and Miranda abilities.   

The Importance of Psychosocial Maturity 

  Differing models of how psychosocial maturity affects juvenile decision-making have 

been postulated over the past several 20 years. Two models, Cauffman and Steinberg’s (2000) 

maturity of judgment model and Grisso’s (1997) perceptions of consequences model, appear 

especially relevant to Miranda decision-making. This section closely examines these two models, 

integrating past and current research. 

Maturity and Miranda Comprehension 

 In Cauffman and Steinberg’s (2000) maturity of judgment model, three factors (i.e., 

responsibility, perspective, and temperance) were hypothesized to significantly influence 

juveniles’ decision-making. Researchers have examined this model in various types of juvenile 

decision-making. For example, all three factors correlated moderately to antisocial decision-

making; yet, temperance evidenced the strongest correlation (r = .47; Cauffman & Steinberg, 

2000). Furthermore, the authors found that all three factors significantly predicted antisocial 

decision-making, with temperance appearing to be the most influential (Cauffman & Steinberg, 

2000). In contrast, Colwell and colleagues (2005) reported that responsibility was the only factor 

significantly related to Miranda comprehension. As noted in Chapter 1, the context of decision-

making may account for these differences. For example, police officers are much more likely to 

be present when making Miranda waiver decisions than when making the majority of antisocial 

decisions. Thus, the likelihood of the presence of the police officer reduces the element of 

planning (i.e., temperance).  
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 In order to make direct comparisons, a supplementary research question for the current 

study examined Miranda comprehension via the same means utilized by Colwell and colleagues 

(2005). Surprisingly, as discussed further below, the relative importance of psychosocial 

maturity on specific Miranda comprehension abilities differed between the two studies. Colwell 

et al. (2005) reported responsibility had significant predictive utility above and beyond other key 

variables (i.e., setting, age, and verbal IQ) only on subtests measuring the application of Miranda 

comprehension. In contrast, the current study found that the predictive utility of responsibility on 

Miranda comprehension was moot when other factors, such as age and IQ were considered. One 

explanation for the differences in findings between studies could be the inclusion of females in 

the current sample. Given the differences in maturity between males and females, the inclusion 

of both genders in the current study could have mitigated the significance of some findings. In 

order to directly examine this hypothesis, the researcher conducted additional analyses excluding 

females. However, responsibility remained a non-significant predictor of Miranda 

comprehension regardless of gender (see Table A.2).  

 In both the current study and Colwell et al. (2005), verbal IQ and age accounted for the 

most variance. Interestingly, both studies evidenced a similar pattern of importance, that in 

which verbal IQ accounted for the most variance on nearly all subtests (i.e., Comprehension of 

Miranda Rights [CMR], Comprehension of Miranda Rights-Recognition [CMR-R], Function of 

Rights in Interrogation [FRI], Function of Rights in Interrogation-Right to Silence [FRI-RS], and 

Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary [CMV]). Intelligence accounted for approximately 66% 

(the current study) and 42% (Colwell et al., 2005) of the variance on a task assessing juveniles’ 

abilities to paraphrase the Miranda components. Logically this finding makes sense, given the 

documented relationship between Miranda comprehension and intellectual abilities.  
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Interestingly, on one Miranda Rights Comprehension Instruments (MRCI) subscale (i.e., 

Function of Rights in Interrogation; FRI-RC), the opposite pattern emerged. Age accounted for 

more variance than IQ by at least double in both studies. Thus, age was particularly important to 

this subscale, above and beyond other relevant factors such as intelligence and responsibility. On 

the FRI-RC subscale, juveniles must demonstrate their ability to state what a lawyer is (e.g., a 

professional trained in law), but also their understanding of the helpful nature of the lawyer (e.g., 

works for the benefit of the defendant). Thus, intelligence aids in juveniles’ abilities to define 

what a lawyer is, but only older juveniles have gained additional practical knowledge or “street 

smarts;” they truly understand what a lawyer can do to help in a legal situation.   

 As a more detailed approach, the current study examined whether the three responsibility 

subscales could predict juveniles’ abilities to comprehend the Miranda warning. Across four 

MRCI comprehension subtests (i.e., CMR-II, FRI, FRI-RS, and CMV-II), the self-reliance 

subscale was the only subscale to predict Miranda comprehension. Relatedly, the self-reliance 

subscale (βs ranging from .24 to .46) accounted for the most variance in comparison to the other 

two subscales (βs less than .13). Thus, juveniles’ with more feelings of internal control and less 

reliance on others are able to better understand and appreciate their Miranda rights.  

 None of the three responsibility subscales significantly predicted juveniles’ ability to 

appreciate the right to counsel. Further analysis of the FRI-RC subtest evidenced a ceiling effect, 

with the vast majority of juveniles scoring within one to two points of a perfect score. Thus, with 

such a limited variability the likelihood of finding significance is highly constrained.   

