Essay 
Module code: ECPS6010 
Critically evaluate the contribution of psychological theory and evidence in aiding our understanding of judicial processes from the role of police interviewing and questioning, and the impact this may have on the impending court case.
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The overlap of forensic psychology and the criminal justice system signifies one of the most critical crossroads in the pursuit for justice. Historically they have been treated as separate domains, where the investigative space of the police interview room and the more formal environment of the courtroom are now widely understood by both legal and psychological scholars to be deeply interconnected and mutually influential. The journey of a criminal case begins long before a judge or jury steps into a courtroom, it is inevitably established during the initial police questioning and witness interactions. 
One of the core contributions of contemporary psychological theory and empirical evidence lies in its transformative capacity to shift police interviewing away from historical coercive mechanisms, traditionally designed to secure a confession at all costs, towards a scientific, information gathering pursuit that has proved to be effective (Williamson, 1993; Gudjonsson, 2021). Frameworks such as the PEACE model (Snook et al., 2014) and the Cognitive Interview (Fisher & Geiselman, 1992) demonstrate how applied cognitive psychology can actively protect the integrity of the human memory from suggestion and contamination. However, the operational translation of these robust academic theories remains notoriously riddled with complex challenges. These obstacles include deeply embedded institutional resistance (Sorochinski, 2026), routine transcript contamination during post interview processing (Haworth, 2018), and a persistent failure to effectively manage psychological, cognitive, r communication vulnerabilities in suspects and witnesses alike (Cusack, 2020). Consequently, while modern psychological interactions strive to secure reliable and unpolluted evidence, flaws, or biases introduced early in the investigation timeline can trigger a domino effect of inaccuracy in the impending court case (Gudjonsson, 2021).
The initial phase of any criminal investigation begins in the interviewing room, an environment where psychological theory directly collides with the practical pressures of law enforcement (Russano et al., 2026). Historically, police questioning relied heavily on ridged presumption of guilt and psychotically manipulative interrogation tactics, such as the Reid Technique, which were explicitly structured to extract confessions rather than objectively gather information (Williamson, 1993). However, decades of psychological science alongside mounting evidence concerning catastrophic miscarriages of justice, exposed the severe, inherent dangers of these coercive methods (Gudjonsson, 2021; Welner et al., 2024). This triggered an overdue change in basic assumptions toward ethical, information gathering frameworks used when police question suspects or witnesses. Foremost among these is the PEACE model (Snook et al., 2014), which is structured around five distinct phases; Planning and Preparation, Engage and Explain, Account, Closure, and Evaluation. By dismantling old coercive habits, the PEACE model utilises cognitive science to optimise memory retrieval without resorting to psychological pressure or deceptive prompts (Fisher & Geiselman 1992), though its real-world success is still frequently constrained by training issues, linguistic slippage (Haworth, 2018), and operational resistance (Sorochinski, 2026). 
Psychological theory and empirical evidence are vital in evaluating the judicial process, particularly how investigative techniques shape courtroom outcomes. Foundational research such as Buckhout, 1980; Loftus, 1981; Cohen & Faulkner, 1989 established the macro-level reality that memory is malleable and vulnerable to post-event suggestion and age-related contextual memory confusions. However, a critical limitation of these older studies is that they primarily inferred that witnesses make mistakes rather than examining how procedural mechanics unfold in real-world investigations. In contrast, newer research has moved from showing that memory simply fails to examining the reasoning of why it fails, in addition to looking at how police investigations can cause it to fail (Gudjonsson, 2021; Kassin et al., 2013). Chevroulet et al. (2021) move beyond general suggestibility by investigating exact recall timelines, proving how delayed interviews accelerate memory decay, furthermore, contemporary research highlights a persistent friction between evolving science and legal practice. Lindsay et al., 2025 note that while expert consensus on memory vulnerabilities has solidified, the legal system remains slow to adapt. Amplifying these vulnerabilities, recent technological threats like AI-generated summaries (Sim et al., 2026) demonstrate that memory distortion is no longer confined to traditional police questioning, expanding on the risks of cognitive distortion into the contemporary digital environments. Ultimately, while older frameworks exposed the inherent fragility of eyewitnesses' testimony, newer research critically underscores that police interviewing and questioning interact with increasingly complex temporal and digital variables. This evolution suggests that flawed investigative protocols do not merely taint initial evidence, they structurally undermine the integrity of the impending court case, demanding more rigorous psychological safeguards in place within the judicial processes (Garrett, 2020).
At the heart of the PEACE models Account phase is the strategic application of cognitive psychology to maximise memory retrieval, rather than deploying closed or suggestive questions, which psychological science argues can contaminate fragile episodic memories and manufacture pseudo memories (Gudjonsson, 2021), investigators are trained to use cognitive interview techniques and open-ended prompts (Fisher & Geiselman, 1992). This approach relies on context reinstatement and free recall, allowing witnesses or suspects to construct their own recall of events with minimal interference from the interviewer (Snook et al., 2014). However, to maintain this disciplined objectivity it requires acute cognitive control from the investigator. In high pressure environments, confirmation bias often temps police officers to abandon open ended questioning in favour of hypothesis driven questioning (Russano et al., 2026; Sorochinski, 2026). It is argued that when interviewers prematurely lock onto the assumption that a suspect is guilty, there are micro-level interactions with that individual shift subtly, causing leading phrasing and questions that have the protentional to lead the suspect toward compliance (Longhi & Makouar, 2025). This cognitive shift not only violates the core principles of information gathering frameworks but also lays the structural groundwork for evidence contamination long before the case reaches a courtroom where it influences the jury in their decision (Haworth, 2018). 
