
Workmen's Compensation-Suicide Which Results from an Ir-
resistible Impulse Caused by a Work-Connected Injury Is Com-
pensable Under the Texas Workmen's Compensation Act.
Saunders v. Texas Employers' Insurance Association, 526 S.W.2d
515 (Tex. 1975).

During February 1972, James E. Saunders slipped at work and
sustained a serious back injury which required corrective surgery.
Initially, Saunders appeared to be making a normal recovery. Be-
ginning in July, however, he experienced intense pain in his back.
To alleviate the pain, Saunders took larger, more frequent doses of
his prescribed medication. His personality changed radically; he
became irritable and withdrawn. Seven months after his initial in-
jury Saunders was found dead in his home as the result of a self-
inflicted gunshot wound.' His widow and children instituted pro-
ceedings to recover death benefits under the Texas Workmen's
Compensation Act.2 The trial court awarded death benefits to the
survivors based on a jury finding that the work-connected back
injury, when combined with the subsequent medical treatment,
caused the decedent to become so deranged that he was compelled
to take his own life through an uncontrollable impulse.3 The Texas
Court of Civil Appeals in Houston reversed the trial court's judg-
ment on the basis that the evidence did not support the jury's find-
ing.' The Texas Supreme Court reversed the judgment of the court
of civil appeals and remanded the case.' The supreme court held
that suicide is compensable under the Texas Workmen's Compensa-
tion Act, even though the suicide is a conscious act, if it results from
a mental derangement in the form of an uncontrollable and irresisti-
ble impulse caused by a decedent's work-related injury.'

The primary question in Saunders v. Texas Employers' Insur-
ance Association7 concerned the standard to be used in determining
the compensability of suicide in claims arising under the Texas
Workmen's Compensation Act' which precludes recovery for inju-

1. Saunders v. Texas Employers' Ins. Ass'n, 526 S.W.2d 515, 515-16 (Tex. 1975).
2. TEX. REV. CIv. STAT. ANN. arts. 8306-09f (1967), as amended, (Supp. 1975).
3. 526 S.W.2d at 515-16.
4. Texas Employers' Ins. Ass'n v. Saunders, 516 S.W.2d 242, 245 (Tex. Civ. App.-

Houston [14th Dist.] 1974), rev'd, 526 S.W.2d 515 (Tex. 1975).
5. 526 S.W.2d at 519.
6. Id. at 517-18.
7. Saunders v. Texas Employers' Ins. Ass'n, 526 S.W.2d 515 (Tex. 1975).
8. TEX. REV. Civ. STAT. ANN. arts. 8306-09f (1967), as amended, (Supp. 1975).
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ries caused by an employee's willful intention.9 The court recognized
the controlling Texas authority to be Jones v. Traders & General
Insurance Co. '0 The court noted that Jones, as well as cases from
many other jurisdictions, had adopted the test formulated by the
Massachusetts Supreme Court in In re Sponatski." The court men-
tioned that the Sponatski test has two components: "uncontrollable
impulse" and "lack of knowledge of the physical consequences."'
The court noted that advances in medical science had prompted
some other jurisdictions to develop two modifications to the
Sponatski test. The first modification was recognized as a rejection
of the "lack of knowledge" element of Sponatski. The rejection of
this element was found to have been based on the conclusion that a
suicide cannot be considered willful, even though the act is a con-
scious one, if the suicide resulted from the decedent's inability to
control the impulse to kill himself.3 Considering this to be a sound
modification, the court reasoned that cognition would be irrelevant
to the issue of causation if the injury or its treatment so impaired
the will of the workman that it was not operating independently at
the time of the suicide.' The second modification of the Sponatski
test considered by the court concerned the rejection of the require-
ment that volitional incapacity, the "uncontrollable impulse" ele-
ment, must be evidenced by irrational behavior immediately pre-
ceding the suicide or by a bizarre method of suicide.' The court
agreed that the test for compensability of suicide claims should not
focus on behavior as the only criterion for determining whether rea-
soning facilities were so impaired by mental derangement that the
suicide was involuntary." Relying upon decisions from other juris-
dictions, the court concluded that the cause of mental derangement
should not be limited to reactions from organic mental diseases or
deficiencies but also should include reactions from depressive anxi-
ety and psychotrophic drugs. 7