Maturity and Miranda Reasoning 

 The current study partially tested the Cauffman and Steinberg (2000) model in relation to 

Miranda reasoning. It examined the relative importance of both factors (e.g., responsibility and 
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perspective taking) on Miranda reasoning. Responsibility alone moderately predicted likely-

adequate Miranda reasoning (r = .22). Moreover, perspective taking did not contribute any 

additional predictive utility (r = -.05). Hence, increased feelings of responsibility and internal 

control in juveniles predicted better Miranda reasoning, while their ability to consider a different 

perspective (e.g., temporal or another person’s) was not influential in their reasoning.  

Perspective taking was unrelated to scores on Miranda instruments across two different 

studies (i.e., Colwell et al., 2005 and the current study). Colwell et al. (2005) offered several 

possible explanations for the failure of perspective taking to predict. First, the authors suggested 

that different psychosocial maturity factors may relate differentially to general versus specific 

types of decision-making (Colwell et al., 2005). Thus, all three factors may be important to 

general antisocial decision-making, while responsibility may be the only important factor in the 

context of Miranda decision-making. Second, the authors posited that the Consideration of 

Future Consequences Scale (CFC) did not effectively gauge perspective taking (Colwell et al., 

2005). For instance, the poor internal consistency of the CFC (e.g., α = .39 in Colwell et al., 

2005; α = .53 in the current study) may indicate the CFC does not measure a single construct. 

Going forward, it would be helpful for future research to use an alternative measure of 

perspective taking in order to determine if insignificant findings are a function of the CFC or the 

relationship between Miranda abilities and perspective taking.  

 The non-significant CFC results of the current study have implications for both the 

Cauffman and Steinberg (2000) maturity of judgment model and Grisso’s (1997) perceptions of 

consequences model. Both models posit that a juveniles’ inability to take into account the long-

term consequences of their actions negatively affects their decision-making abilities. Both 

Cauffman and Steinberg’s (2000) perspective taking and future orientation, as measured by the 
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CFC, involve a juvenile’s ability to consider different temporal perspectives (e.g., present versus 

future). However, Colwell et al. (2005) demonstrated that future orientation was not correlated to 

Miranda comprehension. The current study went one step further; it provided evidence 

suggesting perspective taking does not predict Miranda comprehension or Miranda reasoning 

abilities. Thus, it is possible that perspective taking has greater importance in more general 

decision-making processes (e.g., antisocial decision-making; Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000) than 

in more specific Miranda decision-making contexts.  

No direct comparisons between studies could be made given the relative lack of research 

examining psychosocial maturity and Miranda reasoning. However, measures examining the 

appreciation or application of Miranda rights (e.g., MRCI FRI, FRI-RS, and FRI-RC; Goldstein 

et al., 2014) are arguably very relevant to Miranda reasoning. As such, previous research 

assessing juveniles’ abilities to appreciate and apply their Miranda rights allow for near-neighbor 

comparisons to be made.   

As previously noted, responsibility was the only significant maturity of judgment model 

factor related to Miranda reasoning. Consistently, previous findings (Colwell et al., 2005) also 

documented responsibility as a significant predictor using the more applied Miranda 

comprehension subtests (e.g., MRCI FRI). However, differences in the relative importance of 

psychosocial maturity emerged when examined closely. Colwell and others (2005) reported 

comparable importance between verbal IQ, responsibility, and age across the three relevant 

subtests (e.g., βs ranging from .15 to .39). In contrast, the current study showed responsibility 

was not a significant predictor above and beyond verbal IQ or age on any of the FRI subtests 

(e.g., βs ranging from -.02 to .04). Thus, it makes sense that in the current study, verbal IQ and 

age accounted for at least twice as much variance than responsibility. 
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Unlike Colwell et al. (2005), the current study directly predicted Miranda reasoning using 

the Miranda Reasoning Measure (MRM). It was found that responsibility was the only 

significant predictor of total Miranda reasoning as well as reasons to waive Miranda specifically. 

Additionally, responsibility contributed approximately twice the amount of variance than age, 

verbal IQ, or setting. Of note, this was not the case for reasons to exercise Miranda. For reasons 

to exercise Miranda, a non-significant trend indicates that verbal IQ accounts for the most 

variance explained, followed closely by responsibility. 

In summer, psychosocial maturity (i.e., responsibility) is more important regarding 

Miranda reasoning than Miranda comprehension. As the supplementary analyses pointed out, 

psychosocial maturity was a significant predictor of Miranda reasoning but not Miranda 

comprehension. Furthermore, psychosocial maturity contributed more to the prediction of 

Miranda reasoning than the prediction of Miranda comprehension. Thus, psychosocial maturity 

may be more important to Miranda reasoning specifically, whereas verbal IQ being more 

important to Miranda comprehension.  

Impaired Miranda Comprehension and Miranda Reasoning 

From a conceptual standpoint, it is difficult to predict Miranda reasoning without 

considering the effect of Miranda comprehension. Logically, it follows that Miranda 

comprehension would serve as the foundation for Miranda reasoning. Essentially, it would be 

difficult to use Miranda appropriately without the basic knowledge of the rights it ensures. Thus, 

it would be hypothesized that poor Miranda comprehension would predict poor Miranda 

reasoning.  

