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elements that could be used to establish that a confes-
sion was given voluntarily. Upholding the statute would 
essentially convert Miranda warnings from a constitu-
tional requirement to an optional practice.

With only Justices Scalia and Thomas dissent-
ing, the Court reaffirmed the Miranda ruling. The 
majority held that Miranda rested firmly on the Fifth 
Amendment and Congress had no authority to alter 
by statute the Court’s interpretation. Furthermore, 
the justices rejected arguments to overrule Miranda 
on their own, describing the required warnings as hav-
ing become part of the national culture. Chief Justice 
Rehnquist’s majority opinion acknowledged that the 
justices had made certain exceptions to Miranda to 
ease its burdens on legitimate law enforcement efforts, 
but it declared that the core of the decision remained 
unchanged: “unwarned statements may not be used 
as evidence” when the prosecution presents its case to 
establish the guilt of the defendant.

In a similar fashion, the justices have rejected 
attempts by law enforcement agents to evade the deci-
sion’s central purpose by abusing the latitude provided 
by the Court’s exceptions to Miranda. Take, for exam-
ple, the case of Missouri v. Seibert (2004). The Seibert 
case had its origins in an earlier Supreme Court deci-
sion, Oregon v. Elstad (1985). Elstad involved a young 
burglary suspect who, while confronted by police in 
his home, blurted out incriminating comments before 

Case Facts Ruling

Berghuis v. 
Thompkins (2010)

After receiving the Miranda warnings, a murder 
suspect was almost completely silent during an 
extensive interrogation but did make a few  
one-word, incriminating statements. At no point 
did he assert his right to remain silent.

Miranda requires a suspect to invoke 
unambiguously the right to remain silent in order 
to claim the protection against self-incrimination.

Howes v. Fields 
(2012)

Without first giving Miranda warnings, two 
armed sheriff’s deputies interrogated an inmate 
in a prison conference room concerning a crime 
unrelated to his incarceration. The inmate 
confessed.

Because the inmate was informed that he could 
terminate the interrogation at any time and 
return to his cell, he was not “in custody” for 
Miranda purposes and therefore no warnings 
were required.

Salinas v. Texas 
(2013)

A homicide suspect being questioned by police 
refused to answer a question about whether 
ballistics tests would show that his shotgun 
was consistent with shell casings found at a 
murder scene.

Because he was not under arrest at the time he 
was questioned, he could not assert that his 
rights had been violated by police not providing 
Miranda warnings.

(Continued)

In Missouri v. Seibert, the Supreme Court declared inadmissible 
the self-incriminating statements that led to Patrice Seibert’s 
conviction on murder charges. The police interrogation 
techniques that produced those statements violated the  
Miranda ruling.
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