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AIM & SCOPE 

 

The aim of White Black Legal – The Law Journal is to promote excellence in legal research 

and to provide a credible academic forum for the analysis, discussion, and advancement of 

contemporary legal issues. The journal encourages original, analytical, and well-researched 

contributions that add substantive value to legal scholarship. 

 

The journal publishes scholarly works examining doctrinal, theoretical, empirical, and 

interdisciplinary perspectives of law. Submissions are welcomed from academicians, legal 

professionals, researchers, scholars, and students who demonstrate intellectual rigour, 

analytical clarity, and relevance to current legal and policy developments. 

 

The scope of the journal includes, but is not limited to: 

 Constitutional and Administrative Law 

 Criminal Law and Criminal Justice 

 Corporate, Commercial, and Business Laws 

 Intellectual Property and Technology Law 

 International Law and Human Rights 

 Environmental and Sustainable Development Law 

 Cyber Law, Artificial Intelligence, and Emerging Technologies 

 Family Law, Labour Law, and Social Justice Studies 

 

The journal accepts original research articles, case comments, legislative and policy analyses, 

book reviews, and interdisciplinary studies addressing legal issues at national and international 

levels. All submissions are subject to a rigorous double-blind peer-review process to ensure 

academic quality, originality, and relevance. 

 

Through its publications, White Black Legal – The Law Journal seeks to foster critical legal 

thinking and contribute to the development of law as an instrument of justice, governance, and 

social progress, while expressly disclaiming responsibility for the application or misuse of 

published content. 

 

http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/


www.whiteblacklegal.co.in 

Volume 3 Issue 5 | March 2026         ISSN: 2581-8503 

Page | 784   

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CONFESSIONS: SHOULD 
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Introduction 

Long ago people started seeing confessions as powerful proof when judging crimes. Judges 

plus police tend to think someone who admits guilt must be guilty - after all, they said it 

themselves. This idea rests on a basic thought: why would anyone admit to something they did 

not do? Because of that, statements where suspects speak up have shaped nearly every kind of 

court process around the world. Still, findings from psychology and crime studies in recent 

years have shaken the old belief that confessions always tell the truth. Research shows people 

who did nothing wrong can still admit to offenses. These admissions might come from intense 

questioning, mental weaknesses some suspects face, or how power shifts between officers and 

those being questioned. Experts in law and science now see that although confessions carry 

weight, they too can lead to mistakes in court. 

 

Truth twisted under pressure warps how courts see guilt. Though spoken admissions help 

police close cases fast, leaning too hard on them risks real harm. When proof lacks backup, 

what sounds like honesty might hide coercion instead. Look at those freed after prison - voices 

once deemed guilty now proven clean - their stories often trace back to words they never meant 

but said anyway1 

 

Worries about forced statements pushed legal changes meant to protect honest admissions. 

India handles such cases using rules written long ago - the Indian Evidence Act from 1872 sets 

tight controls. From Section 24 up to 30, the law blocks any admission pulled by rewards, 

threats, or officers leaning too hard. Built into the nation's founding document, Article 20(3) 

backs this further - nobody must speak against themselves. Courtroom fairness gains strength 

when people are not dragged into saying they did wrong. Still, even with rules in place, doubts 

linger about statements that seem freely given yet carry hidden weight from long questioning 

                                                             
1 Saul M. Kassin et al., Police-Induced Confessions: Risk Factors and Recommendations, 34 Law & Hum. 

Behav. 3 (2010). 

http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/


www.whiteblacklegal.co.in 

Volume 3 Issue 5 | March 2026         ISSN: 2581-8503 

Page | 785   

sessions. Courts across time have stressed care when weighing such admissions as proof. 

Voluntary nature matters most - India's highest court insists on it repeatedly for any confession 

to count in crime cases. Hidden forces behind a seemingly clear yes can distort truth without 

leaving marks. 