As Figure 1 demonstrates, the overall trend suggests that those juveniles in the lowest 

tertiles for Miranda comprehension are also in the lowest tertiles for Miranda reasoning.  Further, 
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those juveniles demonstrating poor Miranda comprehension in all three subtests (i.e., the All 

group) were overwhelmingly in the lowest tertile for Miranda reasoning. Thus, regarding 

Miranda reasoning, juveniles with the poorest Miranda comprehension across the board 

performed dramatically worse.  

Additionally, the FRI subtest also demonstrated a trend in which juveniles in the lowest 

tertile of the FRI were mostly categorized in the lowest tertile for Miranda reasoning. Related, of 

the three subtests, the FRI evidenced the largest effects between tertiles. The nature of the 

subtests likely accounts for the differences in trends. For example, the FRI is a more applied 

subtest, measuring juveniles’ abilities to appreciate their Miranda rights. In contrast, the CMR-II 

and CMV-II are more cognitive-based and thus, less directly related to Miranda reasoning.  

Yet, there are still large percentages of individuals with low Miranda comprehension 

demonstrating high Miranda reasoning. As an example, approximately 28.8% of juveniles in the 

lowest Miranda comprehension tertile on one subtest still evidenced high Miranda reasoning (see 

Figure 1). When taken together, the results suggest that the effects of Miranda comprehension on 

Miranda reasoning may be more nuanced than previously thought.  

 

67 



 

 

Figure 1. The percentage distribution of the lowest tertile of Miranda comprehension on 
reasoning tertiles.  
Note. The figure shows the percentage distribution of juveniles in each Miranda reasoning tertile 
evidencing the lowest tertile of Miranda comprehension. The All group consists of juveniles who 
scored in the lowest tertile in each of the subtests. For the CMR-II, the lowest tertile had scores 
of less than 9; for the FRI, scores less than 24; for the CMV-II, scores less than 22; for the All 
group, scores less than 16. CMR-II = Comprehension of Miranda Rights-II; FRI = Function of 
Rights in Interrogation; CMV-II = Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II.  

 

Overall, the current study expanded the examination of the effects of psychosocial 

maturity on Miranda abilities. Specifically, the current study contributed significantly to the very 

limited literature looking at the relationship between psychosocial maturity and Miranda 

reasoning. While the current results are promising, more research is needed to more thoroughly 

understand this relationship. One interesting avenue, initiated in the current study, is the impact 

of psychosocial maturity timing (i.e., expected or delayed) on these abilities.  

Psychosocial Immaturity: Expected or Delayed? 

 Research has recently demonstrated that individuals vary in both their level of 

psychosocial maturity and its rate of development (Monahan, Steinberg, Cauffman, & Mulvey, 
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2013). The timing of psychosocial maturity may have important effects on juveniles’ abilities. 

Specifically, juveniles with delayed maturity (e.g., responsibility, impulse control, and future 

orientation) at a later age may act and behave significantly differently than those without delayed 

development. This finding has particular relevance to the legal system where this lack of skills 

may be a critical factor in whether juveniles exercise or waive their Miranda rights. To the 

author’s knowledge, no previous research has examined the impact of psychosocial maturity 

timing on juvenile Miranda abilities.  

Unfortunately, delayed psychosocial maturity did not differentiate groups as well as 

expected. Nonetheless, several important differences still emerged with regard to Miranda 

comprehension and reasoning. The following section explores the current study’s initial findings 

regarding how delayed psychosocial maturity potentially relates to Miranda rights 

comprehension and reasoning.  

Delayed Maturity and Miranda Comprehension 

 Delayed psychosocial maturity only significantly differentiated juveniles on two Miranda 

comprehension-related tasks. That is, the immature-delayed juveniles showed significantly worse 

abilities to paraphrase Miranda components and define Miranda vocabulary than their mature 

counterparts. Initially, this result may seem surprising when considering the age and education 

differences between the groups. For example, the immature-delayed group is older, and slightly 

more educated than the mature group (see  Table A.3). Commonsensically, the older and more 

educated juveniles should perform better on Miranda comprehension tasks. Yet, the opposite 

pattern emerged in the data. One possible explanation may lie in the difference in intelligence 

between the groups. 
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 Juveniles’ ability to verbally reason and express themselves is likely very relevant to 

Miranda comprehension, given the cognitive nature of the Miranda comprehension tasks. Thus, 

the large differences in IQ scores between mature and immature-delayed juveniles in general, but 

more specifically across their verbal intelligence scores (i.e., VCI) possibly explain Miranda 

comprehension discrepancies. In the current study, immature-delayed juveniles scored 

considerably lower than mature juveniles on tasks related to verbal comprehension (d = 0.74). 

Additionally, immature-delayed juveniles’ listening and reading comprehension lagged behind 

mature juveniles by one and two grade levels, respectively. Thus, it is likely that verbal 

intelligence was an influential factor in the juveniles’ Miranda comprehension abilities.  

