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30 Jones, 119 S.W.3d at 777–83. Two judges dissented, writing that they “[w]ould not conclude, beyond a reasonable doubt,

that the constitutional violation in admitting [Jones’s] confessions to two additional murders at the punishment stage did
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of the evidence against him, as well as the Supreme Court’s statements on the matter. See United States v. Patane,

542 U.S. 630, 639, 124 S.Ct. 2620, 159 L.Ed.2d 667 (2004) (explaining that “the Miranda rule ‘does not require that the
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”) (quoting Oregon v. Elstad, 470 U.S. 298, 307, 105 S.Ct. 1285, 84 L.Ed.2d 222 (1985)).
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