 

This study investigates how people's minds work when they admit guilt, questioning if courts 

ought to treat honest admissions with caution. Starting off, a survey of past findings about 

innocent people confessing pops up early in the discussion. Following that, ways of studying 

court rules alongside mind science appear next. What follows digs into why mistaken 

confessions happen along with courtroom protections meant to block such errors. One way to 

look at it - do today's court rules really handle the dangers of confession proof? In the end, 

changes come forward that try to make confessions more trustworthy during trial.2 

 

Literature Review 

Confession studies show up across fields like sociology, criminology, yet also psychology, law 

too. Work already done splits mostly three ways: why people admit to crimes they did not do, 

real cases where guilt was mistaken, alongside court rules that shape how confessions are 

handled. 

 

A. Psychological Explanations of False Confessions 

Most people thought only guilty ones admitted to crimes - until science looked closer. Studies 

began showing how tough questioning could push even honest folks into saying they did 

wrong. Pressure builds quietly, through long talks and isolation, shaping choices without force. 

A suspect might agree just to make it stop, not because they are guilty. Researchers like Kassin 

and Wrightsman pointed out these hidden forces at play. What sounds voluntary often hides 

layers of mental strain underneath. Some people admit to crimes they did not do, even when 

no one is pushing them. These are called voluntary false confessions. Pressure from police isn’t 

part of it. Instead, something inside drives the act - maybe needing to be noticed, carrying guilt 

about something else, or trying to shield someone. Not every confession comes from being 

questioned too hard. Sometimes the reason lives deeper in the mind. One type happens simply 

because the person chooses to say yes.3 

                                                             
2 Selvi v. State of Karnataka, (2010) 7 S.C.C. 263 (India). 
3 Saul M. Kassin & Lawrence S. Wrightsman, Confession Evidence, in The Psychology of Evidence and Trial 

Procedure 67 (Saul M. Kassin & Lawrence S. Wrightsman eds., 1985). 
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Sometimes people admit to crimes just to stop harsh questioning. When stuck alone for hours 

facing intense talk, giving up feels easier than holding on. Some say yes - not because they did 

it - but because silence brings more pain. Pressure builds until words spill out like water through 

cracked hands. A room with no clock can twist time till truth blurs into survival. Escape 

becomes louder than honesty. Guilty or not, mouths move once stress outweighs doubt. 

Sometimes people start thinking they did something wrong even when they did not. This 

happens because of how they are questioned. When officers push too hard or show made-up 

proof, it messes with their mind. Their memory gets shaky. They begin trusting what detectives 

say instead of what they recall. Studies back this up - asking repeatedly changes minds. Facts 

bend under pressure. What feels real shifts slowly. One moment you know the truth. The next, 

you are not sure at all.4 

 

False confessions often trace back to how people are questioned during interrogations. Not 

uncommonly, officers lean on tactics like bluffing, pressing hard, or downplaying seriousness. 

A suspect might start believing honesty helps them more than silence. Yet some experts worry 

these approaches push individuals toward saying things they did not do. The mind can bend 

under pressure in ways few expect.5 

 

B. Vulnerable Suspects and False Confessions 

Folks who struggle with thinking clearly often face tougher moments when questioned by 

authorities. Young people, those living with learning challenges, or anyone managing 

emotional distress tend to agree to things they did not do - research shows it repeatedly. 

Because understanding rules or standing firm might feel overwhelming, saying what officers 

want to hear can seem easier than holding on. Sometimes people admit things not because they 

did them but because of how society shapes their actions. A person raised in a strict system 

might obey someone in uniform without thinking twice. When power sits unevenly between 

two people, truth often bends under pressure. Those questioned by law enforcement could say 

yes just to make it stop. Culture quietly guides whether someone resists or gives in during tense 

moments. An innocent reply might come out sounding guilty due to invisible expectations. 