Moreover, such differences between mature and immature-delayed groups in terms of 

intelligence point to a delay beyond psychosocial maturity alone. Perhaps, immature-delayed 

juveniles actually evidence a more general delay in abilities across the board.   

Current findings on maturity cannot be directly compared to Colwell and colleagues 

(2005) because they used Grisso's Instruments for Assessing Understanding and Appreciation of 

Miranda Rights, the predecessor to the MRCI. Notably, the MRCI utilized in the current study 

contains the updated versions of the same tasks used in previous versions (e.g., CMR, CMR-R, 

FRI, and CMV). Specifically the updated MRCI includes more simplified language, updated 

scoring criteria, and the inclusion of the fifth-prong of the Miranda warning on relevant tests 

(Goldstein et al., 2003). Important to note, the FRI subtest remains identical to that included in 

the earlier version (Goldstein et al., 2003). Across Miranda comprehension subtests, Colwell et 

al.’s (2005) sample demonstrated greater impairment than the current sample. As an example, 

Colwell et al.’s (2005) sample scored at the 55th percentile on the FRI in contrast to the current 

sample’s 79th percentile, a moderately large difference in scores (d = 0.58). In fact, Colwell et 
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al.’s (2005) sample scored even lower than the immature-delayed group, which evidenced the 

lowest scores on that subtest. One explanation for this difference in scores is the small 

discrepancy in intelligence. To illustrate, Colwell et al.’s (2005) sample averaged two to five 

points lower on a measure of verbal comprehension and reasoning than the current sample. Thus, 

increased verbal intelligence in the current study could possibly account for the differences in 

juveniles’ ability to appreciate their Miranda rights.  

To explore this hypothesis directly, the current sample was trimmed to make it more 

comparable with the Colwell et al. (2005) study. Specifically, the top 5% of juveniles in terms of 

WASI VCI scores (i.e., verbal IQs > 108) were excluded from analyses, bringing the mean VCI 

score to less than half a point greater than the detained juveniles in the Colwell et al. sample. 

Further comparison between scores on the MRCI subtests revealed less than a 5% difference in 

percentage of Miranda warning correctly paraphrased, Miranda vocabulary correctly defined, 

and appreciation of Miranda rights. Thus, once juveniles with verbal IQs above 108 were 

excluded, differences in Miranda comprehension disappeared.  

Free recall of a Miranda warning is also included under the domain of Miranda 

comprehension. However, psychosocial maturity groups did not differ significantly in Miranda 

recalled on the MCT. Although non-significant, a trend emerged in which Miranda warning 

recall increased as hypothesized, with immature juveniles recalling less than mature juveniles on 

the MCT. Furthermore, immature-delayed juveniles recalled the least amount of the warning 

(i.e., less than one-third).   

Consistent with Rogers et al. (2014), all juveniles in the current study performed poorly 

on a measure of immediate Miranda recall, regardless of maturity level. In fact, none of the three 

maturity groups recalled more than half of the Miranda warning, a finding also documented by 
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Rogers and colleagues (2014). However, differences emerged between studies in the total 

percentages of Miranda recall by the most mature juveniles. Specifically, juveniles considered as 

high in maturity by Rogers et al. (2014) were able to recall almost 10% more of a Miranda 

warning than those in the current study. One possible explanation for the differences in Miranda 

recall may be attributed to the measurement of psychosocial maturity in the respective studies: 

the PSMI (i.e., the current study) or the RSTI (Rogers et al., 2014).  

Delayed Maturity and Miranda Reasoning 

 In general, Miranda reasoning was less affected by delays in psychosocial maturity than 

Miranda comprehension. As an example, on a measure of Miranda misconceptions a trend 

emerged in which moderate differences (ds ranging from 0.34-0.52) occurred between the 

mature group and both immature groups (i.e., immature-expected and immature-delayed). When 

considered in conjunction with small differences (ds < 0.11) occurring between the immature 

groups, psychosocial maturity is generally influential to Miranda reasoning, irrespective of 

whether maturity was delayed.  

Rogers et al. (2014) also reported a trend in which immature juveniles exhibited 

significantly more Miranda misconceptions than those categorized as mature juveniles. Unlike in 

the current study, large differences emerged between immature and mature groups on the 

Juvenile Miranda Quiz (JMQ) total score as well as four other JMQ aggregate scores (Rogers et 

al., 2014). Interestingly, Rogers et al. (2014) did not find significant differences on the two 

aggregate scores (i.e., Free Legal Services and Permanence of Rights) deemed significantly 

different in the current study (see Table A.4). As previously discussed, one explanation that may 

account for the lack of consistency between studies is the difference in psychosocial maturity 

measurement.  
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 Several JMQ aggregate scores did not differ between any of the three maturity groups. 