9. Id. art. 8306, § 1. This section provides in part: ... such employer may defend on
the ground that the injury was caused by the willful intention of the employee to bring about
the injury .... "

10. Jones v. Traders & Gen. Ins. Co., 140 Tex. 599, 169 S.W.2d 160 (1943).
11. In re Sponatski, 220 Mass. 526, 108 N.E. 466 (1915).
12. Saunders v. Texas Employers' Ins. Ass'n, 526 S.W.2d 515, 517 (Tex. 1975).
13. Id.
14. Id.
15. Id.
16. Id.
17. Id. at 518.
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Based on these modifications, the court decided the proper test
for determining whether a suicide is compensable under the work-
men's compensation statutes should ask whether the effects of a
work-connected injury or its treatment cause a mental derangement
which resulted in an uncontrollable and irresistible impulse to com-
mit suicide.'" In applying this test to the facts of the case, the court
noted the evidence indicated that while the decedent was aware of
the effects of his actions, his suicide "was the result of a mental
derangement which impaired his ability to resist what then became
an uncontrollable impulse."' 9 The court concluded that the evi-
dence warranted a new trial in which the new test should be applied.

The purpose of workmen's compensation is to provide prompt
economic relief for injured employees or their survivors, in the event
of an employee's death, at a cost to the industry served.2 Injury, as
defined by the Texas Workmen's Compensation Act, is "damage or
harm to the physical structure of the body."'" The test for recovery
under the Texas act is whether the employee's injury is the produc-
ing cause, without which his incapacity or death would not have
occurred. 22 Texas courts, in the past, have liberally construed the
statutory definition of injury23 to allow compensation for mental
incapacity arising from work-connected psychological stress, 24 psy-

18. Id. at 517-18.
19. Id. at 518.
20. Southern Sur. Co. v. Inabnit, 1 S.W.2d 412 (Tex. Civ. App.-Eastland 1927, no

writ).
21. TEX. REV. CiV. STAT. ANN. art. 8306, § 20 (Supp. 1975), amending TEX. REV. CIV.

STAT. ANN. art. 8306, § 20 (1967), provides in part:
. . . "Injury" mean[s] damage or harm to the physical structure of the body and
such diseases or infections as naturally result therefrom .... "Injury" . . . shall
also be construed to mean and include "Occupational Diseases,".... "Occupa-
tional Disease" . . . mean[s] any disease arising out of and in the course of em-
ployment which causes damage or harm to the physical structure of the body and
such other diseases or infections as naturally result therefrom. . . . Ordinary di-
seases of life to which the general public is exposed outside of the employment shall
not be compensable, except where such diseases follow as an incident to an "Occu-
pational Disease" or "Injury" as defined in this section.

22. Texas Indem. Ins. Co. v. Staggs, 134 Tex. 318, 324, 327, 134 S.W.2d 1026, 1028,1030
(1940); Texas Employers' Ins. Ass'n v. Ham, 333 S.W.2d 438, 440 (Tex. Civ. App.-Fort
Worth 1960, writ ref'd n.r.e.) (injury need not be sole cause but can be producing, efficient,
exciting, contributing, or concurrent cause).

