
Bonus Assignment (PSYC2400)

Forensic Psychology in Current Cases


The attached article discusses details in the case of Luka Magnotta, a man who has confessed to murder as well as other grizzly criminal offenses (Montgomery, 2014).  The article lays out testimony given by a Psychiatrist acting as an expert witness for the defense. It appears that Magnotta’s attorney is attempting to have Magnotta be deemed not criminally responsible by the court, due to his schizophrenia.  The expert witness, psychiatrist Marie-Fredrique Allard, met with and interviewed Magnotta more than a year after the murder took place. Allard spent three days answering questions on the stand, based on a lengthy written report she had prepared.  As the expert witness, Allard explained that a person in a psychotic state does not act logically, and therefore Magnotta’s behaviour could not be explained rationally (Montgomery, 2014).  


As discussed by Professor Hayes in our first lecture, a psychiatrist, such as the one in this case Marie-Frederique Allard, is a medical doctor so can prescribe medication with most of their focus being on the physical disease model (Hayes, 2014).  Dr. Allard is therefore a qualified expert in the factors affecting this case given that Magnotta is a diagnosed paranoid schizophrenic, as well as the psychosis alleged at the time of his offense.  In this first lecture the purpose of an expert witness was also discussed, indicating that Dr. Allard’s role as an expert witness was to impart to the court facts and information on any mental health issue or illnesses that may have had an impact on the case, which Dr. Allard did when questioned about Magnotta’s illness and certain attributable behaviours.  Allard’s second role was to provide her own expert opinion, and according to her, Magnotta’s actions were during a state of psychosis and so can not be logically explained (Hayes, 2014).  


The criterion for an expert witness and their relevance of testimony seems to have been met in this case, seeing as Magnotta’s mental capacity and diagnosed mental illness are certainly relevant to his state of mind, his motive and therefore his defense.  The defense teams strategy to have Magnotta be found not criminally responsible, is a strong defense in this particular case, given his paranoid schizophrenia.  As discussed in the chapter eight lecture, according to the criminal code of Canada a person suffering from schizophrenia may be unfit to stand trial (Hayes, 2014).  Since Magnotta’s diagnosis of paranoid schizophrenia was years prior to his offense, it is most likely a well documented and undisputed fact.  The allegation that Magnotta was in a psychotic state at the time of the offense is most likely the disputed claim that requires psychiatric experts in order to be determined.  A defense of NCRMD (not criminally responsible on account of mental disorder) must be proven by the defense with the aid of psychiatric and mental health experts like the doctor in this case.  According to the Criminal Code of Canada, in order to prove an NCRMD defense it must be shown that Magnotta was in a state of psychosis at the time of the crime ("Criminal Code of Canada," 1991).  It will be interesting to see how this case plays out, and whether or not the defense is able to prove that fact. 
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