For instance, all three maturity groups performed relatively well (i.e., answered more than two 

thirds correct) on misconceptions regarding their right to silence, right to an attorney, and their 

ability to reassert their rights at anytime. Moreover, the maturity groups only differed slightly on 

these scales (ds range from -0.10 to 0.28). Interpretably, juveniles were able to understand the 

implications of these rights, regardless of maturity. Rogers and others (2014) also noted no 

significant differences between immature and mature groups in misconceptions related to right to 

silence, right to counsel, and the continuation of legal rights, among others.  

 Pervasively poor performance on some JMQ aggregate scores overshadowed possible 

differences between maturity groups. Notably, both mature and immature juveniles wrongly 

believed that the police could not engage in deceptive practices such as lying about eyewitness 

identification or accusing detainees of fictitious crimes. Such misconceptions have direct real-

world implications concerning juveniles’ likelihood of waiving their rights and confessing. If 

juveniles’ wrongly believe police cannot lie in an investigation, they may be more likely to 

waive their rights when faced with such deception. This belief, coupled with their greater 

tendency to acquiesce to authority (Ainsworth, 1993; Drizin & Leo, 2004; Gudjonsson, 2003), 

may lead juveniles to believe waiving their rights is their only option.  

 In conclusion, Miranda reasoning was somewhat less affected by delayed maturity than 

Miranda comprehension. The trend in Miranda misconceptions evidenced larger differences 

between mature and immature groups (i.e., immature-expected and immature-delayed). It 

directly contrasts the results documented for Miranda comprehension where the only significant 

differences occurred between the mature and immature-delayed groups. Taken together, the 
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results suggest that delayed maturity may be more relevant to Miranda comprehension, while 

maturity in general may be significantly related to Miranda misconceptions.  

Practical Implications 

 The current findings highlight the importance of psychosocial maturity in the context of 

Miranda abilities. Generally, the current results illustrate the significant deficits immature 

juveniles evidence in both Miranda comprehension and Miranda reasoning. As such, the current 

study’s findings have implications for the prongs used to assess the validity of Miranda waivers, 

particularly the knowing and intelligent prongs.   

Grisso (2003) described the knowing prong as an individual’s ability to understand the 

Miranda rights. Included in this ability is an individual’s capacity to comprehend the meaning of 

each right as well as the meaning of specific Miranda-relevant words (Rogers & Drogin, 2014). 

In the current study, immature juveniles performed moderately worse than their mature 

counterparts on each of these capacities. As an example, immature-delayed and immature-

expected juveniles misunderstood a crucial Miranda vocabulary phrase (i.e., “used against”) 

much more than their mature peers. Logically, if immature juveniles are unable to accurately 

define, and thereby understand, key words used in typical Miranda warnings, can they 

adequately comprehend their Miranda rights? 

The intelligent prong centers on the application of a juvenile’s understanding of their 

rights (Rogers & Drogin, 2014). The cornerstone of the intelligent prong lies in juveniles’ 

abilities to appreciate their rights by grasping their significance and understanding the potential 

consequences of waiving them (Grisso, 2003). The current study found that immature juveniles 

were less likely to demonstrate likely-adequate Miranda reasoning. Additionally, immature 

juveniles in the current study were significantly more likely than their mature counterparts to 
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waive their rights in an interrogation scenario. These waivers resulted in an increased likelihood 

of confessing. Therefore, results underscore the decreased ability of immature juvenile’s to 

adequately appreciate and consequently apply their rights.   

Juveniles’ psychosocial maturity clearly influences their Miranda comprehension and 

reasoning abilities. As a result, assessing a juvenile’s psychosocial maturity is an essential 

component when determining the validity of a Miranda waiver. Pragmatically, however, the 

determination of a juvenile’s psychosocial maturity in the moments surrounding the 

administration of a Miranda warning may prove difficult. The U.S. Supreme Court has echoed 

this sentiment in several court cases (e.g., Yarborough v. Alvarado, 2004) related to Miranda. 

 Recently, the U.S. Supreme Court has debated the requirements regarding the 

consideration of variables such as age and maturity on Miranda. As stated in Yarborough v. 

Alvarado (2004), the Court reasoned that an objective test regarding Miranda was necessary in 

order to avoid placing upon the police the undue “burden of anticipating the frailties or 

idiosyncrasies of every person whom they question.”  As such, they observed that accounting for 

a juvenile’s age in the custody analysis could be considered a subjective inquiry (Yarborough, 

2004).  

 However, in J.D.B. v. North Carolina (2011), the U.S. Supreme Court took a slightly 

different position. In writing for the majority, Justice Sotomayor stated: 

So long as the child’s age was known to the officer at the time of the interview, or would 
have been objectively apparent to a reasonable officer, including age as part of the 
custody analysis requires officers neither to consider circumstances “unknowable” to 
them… nor to ‘anticipat[e] the frailties or idiosyncrasies’ of the particular suspect being 
questioned. Precisely because childhood yields objective conclusions, considering age in 
the custody analysis does not involve a determination of how youth affects a particular 
child’s subjective state of mind. (J.D.B. v. North Carolina, p. 11) 
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Here, the Court opined that age is an easily identifiable way to make quick and relevant 

conclusions about a juvenile. The Court further argued that age was “more than simply a 

chronological marker; it allows reasonable assumptions to be generated regarding custodial 

youths’ perceptions and decision-making” (Rogers et al., 2014, p. 105). Thus, the Court 

recognized the role juveniles’ youth and immaturity play in their experience with the legal 

system as well as the difficulty in accurately assessing it in the moment, such as during 

interrogations by police.  