Pressure builds differently depending on where someone comes from.6 

                                                             
4 Richard A. Leo, False Confessions: Causes, Consequences, and Implications, 37 J. Am. Acad. Psychiatry & L. 

332 (2009). 
5 Gísli H. Guðjónsson, The Psychology of Interrogations and Confessions: A Handbook (2003). 
6 Gísli H. Guðjónsson, The Psychology of False Confessions, 1 Psychol. Sci. Pub. Int. 33 (2003). 
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C. Empirical Studies of Wrongful Convictions 

Wrongful conviction studies have added fuel to doubts about how trustworthy confessions 

really are. When researchers looked at DNA-based exonerations, they found many innocent 

people admitted guilt under pressure. The Innocence Project shows a surprising number of 

cleared defendants once said they committed crimes they did not do. What researchers found 

shows how strongly confessions can shape what detectives and jurors think. When a detective 

gets a confession, their mind tends to lock onto guilt, seeing everything after that through the 

same lens. This mental shortcut has a name: confirmation bias, say experts who study thinking 

patterns. Even if told a suspect's statement was forced, people on juries still lean heavily on it 

during decisions. That reliance reveals just how strong such words feel in courtrooms.7 

 

D. Legal Scholarship on Confession Doctrine 

Some legal experts have looked at ways judges handle problems tied to confessions, using rules 

of evidence and step-by-step protections. Back then, the main tool was the idea of voluntariness 

- did the person speak freely? If pressure or promises played a role, the court often tossed the 

statement out. That approach treated forced admissions as untrustworthy by default. 

Confession evidence pulled from someone under pressure does not count in India, thanks to 

the 1872 law on proof. When people admit guilt, judges insist these words get checked closely 

- only then might they matter in court.8 

 

A turning point emerged through the Supreme Court's ruling in Selvi v. State of Karnataka. 

Though seen differently over time, it made clear: methods like narco-analysis, when forced, 

cross a legal line. Because they compel speech, such tools clash with rights meant to shield 

individuals from being used as evidence against themselves. Few agree on how well current 

laws fit the mind's role in confession moments. Though rules exist, some experts still question 

their reach into mental experience. 

 

Methodology 

Starting with written laws, the study weaves in ideas drawn from mind science and crime 

patterns. To see if courtroom rules on confessions truly reflect how people really think under 

                                                             
7 Innocence Project, False Confessions & Wrongful Convictions, Innocence Project, 

https://innocenceproject.org/false-confessions/ 
8 Keith A. Findley & Michael S. Scott, The Multiple Dimensions of Tunnel Vision in Criminal Cases, 2006 

Wis. L. Rev. 291. 
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pressure - that is what drives this method. Instead of standing apart, law blends here with human 

behavior clues. What results is a look at justice tools through the lens of real mental responses. 

Rules exist, yes, but do they match what happens inside a person when admitting guilt? That 

question shapes each step taken. Looking into laws, constitutions, and court rulings about 

confessions makes up the core of this approach. Focus often shifts toward rules found in the 

Indian Evidence Act, 1872, especially when dealing with statements made by accused persons. 

Instead of assuming fairness, attention turns to safeguards built into constitutional rights that 

block forced admissions. From there, judgments that explain those legal points come under 

review - each revealing how freely given and trustworthy such confessions really were. 

 

Looking sideways at how courts elsewhere handle false confessions helps shape this work. 

Where different legal systems ran into matching problems, their choices offer clues. Peering 

into those cases reveals slow shifts in how proof from confessions gets controlled. 

 

What lies behind a confession may not always be guilt. This work looks at law alongside 

psychology, focusing on how police questioning can lead people to admit to things they did 

not do. Research shows stress and pressure often warp judgment during interviews. Instead of 

standing apart, legal rules should reflect such mental dynamics. Seeing both sides together 

raises questions about whether courts truly understand what happens inside an interrogation 

room. Academic journals, books, and research papers help back up the findings. Because they 

show how psychology studies connect with laws over time. This work leans heavily on 

descriptive insight. Instead of number crunching, it digs into ideas and rules around 

confessions. It moves by comparing mind science with courtroom standards. Gaps show up 

when beliefs about behavior clash with how courts treat admissions. Changes take shape once 

mismatches are clear. Better trial outcomes may follow when theory meets real human 

responses. Clarity grows where law adjusts to actual thinking patterns. Ideas shift when old 

assumptions face modern findings. Progress appears not through data points but through careful 

reasoning. Understanding deepens each time legal concepts confront behavioral truth. Focusing 

on confessions works better when different fields are combined. That is because whether a 

confession can be trusted is not shaped just by laws - minds at work during questioning play a 

big role too. 
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Analysis/ Findings 

