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The insanity defense refers to a situation in which a defendant is assumed to have been suffering from a mental condition at the time he or she committed the crime (Thompson & Cockerham, 2014). Insanity defense as a prevalent issue among stakeholders has often resulted in debates on the need to carry it out despite the evident claims of high profile criminal activities. In criminal prosecutions, an assumption is made regarding the individual’s mental illness. There are a variety of insanity defenses which include; The Substantial Capacity Test, The Durham Insanity Defense, M’Naghten Insanity Defense, Proving Insanity, and the Irresistible impulse insanity (Criminal Law, 2015). All the defenses appreciate that individuals suffering from mental capacity may not recognize their actions. In their psychological status, the suspects cannot differentiate what is wrong with what is considered right.  Thus, it is not legally right to hold them accountable for their specific actions.

In the United States, the M’Naghten Insanity Defense is the most common type of insanity defense (Criminal Law, 2015). The M’Naghten Insanity Defense also known as the right-wrong test is among the oldest insanity defenses having been created in the year 1843 (Miller, 2015). The M'Naghten insanity defense relates to the cognitive aspect of a person and emphasizes the need to ascertain the defendant's consciousness while committing the crime rather than their capacity to control their behavior (Criminal Law, 2015). The defense often entails two elements. First, it should be provable that the defendant must have been ailing from a mental disorder during the time they committed the crime (Miller, 2015). The condition in some situations is referred to as the defect of reason or disease of the mind depending on the state. Second, the person trying the defendant must also establish that the defendant could not comprehend the nature of the criminal activity and its consequences on the victims (Criminal Law, 2015). Throughout the United States, suspects must often express a degree of unawareness in the quality of their actions and risks posed by the activity.

Insanity defenses cases often raise attention across many states across the United States. There have been few cases of insanity defense that have been brought before the courts. Given the nature and the magnitude of the criminal activity, every individual is often presumed to be sane unless a request for proof of insanity is filed with the attorney (Thompson & Cockerham, 2014). The insanity defenses across the United States have only amounted to one percent of the criminal cases with just 25 percent success rates of the claims presented before the state courts (Miller, 2015). As such, the US courts have not had the challenge of enduring with the insanity defense case within their jurisdictions. Additionally, insanity defense cases are only applicable where the individual is unable to express themselves as to determining the consequences of their actions.

An individual who claims a defense of insanity should notify and apply to the attorney before the pretrial motion with all information appertaining to the material facts (Staff, 2011). The defendant must ensure that they suffice the court with the relevant documents regarding the introduction of an expert witness as part of their defense. In raising insanity defenses, the court is tasked with the obligation of determining the mental condition of the defendant and whether they stand fit for trial. Where the defendant cannot stand competent hearing within the courts, the jury is required to subject them to a medical examination (Staff, 2011). The results must be presented before a court of law that determines their credibility and establishes the need for either pressing the charges or dropping the charges. As such, the results from a qualified and court-appointed mental examiner provide a rationale for determining an individual’s capacity to either stand trial or be relieved of the criminal proceedings (Staff, 2011). 

A criminal defendant is assessed for insanity through competent evaluation. Competent evaluation entails establishing an individual’s capacity regarding the possibility of suffering from a particular mental illness (Dror et al., 2013). Historical information regarding the defendant’s past violent behavior is determined in a bid to ascertain its relationship with the particular criminal activity. The report also involves their medical records. Further, the competency evaluation comprises of standardized tests that assess the mental capacity of the defendant (Dror et al., 2013). Finally, the assessment engages the defendant in a personal interview to evaluate their perception regarding the legal implications of their behavior (Dror et al., 2013). The information obtained goes along in helping the psychiatrist to provide a comprehensive survey of the defendant’s condition.

A psychologist can be utilized by the court as an expert witness to provide a professional opinion regarding the condition of the defendant through the medical examination conducted over time (Dror et al., 2013). As such, the psychologist may be tasked with providing information appertaining to the mental situation of the defendant within the courts. In proving or disapproving a case of insanity in a defendant, they may be required to determine how the suspect’s intellectual capacity fails to bind the individual for the specific crimes (Dror et al., 2013). Additionally, they may offer information incompetence and the diagnoses that could render an individual inept to stand trial for their crimes.
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