23. Bailey v. American Gen. Ins. Co., 154 Tex. 430, 279 S.W.2d 315 (1955).
24. Id. (claimant, a skilled structural worker, saw co-worker plunge to his death when

scaffold they shared collapsed; claimant did not suffer physical injuries, but thereafter was
unable to return to his job due to ensuing nervous and mental problems); Travelers Ins. Co.
v. Garcia, 417 S.W.2d 630 (Tex. Civ. App.-El Paso 1967, writ ref'd n.r.e.) (compensation
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chological injury resulting from physical trauma," and physical in-
jury produced by mental stress.2" For an injury to be compensable
under the Texas act, it must be sustained by the employee in the
course of his employment, 7 and it must result in the employee's
incapacity28 or death.29

To ensure the existence of work-connection between the injury
and the employee's ensuing incapacity or death, most compensation
acts, including that of Texas,3" bar recovery for injuries caused by
the employee's willful intention to injure himself.3 Thus, when an
employee willfully kills himself under circumstances that do not
evidence an industrial accident or a prior work-connected injury,
compensation is denied.32 A more difficult problem arises, however,
when a work-connected injury leads to a mental derangement and
culminates in an employee's suicide. Three approaches have been
used to resolve whether the suicide is compensable in such a situa-
tion. The basic issue in each approach is whether the act of suicide
is an intervening cause which breaks the chain of causation between
the initial injury and the death. 3

1

The first approach, and the one followed by a majority of juris-
dictions, is the Sponatski test. This test consists of two components.
The first component, "uncontrollable impulse," relates to an indi-
vidual's will.34 For a suicide to be compensable, this component

awarded for incapacity for neurotic mental condition bordering on psychosis caused by severe
fright during robbery of employment establishment).

25. Clayton v. Employers Mut. Liab. Ins. Co., 480 S.W.2d 487 (Tex. Civ. App.-Waco
1972, no writ) (incapacity award for chronic anxiety reaction, traumatic neurosis caused by
injury to eye and nervous system); City of Austin v. Crooks, 343 S.W.2d 272 (Tex. Civ. App.
-Austin), rev'd on other grounds, 346 S.W.2d 115 (1961) (employee suffered severe reaction
to antitoxin and horse serum administered after sustaining dog bite in course of employment,
causing physical incapacity and psychoneurosis).

26. Aetna Ins. Co. v. Hart, 315 S.W.2d 169 (Tex. Civ. App.-Houston 1958, writ ref'd
n.r.e.) (compensation to employee who suffered stroke as result of being berated by cus-
tomer).

27. TEX. REV. CIv. STAT. ANN. art. 8306, § 3b (1967).
28. Id. §§ 6, 10-12.
29. Id. § 8.
30. Id. § 1.
31. Connecticut, Michigan, Montana, New Hampshire, and Wyoming have workmen's

compensation statutes containing no specific reference to suicide or intentional self-injury.
1A LARSON, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION LAw § 36.10, at 6-91 n.2 (1972) [hereinafter cited as
1A LARSON].

32. Texas Employers' Ins. Ass'n v. Gregory, 521 S.W.2d 898 (Tex. Civ. App.-Houston
[14th Dist.]), rev'd on other grounds, 530 S.W.2d 105 (Tex. 1975).

33. 1A LARSON, supra note 31, § 36.10, at 6-91.
34. Id. § 36.22, at 6-96.
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requires evidence of a compensable injury which directly results in
an "insanity of such violence" that the victim took his life "through
an uncontrollable impulse or in a delirium of frenzy 'without con-
scious volition to produce death.' "'I A strict application of this part
of the Sponatski test results in a denial of compensation if the
decedent, at the time of his suicide, retained an apparent capacity
to act with volition. 36 The compensable cases have frequently used
evidence of bizarre behavior immediately preceding the suicide to
demonstrate that the decedent acted without conscious volition .37 In
the absence of such evidence, an inference of the decedent's mental
condition often has been drawn from the method by which he com-
mitted suicide. 38 The second component, "knowledge of the conse-
quences," relates to an individual's understanding of his actions.3 1

Application of this component results in a denial of benefits when
the resulting mental derangement is insufficient to deprive the vic-
tim of all knowledge of the purpose of physical effects of his suicidal
act, even though his actions may be ruled by a disordered mind.',
Unless the requirements of both components are met, the decedent's
conduct is considered to be willful, and his resulting suicide is con-
sidered to be an independent intervening cause which breaks the
chain of causation rising from the original injury."