A. Interrogation Techniques and Psychological Pressure 

Nowadays cops lean on mind games instead of brute force when questioning suspects. Long 

ago, beatings and pain brought out confessions. Today things shifted - quiet pressure replaces 

loud violence. A detective might act certain about guilt even without proof. Sometimes they 

downplay what happened, making it seem less serious than it was. Talking freely could lead to 

easier treatment later, they suggest. The approach feels calm but pushes hard beneath the 

surface. It often comes up when people talk about police questioning - the Reid Method. This 

approach follows a strict pattern where officers tell someone they think he did it, then push 

hard to weaken his defenses using mental pressure. Starting off with bold claims, detectives 

might say proof was found even if there wasn’t any, or hint that things could go easier in court 

after a mea culpa. Built to make guilty parties speak up, sure - but studies in psychology show 

these moves sometimes trick honest people into saying they committed crimes they didn’t. 

What looks like progress can backfire badly.9 

 

Midway through long sessions, pressure builds quietly. Hours pass without rest, thoughts blur 

slowly. The room feels heavier by the minute. A need to leave takes hold suddenly. Saying yes 

becomes easier than holding on. Relief seems closer once words are spoken. Silence stops 

being an option somewhere near exhaustion. Most people start giving in when police keep 

asking questions without a break. It turns out that the longer someone is questioned alone, the 

more likely they are to admit something they did not do. When stuck in a room with no clear 

way out, saying yes can feel like the fastest path to freedom. Some individuals confess just so 

it stops, especially if staying silent seems to stretch time even further.10 

 

Power differences shape how people respond during questioning. Officers carry weight through 

training and position, seen as ones in charge. A person accused might shrink under that 

pressure, especially without knowing their rights well. Closed walls inside a station add to the 

feeling of being trapped. That setup nudges someone toward agreement, not because they 

choose it, but because the space speaks louder than words.11 

                                                             
9 Saul M. Kassin & Lawrence S. Wrightsman, Confession Evidence, in The Psychology of Evidence and Trial 

Procedure 67 (Saul M. Kassin & Lawrence S. Wrightsman eds., 1985). 
10 Saul M. Kassin et al., Police-Induced Confessions: Risk Factors and Recommendations, 34 Law & Hum. 

Behav. 3 (2010). 
11 Gísli H. Guðjónsson, The Psychology of False Confessions, 1 Psychol. Sci. Pub. Int. 33 (2003). 
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Trickery in questioning makes it even harder to trust what someone confesses. Fingerprints 

might be claimed present at a scene when they are not - or witnesses said to point out someone 

who wasn’t there. Though some legal systems allow these kinds of lies, studies show people 

start second-guessing themselves under pressure. Stories fed by officers can slowly replace real 

memory over time. Doubt creeps in, then confusion takes hold, especially after long sessions. 

What sounds like truth later may simply reflect exhaustion instead. When people face intense 

questioning, their answers might not reflect clear thinking. Though no one lays a hand on them, 

quiet mental pushes shape how they respond. So it happens that judges today wrestle with 

knowing if what someone says comes freely. Courts find themselves tangled in weighing words 

spoken under hidden stress.12 

 

B. Vulnerable Populations 

False confessions happen much more often in people who struggle to handle stress during 

questioning. Studies show some folks give in easier because their minds work differently, they 

are still growing, or they carry emotional strain. Young people, those with learning challenges, 

and anyone dealing with ongoing mental health issues face greater pressure when questioned. 

