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Criminal Evidence: Spontaneous Declaration
Spontaneous declaration refers to an utterance made by one of the parties involved in an act, particularly a crime, which can be used as a testimony for a case involving negligence. The declaration must satisfy two conditions for it to be acceptable as part of the testimony in reaching a verdict. First, it must arise as a result of nervous stimulation, causing excitement, after an incidence. Second, the circumstances under which it is uttered must warrant special and high levels of trustworthiness for the declaration to evade the need for cross-examination. Referring to the second condition, the declaration should be in such a state that depicts unwillingness by the uttering party to repeat it in a court of law (Scholarly Commons, 1959). Again, it demonstrates some facts in alignment with the incidence that could be hard to obtain from the party concerned as he or she cannot testify against him- or herself. For instance, someone who knocks down and seriously injures another while driving may say: “I was so much in a hurry to get to the office; this ought not to have occurred.” In such a case, the defendant may not be willing to say that he was in a hurry when the accident occurred. Hurry in itself may imply negligence as it sends the message that the defendant was over-speeding, the reason for the occurrence of the accident that leads to the other’s injuries and other consequences. A spontaneous declaration attains admissibility in court if the speaker was startled and had no time to reflect on the occurrence before saying a word (McWilliams, 1933). 
A contemporaneous statement may occur before, during, or after an event but it has to be in alignment with the event. The statement is not necessarily spontaneous as it may be uttered at a time when the parties involved have had time to reflect on the occurrence. A spontaneous, unlike contemporaneous, statement must be initiated by the surprise that emerges after the visualization of what has happened. It is a statement that depicts shock. A contemporaneous statement helps explain the situation and the event as it occurred. It is voluntary but not necessarily spontaneous as calmness may be involved in the explanations. For such statements to be acceptable as testimonies, they must be related to the event and uttered at a time that depicts no time for fabrication. This implies that the statements must be made at a time not so far in time from the occurrence of the event in question (McWilliams, 1933).  
For the mental state of an individual to determine the admissibility of evidence, there must be an issue with the same. One cannot claim that a person is abnormal without evidence. Where a person has uttered some statements and it arises in the course of the proceedings that the person was not in his or her normal mental state, psychiatry substantiation is required (Mckay, Colman & Thornton, n.d.). In cases where a person is in the normal mental state, the court relies on the facts as provided and defined in the Federal Records of Evidence.    
My Opinion on the Bias Case
	Racial discrimination is a phenomenon that has existed since time immemorial. In the contemporary society where diversity acts as a means of co-existence, it would be imperative to allow an inquiry into the juror’s deliberations where racial discrimination is evident. Totenberg (2016) reports a situation where the defendant’s verdict was based more on his race than the crime he had committed. The argument of one of the jurors weighed more than any other during the jurors’ deliberations. The defendant’s witness is also nullified as incredible just because he is a Hispanic. The juror goes to an extent of terming the witness as illegal just because of his race. This comes amidst the witness’s testimony that he was legally residing in the United States (Totenberg, 2016). While there are many other factors that could be considered in this case, race played a critical role in determining the outcome. This happens at a time when racial discrimination and bias are challenged on a daily basis in various occurrences. For this reason, I would argue that the jurors’ deliberations ought to be challenged, particularly in such an instance where racial bias is evident. As such, it would be appropriate to question the jurors about the deliberations and how they arrived to the final verdict since impartiality is ruled out by the racial discrimination statements applied by the juror named H.C. (Totenberg, 2016).    
Conclusion     
 In conclusion, a spontaneous statement has to occur after an incidence and must be stimulated by surprise. Contemporaneous statements are not necessarily spontaneous but must be related to the event. Contemporaneous statements, however, may shed light into the occurrence of an event and provide reliable evidence where they are spontaneous and made voluntarily at a time not so far from the event under consideration. Where a statement concerns a person’s mental statement, there must be psychiatry substantiation. In cases of racial bias, there is need for an inquiry into the jurors’ deliberations as a way of ensuring fairness in the verdict of the person involved. 
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