Some jurisdictions follow a second approach to resolve the
problem of when workmen's compensation should be awarded to the
survivors of a suicide victim. These jurisdictions, without expressly
disavowing the Spontaski test, have modified the application of one
or both of its components. Some of these jurisdictions ignore or
disavow the "knowledge of the consequences" component of
Spontaski and award compensation" if objective evidence estab-
lishes that the decedent's act was the result of an "uncontrollable

35. In re Sponatski, 108 N.E. 466, 468 (Mass. 1915).
36. E.g., Tetrault's Case, 287 Mass. 447, 180 N.E. 231 (1932); Industrial Comm'n v.

Brubaker, 129 Ohio St. 617, 196 N.E. 409 (1935).
37. E.g., Jackson Hill Coal & Coke Co. v. Slover, 102 Ind. App. 145, 199 N.E. 417 (Ct.

App. 1936); In re Sponatski, 220 Mass. 526, 108 N.E. 466 (1915).
38. E.g., Sinclair's Case, 248 Mass. 414, 143 N.E. 330 (1924); Anderson v. Armour &

Co., 237 Minn. 281, 101 N.W.2d 435 (1960); Karlan v. Department of Labor & Indus., 41
Wash. 2d 301, 249 P.2d 364 (1952).

39. IA LARSON, supra note 31, § 36.22, at 6-96.
40. In re Sponatski, 108 N.E. 466, 468 (Mass. 1915); see Zimmiski v. Leigh Valley Coal

Co., 200 Pa. Super. 524, 189 A.2d 897 (1963).
41. E.g., Konazewska v. Erie R.R., 132 N.J.L. 424, 41 A.2d 130 (Sup. Ct. 1945), aff'd

133 N.J.L. 557, 45 A.2d 315 (Ct. Err. & App. 1946); Barber v. Industrial Comm'n, 241 Wisc.
462, 6 N.W.2d 199 (1942). For other examples, see cases cited note 36 supra.
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impulse."4 A few, through a process of judicial evolution, have mo-
dified both components of the Sponatski test.4" In addition to drop-
ping the "knowledge of the consequences" component, these juris-
dictions have replaced the "uncontrollable impulse" component
with a less stringent "irresistible impulse" standard.44 An absence
of volition, under this view, need not be caused by violent insanity
manifested by bizarre conduct. It can be caused by less violent
mental imbalances resulting from the injury, from drugs prescribed
in connection with the injury, or from pain or suffering caused by
the injury which renders the decedent incapable of forming a voli-
tional or deliberate intent to commit suicide." One authority has
observed that the results obtained in jurisdictions which modify
both components are almost indistinguishable from the results ob-
tained in jurisdictions which use the third approach4" to determine
when suicide is compensable under workmen's compensation stat-
utes.

Under the third approach, jurisdictions explicitly reject the
Sponatski test and substitute a "but for" or "chain of causation"
test. A suicide is compensable under the "chain of causation" test
when a work-connected injury and its consequences cause, precipi-
tate, or aggravate a mental derangement or insanity which in turn
causes suicide.47 If there exists an otherwise unbroken chain of caus-
ation from the injury to the ensuing death, the courts following this
approach reason that the suicide logically cannot be an independent
intervening cause.48 Knowledge or understanding of the conse-

42. E.g., Schofield v. White, 250 Iowa 571, 95 N.W.2d 40 (1959); Sinclair's Case, 248
Mass. 414, 143 N.E. 330 (1924); Anderson v. Armour & Co., 237 Minn. 281, 101 N.W.2d 435
(1960).

43. See Schwab v. Department of Labor & Indus., 76 Wash. 2d 952, 459 P.2d 1 (1969),
for a review of Washington's gradual modification of the Sponatski test. Compare Anderson
v. Armour & Co., 237 Minn. 281, 101 N.W.2d 435 (1960), with Olson v. F.I. Craine Lumber
Co., 259 Minn. 248, 107 N.W.2d 223 (1960).

