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14 INSANITY. [Sec. 19

under natural imbecility or disease of the mind, to such an.
extent as to render him incapable of appreciating the nature
and quality of the act or omission, and of knowing that such
an act or omission wWas wrong.

2, Drivsions.—A person labouring under specific delu-
sions, but in other respeets sane, shall be not acquitted on the
ground of insanity, under the provisions hercivafter con-
tained, unless the delusions caused him to believe in the exist-
ence of some state of things which, if it existed, would justify
or excuse his act or omission,

3. PrestMpPrion or SANITY.—Every one shall be pre-
sutied to be sane at the time of doing or omitting to do any
act until the eontrary is proved. 55-56 V., ¢. 20, & 11,

In sub-section (1) the word “wrong” means legally not morally
wrong,
See soctions 966 1o D70 us to procedure when plea of insanity
has been maintained

There are three stages of insanity recognized by law as an escuse
for eriminal acts.  They are respectively |IIn-|ml-~cl in the three cases
following : 1. K. v. Arnold (1T24) . 2. R. Rellingham (1812), 1
Russel on Crimes 118: 3. R, v. Me \nnphlcu 1|M.h e, & F. "‘hn
All three cases are in Kenney's Criminal Cases,

Under the present lnw, insanity is a good ples: 1. When the
mind of the nocused was affectod to such an extent, at _the time of
his commission of the act, that he was unable to understand the
wrong he was doing; or, 2. When his mind is troubled with delusions
which eause him to imagine a condition of things which, if (hn 'ﬂ‘»
as he imagines, would justify his act. R. v. Offord nxnu
P 169; K. v. Oxford (1840), Warb, Lead, Cas, 21, § O

R.v. Haynes (18500, 1 F. & F, 666 ; R. v. Townley (1863), :ll" &l‘

K30,

Delusions which indieate a drl«llw sanity such as will relieve
a person from criminal resp are of the senses,
such as relate 1o facts or objects. 1t is not enough to shew that they
have a disensed or depraved mind nor are mere wrong notions or
impressions, or that the sense uf right and wrong are still,  See R.
v. Burton (1863), 3 F. & F. 772

A good test to apply is, nuld he have committed the erime had
a policeman been re at the time of the act?

If the accused sets up the defence of Innuity he must accepn
the onus probandi. R. v. Lapton (1849, 4 Cox C, 149.

Peing dnmk is no excuse for erime, I'lrnonc Case (1835),
Lewin, (%, 144, But may be taken into mn-id"nlinn in umnnin
ing the m--nu- and state of the accused person’s mind. R, v. Meakine
(1838, 7 C & P 207 I(\lrunllmlﬂ('ﬁl'-'“llv
Afonkhouse, 11’“"!. 4 Cox l'. C, 06 R v, Moore (1852), 8 C. &
K. 310: R. v. Gamlen (1858), 1 F. & F. 90,

Delirinm tremens i« lﬂ'nlw| the same as insanity if accused was
in such a state of madness as to render himself temporarily ineanable
of distinguishing right from wrong. R. v. Davis (1881), 14 Cx C
. a3,

Ree B Burn's Just, 180 1 Russ. 11 R, v. Dubois, 17 Q R
20 Rov, Dove, 3 Stephen’s Hist, 426,