 Importantly, the results of the current study demonstrated the utility of assessing 

psychosocial maturity above and beyond age alone. In combination with past research (Colwell 

et al., 2005), psychosocial maturity, and responsibility more specifically, provided additional 

information above age in the prediction of both Miranda comprehension and reasoning. Hence, 

psychosocial maturity should be assessed and considered in Miranda determinations whenever 

feasible.   

Limitations 

The current study had three main limitations. First, as an important methodological 

constraint, legally-involved juveniles could not be subjected to a real interrogation. Instead, 

juveniles were asked to put themselves in a hypothetical interrogation scenario as a way to 

directly analyze juvenile’s Miranda decision-making. However, a hypothetical scenario lacks 

several important aspects of an actual interrogation. Namely, the real-life consequences of 

decisions such as to exercise versus waive or confess versus not confess. Juveniles may not 

exercise the same magnitude of responsibility or self-reliance as a result of a lack of real-life 

consequences (Steinberg & Cauffman, 1996).       
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A second limitation involved two maturity measures and their psychometric properties in 

the study. For example, in the current study, the CFC demonstrated poor internal consistency (α 

= .53). Such limited psychometric properties indicated a potentially restricted ability to measure 

perspective taking accurately which in turn may have mitigated some results. Despite being used 

in juvenile research related to Miranda Rights (Colwell et al., 2005) and legal decision-making 

(Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000), the psychometric properties of the PSMI and CFC have not been 

extensively researched. It is important for future research to test the current study’s results using 

other measures of psychosocial maturity.  

Lastly, the current study did not separate the genders when performing data analyses. 

Instead, males and females were combined in order to conserve power. Given the well-

established differences in maturity rates, subsequent studies should perform separate gender 

analyses to examine any potential differences in juvenile Miranda comprehension and reasoning 

between genders. This line of investigation may be especially important for future research 

examining delayed maturity, since females might be considered delayed at an earlier age.  

Future Directions 

 The results of the current study highlight several areas of research in which additional 

inquiry is necessary. Most importantly, juvenile Miranda reasoning. Previous research (e.g., 

Rogers et al., 2007) has explored the relationships between Miranda reasoning and offender 

variables, such as intelligence. However, these studies were conducted in only adult populations. 

A logical next step would be to explore the relationship between Miranda reasoning and IQ in a 

juvenile specific population. Future studies may also examine Miranda reasoning’s relationship 

to juveniles’ previous experience within the legal system or juvenile psychopathology.  
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Some limitations of the current study could be easily addressed in future research. For 

example, future research may examine the relationship between juvenile Miranda abilities and 

psychosocial maturity using different measures of psychosocial maturity. One approach would 

be to use the Risk-Sophistication-Treatment Inventory (RSTI; Salekin, 2004). The RSTI was 

designed for a juvenile offender population specifically and covers a broader range of issues 

related to psychosocial maturity, such as autonomy, moral development, and delay of 

gratification (Salekin, 2004).  

Delayed psychosocial maturity should continue to be explored in future research. More 

research into this topic is needed to more clearly understand psychosocial maturity timing’s 

impact on juvenile Miranda abilities. Future research on psychosocial maturity timing may build 

on a limitation of the current study by separating the genders for these analyses specifically. As 

already noted, males and females mature at different ages and at different rates. Thus, females 

may be considered delayed at an earlier age than males, thereby potentially erasing some effects 

when considered together.  

Furthermore, future research should consider subdividing juveniles based on their verbal 

abilities in analyses. In addition to prior research (e.g., Colwell et al., 2005), the current study 

documented the important influence verbal IQ has on Miranda abilities. It is important for future 

research to examine the relationship between psychosocial maturity and Miranda abilities across 

the spectrum of verbal IQ. In this way, the complex interaction between verbal capacity, 

psychosocial maturity, and Miranda abilities may be better understood.  
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Table A.1 

Inter-item Correlations (rii) Range and Item-Totel Correlations (rit) by PSMI Subscales 

