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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Georgia held that the voluntariness of a public employee’s incriminating

statement made during an official investigation must be evaluated under the totality of the

circumstances. Applying that standard, the court concluded that Robert Aiken’s statement was coerced

because the circumstances objectively supported his belief that he could lose his job if he failed to

cooperate. The court affirmed exclusion of the statement from use at trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What test governs whether an incriminating statement by a government employee during an

investigation is coerced and inadmissible when the employee claims an implied threat of job loss?

2. Whether, under the applicable voluntariness standard, Aiken's statement was coerced and properly

excluded from use at trial.

HOLDINGS

1. Trial courts must evaluate the totality of the circumstances surrounding a public employee's statement to
determine whether it was voluntary; the court declined to adopt either the two-part Friedrick test or the

narrower Indorato approach.

2. Aiken's statement was coerced because, considering the directives from his superiors, the dismissal
language in the investigation form, his objectively reasonable belief that he could lose his job, and the
absence of Miranda warnings or advice that he could stop the interview, the State could not use the

statement at trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“we hereby adopt that test for determining whether the statements that a public employee makes during an

investigation into his activities is voluntary.” (225-226)

“we conclude that Aiken was coerced in answering the investigator's questions, and that the Court of Appeals

correctly affirmed the trial court's ruling that the State could not use those statements at trial.” (227)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robert Aiken, a probation officer, was investigated for possible criminal conduct. Department procedures
required employees to cooperate fully and answer investigation questions truthfully, and Aiken's supervisors
directed him to meet with the investigator. Before the interview, Aiken signed a form stating that interference
with an ongoing investigation could result in discipline, including dismissal; although no one expressly told him
he would be fired for refusing to answer, he testified that he believed he could be terminated. The investigator
did not advise him of his Miranda rights or tell him he could stop the interview at any time, and Aiken made an

incriminating statement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Aiken, a probation officer, moved to suppress an incriminating statement given during an investigation into his
conduct. The trial court ruled that the State could not use the statement at trial, and the Court of Appeals
affirmed. The Supreme Court of Georgia granted certiorari, adopted a totality-of-the-circumstances approach to

voluntariness in public-employee investigations, and affirmed.
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