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Landmark Supreme Court Cases 
and the Constitution: 

Supreme Court Wrap Up 
Each year the Supreme Court receives thousands of petitions, known as writs of certiorari, 
asking the Court to review a case. Last year alone the Court received over 8,000 petitions for 
review. Only a select few of those petitions (typically 60-80) are accepted. The Court has yet to 
issue rulings on several Bill of Rights-related cases. Below are resources and discussion 
questions for four cases on which we can expect rulings before the end of this year’s term.  

 
J.D.B. v. North Carolina 
Due Process: Fifth and Sixth Amendments 

In 2005, a 13-year old a special education student (known as J.D.B.) was accused of breaking 
into two homes in his Chapel Hill, NC neighborhood. Officer Joseph DiCostanzo, a juvenile 
crime investigator with the Chapel Hill Police, notified school officials that J.D.B. was linked to 
the break-ins. The school granted Officer DiCostanzo time to discuss the investigation with 
J.D.B. During their meeting, J.D.B. confessed to committing the break-ins. Officer DiCostanzo 
did not inform J.D.B. of his rights or his freedom to leave the meeting until after receiving 
J.D.B.’s confession.  

Resources: 

Bill of Rights – Bill of Rights Institute 
Argument Preview – SCOTUS Blog 
High court to hear Smith Middle Case –Herald-Sun 

Discussion Questions: 

1. Find the text of the Bill of Rights that could pertain to this issue.  

2. Whose side does the text of the Constitution support most? Explain.  

3. Should a person’s age or mental ability matter when considering if he or she should be 
informed of his rights? Explain.   

4. Should officers be permitted to question minors without their parents’ consent? Without 
their parents’ knowledge? Explain.  

http://billofrightsinstitute.org/page.aspx?pid=463�
http://www.scotusblog.com/?p=116489�
http://www.heraldsun.com/view/full_story/10168666/article-High-court-to-hear-Smith-Middle-case?instance=homefifthleft�
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Camreta v. Greene 
Personal Liberty: Fourth, Ninth, and Fourteenth Amendments 

Bob Camreta, an Oregon social worker, responded to information he received that two female 
minors were being sexually abused by their father. Camreta, accompanied by Deputy Sherriff 
James Alford, went to the school where one of the girls was enrolled, pulled her out of class, 
and interviewed her for at least an hour. Camreta obtained enough evidence from the interview 
to file charges against the father. Camreta did not receive the girl’s parents’ permission to 
conduct the interview nor did he obtain a warrant or court order.  

Resources: 

Bill of Rights – Bill of Rights Institute 
Argument Preview –SCOTUS Blog 
Justices to Weigh Police Questionings at School – Education Week 
Supreme Court confronts conflict between constitutional rights and protecting children –
Washington Post 

Discussion Questions: 

1. Find the text of the Bill of Rights that could pertain to this issue.   

2. In your judgment, did Bob Camreta’s actions violate any amendments in the Bill of 
Rights? Explain.  

3. Should city and state officials be required to obtain a warrant or court order before 
interviewing a minor? Why or why not?  

4. At what point should the state’s responsibility to protect children from harm outweigh a 
family’s right to freedom from unreasonable searches or a parent’s right to consent 
when their child is questioned?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://billofrightsinstitute.org/page.aspx?pid=463�
http://www.scotusblog.com/?p=114646�
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/school_law/2010/10/justices_to_weigh_police_seizu.html�
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/02/27/AR2011022702969.html�
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Brown v. Entertainment Merchant Association 
Freedom of Speech: First Amendment 

In 2005, California passed a law that fined retailers who sold or rented violent video games to 
minors (people under 18). A violent game is any that gives players the option of “killing, 
maiming, dismembering, or sexually assaulting an image of a human being” in a manner that is 
appealing to “a deviant or morbid interest of minors.” Video game retailers and manufacturers 
claim the law violates the First Amendment and places broad and unreasonable restrictions on 
their creative process. 

Resources: 

Bill of Rights – Bill of Rights Institute 
Argument Preview – SCOTUS Blog 
Supreme Court Debates Ban on Selling Violent Video Games – New York Times 

Discussion Questions: 

1. Find the text of the Bill of Rights that could pertain to this issue.   

2. The Supreme Court has routinely held that obscenity is not protected by the First 
Amendment. Do you agree with this interpretation of the First Amendment? Explain.  

3. Should the First Amendment apply to products like video games? Why or why not?  

4. Should the First Amendment apply to products that are marketed to or largely 
consumed by minors?  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://billofrightsinstitute.org/page.aspx?pid=463�
http://www.scotusblog.com/?p=107224�
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/11/03/us/03scotus.html�
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Arizona Free Enterprise Club’s Freedom Club PAC v. Bennett 
Freedom of Speech and Equal Protection under the Law: First and Fourteenth Amendments 

In 1998, voters in the state of Arizona passed the “Clean Elections Act”—a ballot effort that 
created public financing for statewide elections. The Act was intended to create a more “fair” 
system for campaign financing, by making state money available to political candidates. This 
support, known as subsidy, has triggers that allow some candidates to receive additional funds 
known as “matching funds.” To trigger matching funds, a subsidized candidate must be 
running a campaign against a “self-financed” candidate who spends more than the amount of 
money given to the subsidized candidate. Matching funds is also triggered when independent 
groups who support the “self-financed” candidate spend money on political messaging. The 
money the independent groups spend is added to the “self-financed” candidate’s total. 
Challenges to the matching funds subsidy claim the provision restricts political speech and 
creates favored legal classes. 

Resources: 

Bill of Rights – Bill of Rights Institute 
Argument Preview – SCOTUS Blog 
Supreme Court seems ready to reject Arizona campaign finance law – Los Angeles Times 

Discussion Questions:  

1. Find the text of the Constitution that could pertain to this issue.   

2. How, if at all, could spending or donating money be interpreted as a form of expression 
or speech?  

3. Is any person or group’s speech negatively affected by Arizona’s matching funds 
program? Is any person or group’s speech enhanced? Explain.  

4. If the subsidy program provided a generic subsidy to all candidates, do you believe 
there would still be a constitutional challenge?  

http://billofrightsinstitute.org/page.aspx?pid=463�
http://www.scotusblog.com/?p=116675�
http://articles.latimes.com/2011/mar/29/nation/la-na-court-arizona-20110329�

