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SUMMARY

**Vega v. Tekoh** (2022): The Supreme Court held that a violation of the prophylactic *Miranda*

rules does not constitute a violation of the Fifth Amendment and therefore cannot serve as the basis for

a damages claim under 42 U.S.C. §1983. The Court reaffirmed that *Miranda* rules are prophylactic

safeguards designed to protect the Fifth Amendment privilege against compelled self-incrimination,

but their violation does not necessarily equate to a constitutional deprivation cognizable under §1983.

Key topics: section 1983 liability, Miranda warnings, Fifth Amendment self-incrimination,

prophylactic rules, and qualified immunity.
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1. Whether a violation of the Miranda rules provides a basis for a claim under 42 U.S.C. §1983.



HOLDINGS

1. A violation of the Miranda rules does not provide a basis for a §1983 claim because a Miranda violation
is not necessarily a violation of the Fifth Amendment, and the costs of allowing such a claim outweigh
the benefits.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A violation of the Miranda rules does not provide a basis for a claim under §1983. We hold that it does not.”
(at 4-5)

“Miranda did not hold that a violation of the rules it established necessarily constitute a Fifth Amendment

violation.” (at 5)
“Since Miranda, the Court has repeatedly described the rules it adopted as 'prophylactic."” (at 6)
“In sum, a violation of Miranda does not necessarily constitute a violation of the Constitution.” (at 11)

“We therefore refuse to extend Miranda in the way Tekoh requests.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Deputy Carlos Vega questioned Terence Tekoh, a certified nursing assistant, at a Los Angeles medical center
regarding a sexual assault accusation. Vega did not give Tekoh Miranda warnings. Tekoh eventually provided a
written statement apologizing for inappropriately touching a patient's genitals. Tekoh was prosecuted for

unlawful sexual penetration, and his statement was admitted at trial. The jury returned a verdict of not guilty.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Tekoh was acquitted in state court after his un-Mirandized statement was admitted. He then sued Vega under
§1983. The Ninth Circuit held that the use of an un-Mirandized statement violates the Fifth Amendment and may
support a §1983 claim. The Supreme Court granted certiorari.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case is remanded for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.
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