At a micro-analytical level, the efficacy of these structured models depends heavily on how police manage the interview stages. Recent empirical investigation into the process, such as Brunel et al’s (2026) breakdown of the Engage and Explain, Account, and Closure phases, demonstrates that by building early rapport and utilising non-suggestive prompts is vital for evoking rich, unpolluted accounts from witnesses and suspects. However, translating these theoretical frameworks into routine operational practice remains a persistent challenge (Hoefnagel et al., 2026). Real world audits of adult eyewitnesses, and suspects interviews reveal significant variability in police performance, this highlights a chronic gap between empirical standards and field application (Hoefnagel et al., 2026). To bridge this gap, modern research emphasises the need for specialised training programs that are designed to enhance police officers’ use of open-ended questions and active listening to be implemented throughout the police force (Zekiroski et al., 2025; Russano et al., 2026).
Adding to these training hurdles is the inherent linguistic of the police to citizen interactions (Longhi & Makouar, 2026). Investigative interviews are basically linguistic events, where subtle micro-dialogue choices, leading phrasing, and institutional pressures can inadvertently contaminate the evidence record from the onset of the investigation (Haworth, 2018). While forensic linguistics provides the tools to detect these subtle inaccuracies, the risks are amplified dramatically when investigators encounter vulnerable suspects or witnesses. Individuals with intellectual disabilities, communicating impairments, or high suggestibility are extremely vulnerable during police questioning, they often struggle to understand legal rights or have the ability to withstand coercive pressure (Lindsay et al., 2025; Gudjonsson, 2021). Interdisciplinary reviews of the false confessions underscore that when psychological vulnerabilities are combined with aggressive or poorly executed interviewing tactics, suspects, especially those under extreme duress, can experience cognitive adaption and compliance, leading to false admissions of guilt (Welner et al., 2024). Despite the robust psychological evidence that maps out these pathways, institutional resistance and debates among law enforcement and psychologists regarding the true frequency, and the mechanics of false confessions continue to complicate the reform efforts within the system (Sorochinski, 2026). 
The mythological and linguistic shortcomings of the police interview room do not remain isolated within the station, they frequently transmit through to the courtroom, potentially distorting the judicial prosses (Kassin et al., 2019). Once an investigative interview is recorded, it undergoes a transformation from fluid, spoken dialogue to static written transcripts that becomes formal trial evidence (Cotterill, 2024). Forensic analyses reveal that routine transcript production frequently introduces subtle rephrasing, omissions, and institutional framing that mask aggressive police tactics, presenting a clean record of cooperation to the court (Haworth, 2019)). Consequently, when the juries and judges evaluate the trial dossier, they may be reviewing a linguistically altered artifact rather than an objective account of the suspect’s statement (Longhi & Makouar, 2025). 
These early-stage flaws create significant friction between psychological science and judicial practicality (Garrett, 2020; Kassin et al., 2018).  despite strong consensus regarding false confession risk factors (Gudjonsson, 2021; Welner et al.,2024), legal systems exhibit institutional resistance toward incorporating psychological science into court hearings (Sorochinski, 2026). This resistance is often rooted in traditional legal tests of voluntariness and judicial concerns over encroaching upon the jury’s traditional role as the ultimate judge of credibility (Dehaghani, 2021). Furthermore, procedural safeguards implemented at the police station routinely fail to translate to the courtroom, leaving vulnerable defendants exposed to aggressive cross-examination that misinterprets compliant behaviours as an indication of guilt (Cusack, 2020). Defence counsel attempting to introduce psychological science must therefore navigate a persistent systematic divide between modern behavioural research and established legal tradition (Dehaghni, 2021; Doak et al., 2021).
When self-incriminating statements or confessions are introduced at trial, they expel a profound influence on jury decision making (Kassin & Neumann, 1997; Woody et al., 2020). Juries routinely give confessions greater weight than almost any other evidence, including DNA or alibis, this creates a powerful bias that can lead to the conviction of an innocent person (Welner et al., 2024). This can occur because jurors frequently commit the fundamental attribution error, likening a confession with factual guilt while failing to appreciate situational interview pressures (Kassin et al, 2013; Godjonsson, 2021).
However, a critical evaluation of juror decision-making reveals that this bias is not entirely unmitigated. While mainstream literature asserts that confession evidence exerts an overwhelming trump card effect (Kassin et al., 2019; woody et al., 2020), contemporary juror research demonstrates that targeted judicial directions, rigorous cross-examination, and psychological expert testimony can successfully educate jurors and mitigate these cognitive distortions (Holt & Palmer, 2024). Nonetheless, because post-interview processing frequently strips away non-verbal distress and interviewing framing (Haworth, 2018), low quality or coerced confessions retain a disproportionate capacity to skew trail outcomes. Ultimately, while modern research underscores that post-trail investigative flaws structurally infect the courtroom record, demanding more rigorous psychological safeguards throughout the entire judicial pipeline (Garett, 2020). 
Bridging the president gap between investigative theory and the judicial reality requires a radical overhaul of how criminal justice institutions track, evaluate, and preserve evidence, because human micro-discourse is inherently vulnerable to contamination (Haworth 2018; Longhi & Makouar, 2025). Fragmented training initiatives are insufficient without structural safeguards. Emerging policy frameworks increasingly advocate for mandatory electronic recording of all custodial interviews from interception to completion, ensuring an objective baseline that protects against transcript recontextualization and subsequent institutional framing (Garrett, 2020; Sullivan, 2014). Beyond recording practices at the police station level, systematic reform must target the courtroom 
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