Not every young suspect grasps what police warnings mean. Their brains still growing can 

make it hard to weigh outcomes clearly. When officers press them, teens might agree just to 

escape the pressure. Without full awareness, many give up legal protections too fast. Innocent 

ones sometimes admit fault because stress clouds judgment. People who have trouble learning 

might not get why saying they did something wrong can land them in court. They could go 

along with what police say just because it feels easier than arguing back. Sometimes a 

confession means nothing to them - like words without weight. The long-term fallout? Often 

invisible to those giving answers under pressure. 

 

Strange thoughts can twist why some admit to crimes they never did. People with troubled 

minds might not see things clearly, making choices harder during questioning. Because of this, 

pressure used by police often hits them much harder than others. Sometimes, wild beliefs or 

deep shame push them to say yes when it is no. Attention hunger too can pull their words off 

track. Lately, courts pay more attention to how fragile people can be when questioned by police. 

From the start, in Nandini Satpathy v. P.L. Dani, India's top court said accused persons hold a 

right under the constitution not to answer questions that might trap them. Though often 

                                                             
12 Indian Evidence Act, 1872, §§ 24–26 (India). 
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overlooked, authority gaps exist - investigators hold weight while suspects stand weak. 

Because of this tilt, fair steps matter; they block forceful methods during questioning.13 

 

Now think about how judges look at whether someone truly meant to confess. A person's age 

might shape their choices, while schooling could affect understanding. Mental state often plays 

a role too, especially when combined with past experience around police or lawyers. Because 

these pieces fit together differently for everyone, decisions never stand alone - they grow out 

of life situations, emotions, even fears. So each statement gets weighed alongside who the 

person really is. What stands out is how at risk groups often face tougher challenges when 

questioned by authorities. When support systems fall short, people struggling to cope with 

intense questioning might say things they do not mean - leading courts down the wrong path. 

These missteps can lock up innocent lives. 

 

C. Confirmation Bias in Investigations 

When people already think someone is guilty, they often see clues as proof - even if those hints 

fit just as well with innocence. This mental shortcut shapes how detectives weigh what they 

find during a case. A hunch can quietly steer attention toward facts that back it up, while others 

fade into the background. When someone admits guilt, detectives tend to get locked into 

thinking that person did it. Because of this, how they see the facts later can shift without them 

noticing. Evidence backing up the admission might stand out more, even if other clues say 

something different. Seeing only what fits becomes easier once the mind settles on one story. 

 

Studies show that hearing a confession can change how detectives see an investigation. 

Because the words stick so hard in their minds, they might still think someone guilty even after 

it turns out the admission was untrue. Once locked onto one idea, people chasing leads often 

ignore anything else - like walking down a hallway too narrow to turn. That mental trap goes 

by another name: focusing only on what seems obvious and missing the rest. A person's beliefs 

might twist how they see crime scene details. When someone knows a suspect admitted guilt, 

those clues suddenly seem to line up - without meaning to make them fit. Picture a witness 

changing their mind just because others say the suspect spoke. Confidence grows not from 

memory but whispers in the room. What feels like certainty could be nothing more than 

suggestion wearing different clothes.  

                                                             
13 Gísli H. Guðjónsson, The Psychology of Interrogations and Confessions: A Handbook (2003). 
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Even judges and jurors aren’t immune to confirmation bias - it sneaks into courtrooms quietly. 

A confession can sway a trial more than almost anything else. People tend to believe nobody 

admits to something they didn’t do, so they trust confessions deeply. That belief sticks, even if 

the rest of the proof points another way.  