Items rii Range rit 

Self-Reliance Subscale 
2. If you haven’t been chosen as a leader, you shouldn’t 

suggest how things should be done. 
.06 - .31 .30 

5. In a group, I prefer to let other people make the 
decisions. 

.07 - .29 .28 

8. You can’t be expected to make a success of yourself if 
you had a bad childhood. 

.13 - .54 .53 

11. When things have gone wrong for me, it is usually 
because of something I couldn’t do anything about. 

.06 - .31 .34 

14. Luck decides most things that happen to me. -.02 - .35 .28 
17. The main reason I’m not more successful is that I have 

had bad luck. 
.18 - .54 .54 

20. When things go well for me, it is usually not because of 
anything I myself actually did. 

.18 - .44 .51 

23. I feel very uncomfortable if I disagree with what my 
friends think. 

.07 - .40 .38 

26. It is best to agree with others, rather than say what you 
really think, it if will keep the peace. 

-.02 - .29 .28 

29. I don’t know whether I like a new outfit until I find out 
what my friends think of it. 

.19 - .40 .50 

Identity Subscale 
3. I can’t really say what my interests are. .10 - .31 .32 
6. I seem to do things I feel sorry for more often than other 

people do. 
.10 - .34 .39 

9. My life is pretty empty. .21 - .40 .54 
12. I can’t seem to keep people as friends for very long. .16 - .53 .46 
15. I’m acting like something I’m not a lot of the time. .07 - .51 .34 
18. I never know what I’m going to do next. .08 - .40 .48 
21. I change the way I feel and act so often that I sometimes 

wonder who the “real me” is. 
.19 - .51 .56 

24. I have to struggle to keep my behavior what it ought to 
be. 

.07 - .39 .47 

27. Nobody knows what I’m really like. .11 -  .31 .41 
30. I am not really accepted and liked. .21 - .53 .51 

Work Orientation Subscale 
1. Hard work is never fun. -.03 - .14 .17 
4. I find it hard to stick to anything that takes a long time to 

do. 
.01 - .36 .46 
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7. No one should expect you to do work that you don’t 
like. 

.05 - .16 .24 

10. I get upset if I am not immediately successful in learning 
something new. 

-.11 - .36 .28 

13. I seldom get behind in my work. (reverse) -.11 - .05 .04 
16. I tend to go from one thing to another before finishing 

any one of them. 
-.09 - .37 .35 

19. I often don’t finish work I start. .02 - .37 .39 
22. I often leave my homework unfinished if there are a lot 

of good TV shows on that evening. 
.02 - .22 .39 

25. It is very important to me to do my homework well. 
(reverse) 

-.09 - .23 .23 

28. Very often I forget work I am supposed to do. .03 - .33 .45 
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Table A.2 

Setting, Age, Verbal IQ, and Responsibility as Predictors of Miranda 
Comprehension and Reasoning, Excluding Females  

Beta SE β t p Partial r 
CMR-II    Setting .17 .38 .03 0.46 .65 .04 

   Age .17 .10 .12 1.73 .09 .12 
   IQ .08 .01 .54 7.38 <.001 .50 
   Responsibility .07 .10 .05 0.73 .47 .05 

CMR-R-II    Setting .16 .36 .03 0.44 .66 .04 
   Age .31 .09 .26 3.38 .01 .27 
   IQ .04 .01 .34 4.26 <.001 .33 
   Responsibility -.06 .09 -.05 -0.67 .51 -.05 

FRI    Setting .41 .67 .05 0.62 .54 .05 
   Age .56 .17 .26 3.24 .01 .26 
   IQ .06 .02 .29 3.59 <.001 .28 
   Responsibility -.09 .17 -.05 -.56 .58 -.05 

FRI-NI*    Setting .12 .26 .04 0.47 .64 .04 
   Age -.06 .07 -.07 -0.89 .37 -.07 
   IQ -.01 .01 .12 1.47 .15 -.12 
   Responsibility -.14 .07 -.18 -2.14 .03 -.17 

FRI-RC    Setting .54 .34 .13 1.62 .11 .13 
   Age .26 .09 .24 3.01 .01 .24 
   IQ .01 .01 05 0.64 .53 .05 
   Responsibility -.05 .09 -.05 -0.60 .55 -.05 

FRI-RS    Setting -.17 .53 -.03 -0.33 .74 -.03 
   Age .33 .14 .19 2.38 .02 .19 
   IQ .05 .01 .27 3.29 .01 .26 
   Responsibility .01 .14 .01 0.65 .95 .01 

CMV-II    Setting -1.00 .93 -.07 -1.07 .29 -.09 
   Age .88 .24 .23 3.63 <.001 .28 
   IQ .24 .03 .63 9.75 <.001 .62 
   Responsibility .22 .24 .06 0.91 .37 .07 

MRM Total    Setting -.78 .77 -.08 -1.01 .31 -.08 
   Age .33 .20 .13 1.60 .11 .13 
   IQ .01 .02 .06 0.67 .50 .05 
   Responsibility .44 .20 .19 2.23 .03 .18 

MRM Waive    Setting -.71 .55 -.10 -1.29 .20 -.10 
   Age .29 .15 .16 2.01 .05 .16 
   IQ -.01 .02 -.02 -0.28 .78 -.02 
   Responsibility .29 .14 .17 2.02 .05 .16 

MRM Exercise*    Setting -.05 .42 -.01 -0.12 .90 -.01 
   Age .06 .11 .04 0.54 .59 .04 
   IQ .02 .01 .15 1.81 .07 .15 
   Responsibility .14 .11 .11 1.26 .21 .10 

