768 AMENDMENTS TO CRIMINAL STATUTES OF D.C.

process of criminal justice is therefore divided into
different parts, responsibility for which is separately
vested in the various participants upon whom the
criminal law relies for its vindication. Legislation
such as this, requiring that the police must with rea-
sonable promptness show legal cause for detaining
arrested persons, constitutes an important safe-
guard—not only in assuring protection for the in- |
nocent but also in securing conviction of the guilty
by methods that commend themselves to a progres-
sive and self-confident society. For this procedural
requirement checks resort to those reprehensible
practices known as the ‘third degree’ which, though
universally rejected as indefensible, still find their
way into use. It aims to. avoid a]l the evil implica-
tions of secret interrogation of persons accused of
crime.’

Since such unwarranted detention led to tempting
utilization of intensive interrogation, easily gliding into
the evils of “the third degree,” the Court held that police
detention of defendants beyond the time when a com-
mitting magistrate was readily accessible constituted
“wilful disobedience of law.” In order adequately to en-
force the congressional requirement of prompt arraign-
ment, it was deemed necessary to render inadmissible
incriminating statements elicited from defendants during
a period of unlawful detention.

In Upshaw v. United States, 335 U. S. 410, which came
here after the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure had
been in operation, the Court made it clear that Rule
5 (a)’s standard of “without unnecessary delay” 1mphed
no relaxation of the McNabb doctrine.

The requirement of Rule 5 (a) is part of the procedure
devised by Congress for safeguarding individual rights
without hampering effective and intelligent law enforce-