 

Wrong turns in judgment often follow when someone admits to a crime they did not do. That 

one statement might shape how detectives gather clues, shift how evidence is weighed during 

court hearings - changing outcomes without anyone realizing it at first. Mistakes take root 

quietly, spreading through each step that follows.14 

 

D. The Legal Doctrine of Voluntariness 

A court might toss out a confession if pressure played a role. When someone speaks because 

they feel forced, tricked, or pushed, their words often carry little weight. Only statements given 

openly, on one's own terms, tend to stand up in law. Pressure leaves doubt - this idea shapes 

how judges view such admissions. Forced answers rarely fit into a just legal process.15 

 

India's legal system questions whether someone truly meant to confess if pressure played a 

part. When people in power offer rewards, issue warnings, or make deals, what follows cannot 

count as valid proof. Talking because of such influence makes statements unusable in court. If 

police are involved during these moments, extra rules apply. Confessions spoken directly to 

law enforcers often get thrown out. Being held by officers adds another layer of doubt. These 

laws grew from wariness about how investigations unfold on the ground.16 

 

Court rulings have strengthened legal protections already written into law. From a case called 

Kashmira Singh against the State of Madhya Pradesh came clarity: statements made under 

admission need careful handling. One such statement alone is not enough to prove guilt unless 

backed by something else. Judges pointed out that when one accused person implicates another, 

it carries little weight on its own. Such claims gain meaning only when supported by separate 

proof.17 Still, even with those legal protections, some say the idea of voluntary confessions 

misses how minds really work when admitting guilt. Judges tend to look only at clear threats 

                                                             
14 Keith A. Findley & Michael S. Scott, The Multiple Dimensions of Tunnel Vision in Criminal Cases, 2006 

Wis. L. Rev. 291. 
15 Indian Evidence Act, 1872, § 24 (India). 
16 Indian Evidence Act, 1872, §§ 25–26 (India). 
17 Kashmira Singh v. State of Madhya Pradesh, A.I.R. 1952 S.C. 159 (India). 
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or bodily harm during questioning. But studies show softer tactics - like lying, long sessions, 

or peer-like persuasion - might push someone into saying they did it, even if they didn’t. A 

person might seem to confess freely under law, yet pressure used while questioning could have 

shaped that choice. Still, what courts accept often misses how minds really work under stress. 

That mismatch makes people wonder whether current rules truly protect against unfair 

confessions. 

 

Not every confession holds up when looked at closely. When cops question someone, things 

can go off track without anyone noticing. Taping the whole talk helps show what really 

happened. Having a lawyer nearby during questioning changes how it feels for the person being 

questioned. Courts checking how these talks are done might catch problems early. Reliability 

creeps in where oversight steps in. What seems voluntary on paper might feel very different in 

the room.18 

 

Discussions 

What this study shows is how psychology clashes with old courtroom beliefs about 

confessions. Backed by time, legal tradition sees confessions as solid proof since they’re seen 

as self-accusations. The idea once stood firm: no sensible person admits to something they 

didn’t do. Yet recent mind science paints another picture - people admit to crimes they haven’t 

committed, even without force being used. Pressures that aren’t obvious, group behaviors, and 

weak thinking patterns shift choices when police question someone, shaking trust in what 

sounds like a clear confession. What stands out most is how much weight courts give to 

confessions during trials. Since they seem like clear admissions of wrongdoing, judges and 

juries tend to trust them deeply. Research shows people on juries often see these statements as 

stronger than any other kind of proof, sticking with them even if facts do not line up. When 

police use intense tactics - like long sessions, lies, or mental tricks - to get answers, problems 

arise. Under such strain, someone might admit guilt just to stop the pressure, despite being 

innocent. 

 

It turns out people sometimes admit to crimes they did not do, even when no real evidence 

exists. Experts point to different reasons behind these untrue statements. Some give in after 

hours of tough questions just to stop feeling overwhelmed. Others obey those in charge because 

                                                             
18 D.K. Basu v. State of West Bengal, (1997) 1 S.C.C. 416 (India). 
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saying no feels too risky. Then there are situations where constant talking makes someone 

doubt their own memory - eventually thinking maybe they did it after all. When this happens, 

the idea that honest answers always win inside an interview room falls apart quickly. 

Sometimes judges in India have questioned how trustworthy confessions really are. Because 

people might say things under pressure, courts often insist on double checking such statements. 

Way back in cases like Kashmira Singh v. State of Madhya Pradesh, the top court made clear: 

a co-accused's admission alone holds little weight unless backed up another way. Truth is, 

spoken words during interrogation rarely stand solid without something more concrete nearby. 

