MINORS ARE DIFFERENT:
United States Supreme Court Helpful Quotations
MINORS ARE LESS CULPABLE THAN ADULTS
“Three general differences between juveniles under 18 and adults demonstrate that juvenile
offenders cannot with reliability be classified among the worst offenders. 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, 113 S.Ct.
2658; see also Eddings, supra, at 115–116, 102 S.Ct. 869 (“Even the normal 16–year–old
customarily lacks the maturity of an adult”). It has been noted that “adolescents are
overrepresented statistically in virtually every category of reckless behavior.” Arnett, Reckless
Behavior in Adolescence: A Developmental Perspective, 12 Developmental Rev. 339 (1992). In
recognition of the comparative immaturity and irresponsibility of juveniles, almost every State
prohibits those under 18 years of age from voting, serving on juries, or marrying without parental
consent. See Appendixes B–D, infra.
The second area of difference is that juveniles are more vulnerable or susceptible to negative
influences and outside pressures, including peer pressure. Eddings, supra, at 115, 102 S.Ct. 869
(“[Y]outh is more than a chronological fact. It is a time and condition of life when a person may
be most susceptible to influence and to psychological damage”). This is explained in part by the
prevailing circumstance that juveniles have less control, or less experience with control, over
their own environment. See Steinberg & Scott, Less Guilty by Reason of Adolescence:
Developmental Immaturity, Diminished Responsibility, and the Juvenile Death Penalty, 58 Am.
Psychologist 1009, 1014 (2003) (hereinafter Steinberg & Scott) (“[A]s legal minors, [juveniles]
lack the freedom that adults have to extricate themselves from a criminogenic setting”).
The third broad difference is that the character of a juvenile is not as well formed as that of an
adult. The personality traits of juveniles are more transitory, less fixed. See generally E. Erikson,
Identity: Youth and Crisis (1968).
These differences render suspect any conclusion that a juvenile falls among the worst offenders.
The susceptibility of juveniles to immature and irresponsible behavior means “their irresponsible
conduct is not as morally reprehensible as that of an adult.” Thompson, supra, at 835, 108 S.Ct.
2687 (plurality opinion). Their own vulnerability and comparative lack of control over their
immediate surroundings mean juveniles have a greater claim than adults to be forgiven for failing
to escape negative influences in their whole environment. See Stanford, 492 U.S., at 395, 109
S.Ct. 2969 (Brennan, J., dissenting). The reality that juveniles still struggle to define their
identity means it is less supportable to conclude that even a heinous crime committed by a
juvenile is evidence of irretrievably depraved character. From a moral standpoint it would be
misguided to equate the failings of a minor with those of an adult, for a greater possibility exists
that a minor's character deficiencies will be reformed. Indeed, “[t]he relevance of youth as a
mitigating factor derives from the fact that the signature qualities of youth are transient; as
individuals mature, the impetuousness and recklessness that may dominate in younger years can
subside.” Johnson, supra, at 368, 113 S.Ct. 2658; see also Steinberg & Scott 1014 (“For most
teens, [risky or antisocial] behaviors are fleeting; they cease with maturity as individual identity

becomes settled. Only a relatively small proportion of adolescents who experiment in risky or
illegal activities develop entrenched patterns of problem behavior that persist into adulthood”).”
Roper v. Simmons (2005) 543 U.S. 551, 569-571 [125 S.Ct. 1183].
“As petitioner's amici point out, developments in psychology and brain science continue to show
fundamental differences between juvenile and adult minds. For example, parts of the brain
involved in behavior control continue to mature through late adolescence. See Brief for
American Medical Association et al. as Amici Curiae 16–24; Brief for American Psychological
Association et al. as Amici Curiae 22–27. Juveniles are more capable of change than are adults,
and their actions are less likely to be evidence of “irretrievably depraved character” than are the
actions of adults. Roper, 543 U.S., at 570, 125 S.Ct. 1183. It remains true that “[f]rom a moral
standpoint it would be misguided to equate the failings of a minor with those of an adult, for a
greater possibility exists that a minor's *2027 character deficiencies will be reformed.” Ibid.”
Graham v. Florida (2010) 560 U.S. __ [130 S.Ct. 2011, 2026].
“The evidence presented to us in these cases indicates that the science and social science
supporting Roper 's and Graham 's conclusions have become even stronger. See, e.g., Brief for
American Psychological Association et al. as Amici Curiae 3 (“[A]n ever-growing body of
research in developmental psychology and neuroscience continues to confirm and strengthen the
Court's conclusions”); id., at 4 (“It is increasingly clear that adolescent brains are not yet fully
mature in regions and systems related to higher-order executive functions such as impulse
control, planning ahead, and risk avoidance”); Brief for J. Lawrence Aber et al. as Amici Curiae
12–28 (discussing post- Graham studies); id., at 26–27 (“Numerous studies post- Graham
indicate that exposure to deviant peers leads to increased deviant behavior and is a consistent
predictor of adolescent delinquency” (footnote omitted)).”
Miller v. Alabama (2012) __ U.S. __ [132 S.Ct. 2455, 2464, fn 5].
IMMATURITY RISKS LOW QUALITY OF REPRESENTATION
“As some amici note, the features that distinguish juveniles from adults also put them at a
significant disadvantage in criminal proceedings. Juveniles mistrust adults and have limited
understandings of the criminal justice system and the roles of the institutional actors within it.
They are less likely than adults to work effectively with their lawyers to aid in their defense.
Brief for NAACP Legal Defense & Education Fund et al. as Amici Curiae 7–12; Henning,
Loyalty, Paternalism, and Rights: Client Counseling Theory and the Role of Child's Counsel in
Delinquency Cases, 81 Notre Dame L.Rev. 245, 272–273 (2005). Difficulty in weighing
long-term consequences; a corresponding impulsiveness; and reluctance to trust defense counsel
seen as part of the adult world a rebellious youth rejects, all can lead to poor decisions by one
charged with a juvenile offense. Aber Brief 35. These factors are likely to impair the quality of a
juvenile defendant's representation.”
Graham v. Florida (2010) 560 U.S. __ [130 S.Ct. 2011, 2032].
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