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Juvenile and Adult Courts: A Comparative Analysis Paper
The juvenile justice system especially the courts have undergone numerous transformations in the past centuries. This especially relates to the differences when it comes to juvenile versus adult courts. Adult courts or justice system developed faster than that of the juvenile system. The following paper is a comparative analysis between the juvenile and adult courts. It will focus on the U.S Supreme Court case in re Gault in 1967. 
The In re Gault 1967 case, 15 year old, Gerald Francis Gault was arrested for making a call to his neighbor, Mrs. Cook with lewd and offensive remarks (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). He was detained at a Children’s Detention Home where a petition was later filed to the juvenile court for a hearing based the defendant being under the ages of 18 and requiring the protection of the court. The petition was filled and accepted even without Gault’s parents receiving it before its filing. The first hearing was held with only the defendant, his family, probation officers and the juvenile court judge. The complainant was not present; a memorandum of proceeding was not organized, as well as no transcript was present (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). In the second hearing, the complainant, Mr. Cook was present as well as the transcript and a proceedings arrangement. The judge clearly made a verdict for the delinquent to be committed to the Arizona State Industrial School until he was age 21 or for a time of his minority (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). After the sentencing, Gault’s family made an appeal and the juvenile judge retained his verdict quoting some vague references of similar delinquent behaviors of the defendant. Gault’s family later presented their case to the Supreme Court, which decided the defendant had been denied their constitutional rights. This included the right to an attorney, right to confront the litigant, notice of charges, and right against self-incrimination (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). Overall, this was a landmark case for the juvenile court system as well as the rights of juvenile offenders. 
In the case of an adult case, the first incidence to happen in a similar manner is notification of the charges before arrest. This is then followed by notifying the defendant or offender of their rights in the Miranda Rights. These rights clearly inform the offender of their right to remain silent and to seek counsel or a court appointed attorney. Moreover, the court cannot initiate a court proceeding or trial without sufficient evidence. Therefore, in this case, for the trial, the complainant as well as their swearing into witness would be required to offer the evidence and help in determining the verdict. This also means that the adult court will have an arrangement of transcript and memorandum of the proceedings (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). When it comes to the verdict, the judge must offer an explanation on the charges presented and if the evidence is sufficient to prove the offender was guilty or not. Moreover, the adult attorney has the right to be heard and make a case or defend the client against the charges presented. In such a situation, the adult court would hear a defendant’s defense where evidence would be needed to prove that the offender actually called Mrs. Cook and make lewd remarks. In the verdict, it would also be different since minor crimes result in minor penalties. In the adult court, the defendant would have an option to pay a fine not more than $50 or spend no more than 60 days in jail (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). Although juveniles and adult offenders have the same rights, most of the processes are not followed in juvenile systems and violations often occur.     
The juvenile justice system serves different roles compared to the adult judicial or normal justice system. This is because the juvenile system is not a criminal court. It is set up to prosecute children or individual below the age of 18 for delinquent acts rather than crimes. Nonetheless, when the delinquent acts are severe such as a teenager killing, thy can be considered crimes and tried under the adult court system. Additionally, the purpose of the juvenile court system is to rehabilitate the offenders and ensure or guarantee their best interest (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). This differs from the adult court system that is primarily aimed at punishing offenders through penalties such as jail time, death penalty, or house arrest. Juveniles are rehabilitated through paroles or admission to special rehabilitation schools as well as other juvenile delinquency diversion and prevention programs or facilities. This applies to the current Gault case where the offender was sent to a rehabilitation school until he reached 21 years of age (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). Again, in the Juvenile court system, the offenders do not have a right to a jury or public hearing. This means that the hearings in juvenile courts are not as formal as in adult courts. Adults have a right to public or a jury hearing involving the presence of the public or a jury (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). Juvenile courts only require a judge, parents/guardian, and complainant to be present for the hearing and then a verdict is delivered. This is what is known as the adjudication process in juvenile courts such as illustrated in the Gault case where the judge hears the case without the public presence. Based on such scenarios, the juvenile court is regularly informal compared to adult courts. Some rules of the admission of evidence may not be as strict as adult courts. In the Gault case, most of the evidence came from the parole officer rather than the complainant (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). Overall, these differences can all be bundled into the aims or roles of both court systems. The juvenile court only seeks to rehabilitate and reform offenders so as to resume their normal activities in society. 
The adjudication process to transfer juveniles to adult court system is also known as juvenile waiver. This requires the judge or court to prove that the offender should be tried in an adult court. In some case, it requires the offender or juvenile to prove they are capable of rehabilitation or reform. This is based on a set of factors that determine the transfer of juveniles to adult courts. The first factor focuses on the seriousness or gravity of the offence as well as the concern of safeguarding the community (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). Juvenile judges also consider whether the apparent crime was committed in a premeditated, violent, and aggressive manner (Merlo, Benekos & Champion, 2015). If the offence suspected was against a person or property. Again, the maturity, sophistication, previous history, and criminal record of the juvenile can also help to determine the waiver. In other areas, the court also determines from these issues if it is possible the juvenile to be rehabilitated. In the case of Gault, the offence did not meet any of these factors; therefore it was impossible to waiver the offender.   
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