Over time, rulings keep circling back to one idea - belief needs proof beyond just what someone 

confessed. Though tempting, placing full trust in such testimony risks serious error. After all, 

even strong claims crumble when tested alone.19 

 

While old rules exist, they often miss how minds react when people admit guilt wrongly. These 

guidelines usually check only if someone used clear force - like violence or threats - to get a 

statement. Yet research shows quiet pressures can cause false admissions, even when nothing 

breaks written rules. Think of tricks like lying during questioning, making crimes seem less 

serious, or faking proof; these nudges sway decisions quietly. Courts might still call such 

confessions voluntary, despite their hidden weight. Should things stay as they are, changes 

might still be needed to lower chances of untrue admissions during questioning. A full video 

capture of talks between officers and suspects could make a difference. This kind of 

documentation gives those in court a clearer picture of what really happened behind closed 

doors. It lets the judge check if harsh methods slipped into the conversation without notice. 

Some experts say seeing the whole exchange helps courts see truth more clearly - at the same 

time it makes detectives think twice before crossing lines A key change focuses on 

guaranteeing a lawyer's availability when someone is questioned. With legal help present, the 

balance shifts - rights get explained, pressure gets checked. Not long ago, judges recognized 

how rules matter during questioning, especially those tied to avoiding forced confessions. One 

landmark case, Nandini Satpathy versus P.L. Dani, made clear: answering officers' questions 

isn’t mandatory. Silence stands protected through Article 20(3), woven into India’s 

constitutional fabric20 

 

                                                             
19 Richard A. Leo, False Confessions: Causes, Consequences, and Implications, 37 J. Am. Acad. Psychiatry & 

L. 332 (2009). 
20 Nandini Satpathy v. P.L. Dani, (1978) 2 S.C.C. 424 (India). 
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Now picture a courtroom where mind specialists explain why people admit to crimes they did 

not do. These experts show how stress, fear, or long interrogations twist judgment. Instead of 

taking every admission at face value, judges begin seeing cracks in the story. Pressure builds 

up slowly until someone just says yes to escape discomfort. That is when facts get tangled with 

emotion. A jury might believe silence means guilt - until science paints another picture. When 

professionals outline mental traps, doubt grows in places it never existed before. Misjudgments 

slip through less often once hidden forces behind words come into view. The real aim here isn’t 

about removing confessions from crime probes. When gathered fairly, such statements often 

help move justice forward. Still, courts need to remember - confessions aren’t perfect proof 

someone did wrong. Mixing psychology into law and how cops question people might keep 

truth at the center. That way, what gets said during an interrogation supports fairness instead 

of shaking it. 

 

Conclusion 

Powerful proof they might be, yet confessions aren’t foolproof when it comes to proving 

someone guilty. Studies on mistaken verdicts show minds can break under tough questioning. 

Pressure during interviews sometimes leads people to admit things they did not do. Mental 

weaknesses play a role too, especially when mixed with how officers interact with those being 

questioned. Still, courts keep pushing one idea: confessions must come freely, or they won’t 

count. Over time, India shaped its own path by setting rules inside the Evidence Act of 1872 - 

rules meant to block forced statements from swaying court outcomes. 

 

However, findings here show old legal ideas about willingness might miss how minds really 

work when people confess. Though a statement seems freely given, quiet mental pushes can 

shape it. So courts need to be careful with confession evidence. Before using it in a trial, they 

ought to check that something else backs it up. Recording interviews helps make things fairer. 

Having lawyers present during questioning matters too. Letting experts explain how 

confessions can go wrong adds another layer of protection. These steps together lower the 

chance someone gets convicted by mistake. Still, placing blind faith in every spoken admission 

misses the point. Instead, seeing confessions as fragile - shaped by pressure, fatigue, or 

suggestion - opens room for better judgment. When court rules start reflecting what we know 

about human behavior, fairness gains ground without weakening truth seeking. 
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