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SUMMARY

The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court affirmed the defendant’s first-degree murder conviction.
The court held that the defendant was not in custody during his initial interactions with police, that
Miranda warnings were not required before that point, and that his later waiver and confession were

voluntary.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendant was in custody or subjected to interrogation before receiving Miranda warnings,

requiring suppression of his earlier statements.

2. Whether police improperly interfered with the defendant's asserted right to counsel when he asked
whether he needed a solicitor or attorney before custodial interrogation began.

3. Whether the defendant's Miranda waiver was voluntary despite his hesitation to sign the waiver form

and the officers' conditioning a requested walk on his signature.

4. Whether the evidence warranted a jury instruction on voluntary manslaughter based on Korpela's
statement that she had AIDS and had probably transmitted it to the defendant.

5. Whether the court should exercise its authority under Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 278, § 33E, to reduce the

verdict or order a new trial.

HOLDINGS

1. The defendant was not in custody during the initial encounter at the school, the ride to the Cape, or the
interview at the barracks before police confronted him with the blood evidence; moreover, the initial

encounter did not involve interrogation. His prewarning statements therefore were properly admitted.

2. The police did not violate a constitutional right to counsel by failing to provide counsel or cease
questioning when the defendant asked whether he needed a solicitor, because the inquiry occurred before

custodial interrogation and before formal adversary proceedings had begun.

3. The defendant knowingly and voluntarily waived his Miranda rights, and his hesitation to sign the

written waiver did not invalidate the oral waiver he had already given.

4. The trial judge properly refused to instruct on voluntary manslaughter because, even viewing the
evidence favorably to the defendant, the evidence showed that he had cooled off before the killing and
that the statements immediately preceding the attack were insults and arguments rather than adequate

provocation.

5. The court declined to reduce the verdict or order a new trial under its extraordinary review authority.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The crucial question is whether, considering all the circumstances, a reasonable person in the defendant’s

position would have believed that he was in custody.” (435 Mass. at 211)

“A person who is not being subjected to custodial interrogation is free to stop talking with the police and free
to leave, whether for the purpose of consulting counsel or for any other reason, but that person does not have
any right to counsel unless and until the interview becomes custodial.” (435 Mass. at 216)

“The issue is whether the defendant knowingly and voluntarily waived his right to remain silent, not whether

he was willing to provide the officers with signed documentation of that waiver.” (435 Mass. at 218)



“The evidence must be sufficient to create a reasonable doubt in the minds of a rational jury that a

defendant’s actions were both objectively and subjectively reasonable.” (435 Mass. at 220)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The defendant's girlfriend, Elsie Korpela, was found dead beneath the defendant's automobile, and Korpela's
Volvo was found in the defendant's possession. Police located the defendant at his workplace, brought him
voluntarily to a police barracks, and questioned him informally before learning that blood had been found on the
Volvo. The defendant was then arrested, given Miranda warnings, and eventually signed a written waiver after
repeatedly speaking with officers and being told that a requested walk could occur only after he signed the
waiver. During the walk, he spontaneously stated that he had killed Korpela and later gave a detailed confession.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a three-day evidentiary hearing, the motion judge denied the defendant's motion to suppress his prewarning
statements and postwarning confession. At trial, the defendant was convicted of murder in the first degree
committed with deliberate premeditation and extreme atrocity or cruelty. The Supreme Judicial Court affirmed

the conviction and declined to reduce the verdict or order a new trial under § 33E.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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