Note. * denotes non-significant omnibus model. MRCI = Miranda Rights Comprehension Instrument, CMR-II = 
Comprehension of Miranda Rights-II; CMR-R-II = Comprehension of Miranda Rights-Recognition-II; FRI = 
Function of Rights in Interrogation; FRI-NI = Nature of Interrogation; FRI-RC = Right to Counsel; FRI-RS = Right 
to Silence; CMV-II = Comprehension of Miranda Vocabulary-II; MRM = Miranda Reasoning Measure. 
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Table A.3 

Age, Education, and IQ Differences Between Psychosocial Maturity Groups 

Mature 
(n = 67) 

Immature-
expected 
(n =  40) 

Immature-delayed 
(n = 29) 

F p d1 d2 d3 
M SD M SD M SD 

Age 15.64a 1.26 14.10b 1.00 16.48c 0.51 46.03 < .001 1.35 -0.87 -3.00 
Education 8.94a 1.37 7.53b 1.09 9.55a 1.15 25.66 < .001 1.14 -0.48 -1.80 
IQ 
   FSIQ 93.51a 13.94 90.50ab 13.77 86.03b 12.83 3.07 .05 0.22 0.56 0.34 
   VCI 93.66a 13.11 90.28ab 11.90 83.00b 15.70 6.44 .01 0.27 0.74 0.52 
   PRI 95.09 15.10 92.88 18.09 91.34 11.57 0.67 .51 0.13 0.28 0.10 

Note. Means sharing a common subscript are not statistically different at p < .05 according to the Tukey HSD 
procedure. d1 compares Mature with Immature-expected. d2 compares Mature and Immature-delayed. d3 compares 
Immature-expected and Immature-delayed. FSIQ = Full Scale IQ; VCI = Verbal Comprehension Index; PRI = 
Perceptual Reasoning Index.  
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Table A.4 

Rogers et al.’s (2014) JMQ Total Aggregate Scores Compared to Current Sample 

Rogers et al. (2014) Current Study 
High 

Maturity 
(n = 18) 

Low 
Maturity 
(n = 18) 

Mature 
(n = 62) 

Immature-
expected 
(n =  38) 

Immature-
delayed 
(n = 28) 

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
JMQ Total 28.89 3.14 25.76 3.78 27.85 3.54 26.37 3.64 26.61 3.61 
     Right to Silence (6) 4.44 1.20 4.11 1.32 4.18 0.88 4.28 1.24 4.00 1.22 
     Risks of Talking (4) 3.44 0.86 2.28 1.32 2.92 0.86 2.58 0.93 2.66 0.72 
     Right to Attorney (6) 4.78 0.94 4.28 0.89 4.29 1.04 4.38 0.93 4.32 0.90 
     Free Legal Services (3) 1.89 0.68 1.56 0.62 2.13 0.65 1.77 0.74 1.86 0.92 
     Reassert Rights (3) 2.06 0.80 2.22 0.73 2.14 0.70 2.08 0.70 2.17 0.76 
     Police Deception (3) 1.44 0.98 1.61 0.78 1.45 0.97 1.40 0.90 1.59 0.95 
     Misconceptions (4) 2.50 0.79 2.17 0.51 2.45 0.80 2.30 0.65 2.31 0.85 
     Permanence of Rights (2) 1.89 0.32 1.89 0.32 1.91 0.29 1.73 0.51 1.71 0.53 
     Adversarial – Police (5) 3.11 1.49 2.89 1.41 3.42 1.33 3.28 1.32 3.07 1.39 
     Allegiance – Attorney (4) 3.33 0.69 2.53 1.28 3.02 0.98 2.70 0.97 3.00 1.09 

Note. JMQ = Juvenile Miranda Quiz. 
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Table A.5 

Rogers et al.’s (2014) Effect Sizes Compared to Current Sample 

Rogers et al. (2014) Current Study 
High Maturity vs. 

Low Maturity  
Mature vs. 

Immature-expected 
Mature vs. 

Immature-delayed 
Immature-expected 

vs. Immature-delayed 
JMQ Total 0.90 0.41 0.35 -0.07 
     Right to Silence (6) 0.26 -0.09 0.17 0.28 
     Risks of Talking (4) 1.04 0.38 0.33 -0.10 
     Right to Attorney (6) 0.55 -0.10 -0.03 0.07 
     Free Legal Services (3) 0.51 0.52 0.34 -0.11 
     Reassert Rights (3) -0.21 0.09 -0.04 -0.12 
     Police Deception (3) -0.19 0.05 -0.15 -0.20 
     Misconceptions (4) 0.50 0.21 0.17 -0.01 
     Permanence of Rights (2) 0.00 0.43 0.47 0.04 
     Adversarial – Police (5) 0.15 0.10 0.26 0.15 
     Allegiance – Attorney (4) 0.84 0.33 0.02 -0.29 

Note. JMQ = Juvenile Miranda Quiz. 
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