44. Id.
45. Schwab v. Department of Labor & Indus., 459 P.2d 1, 6 (Wash. 1969).
46. 1A LARSON, supra note 31, § 36.22, at 6-98, -101.
47. E.g., Burnight v. Industrial Accident Comm'n, 5 Cal. Rptr. 786, 792 (Dist. Ct. App.

1960); Harper v. Industrial Comm'n, 24 I1. 2d 103, 180 N.E.2d 480 (1962); Petty v. Associated
Transp. Inc., 276 N.C. 417, 173 S.E.2d 321 (1970).

48. "An intervening cause is one occurring entirely independent of a prior cause. When
a first cause produces a second cause that produces a result, the first cause is a cause of that
result. There is then a direct as distinguished from a broken sequence .... " Where there
exists such an unbroken sequence, the suicide is merely an intervening act not an intervening
cause. Barber v. Industrial Comm'n, 6 N.W.2d 199, 202 (Wis. 1942); "A conscious volition to
produce death does not necessarily make the suicide a separate agency . . . .Volition may
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quences of conduct, therefore, is irrelevant under this test." In addi-
tion, the "uncontrollable impulse" concept is not a portion of the
"chain of causation" test. Thus, this test does not require objective
evidence of irrational conduct to support an inference that the dece-
dent acted without volitional capacity. Instead, the "chain of causa-
tion" test requires expert medical testimony to establish that the
decedent was motivated by an abnormal mental condition which
impaired his normal volition.A0 Although the courts have employed
various terms to describe the requisite mental condition,' only
Burnight v. Industrial Accident Commission52 in which California
expressly adopted the "chain of causation" test, included the re-
quirement that the mental condition must result in a "compulsion
or impulse" which the decedent could not resist. Upon first impres-
sion, this requirement appears to be more consistent with the modi-
fied Sponatski test than with the "chain of causation" test. 3 That
court, however, clarified its position by suggesting that this require-
ment would be satisfied if competent expert medical testimony es-
tablished "that without the injury there would have been no sui-
cide." 4 This clarification is the essence of the "but for" or "chain
of causation" test.

be dominated by the [work-connected] mental condition. It is the injury which sets the
forces in motion which ultimately bring about the suicide." Burnight v. Industrial Accident
Comm'n, 5 Cal. Rptr. 786, 792 (Dist. Ct. App. 1960); Brenne v. Department of Indus., Labor
& Human Helations, 38 Wisc. 84, 156 N.W.2d 497 (1968) (adopting dissenting view in
Barber).

49. Knowledge or understanding relates to cognition. In the workmen's compensation
suicide defense, "the only legal issue is causation" which relates to volition. Cognition is
"irrelevant to this question of causation." 1A LARSON, supra note 31, § 36.22 at 6-96, -97; see
Burnight v. Industrial Accident Comm'n, 5 Cal. Rptr. 786, 791 (Dist. Ct. App. 1960); White-
head v. Keene Roofing Co., 43 So.2d 464 (Fla. 1949).

50. Burnight v. Industrial Accident Comm'n, 5 Cal. Rptr. 786, 793 (Dist. Ct. App.
1960); see IA LARSON, supra note 31, at § 36.50.

51. The following cases represent typical examples: Harper v. Industrial Comm'n, 180
N.E.2d 480, 482 (Il. 1962); Petty v. Associated Transp. Inc., 173 S.E.2d 321, 329 (N.C. 1970).
Courts following the "chain of causation" test do not require a specific diagnosis of the
decedent's mental state if the evidence sufficiently establishes "a pattern of mental deteriora-
tion causally related to an industrial accident which culminates in suicide .... " Reinstein
v. Mendola, 334 N.Y.S.2d 488, 490 (App. Div. 1972), aff'd, 33 N.Y.2d 589, 301 N.E.2d 438,
347 N.Y.S.2d 455 (1973).

52. Burnight v. Industrial Accident Comm'n, 5 Cal. Rptr. 786, 790 (Dist. Ct. App.
1960). This test of mental condition is noticeably absent in other cases applying the "chain
of causation" test. The Burnight "irresistible impulse" requirement has been criticized as not
evidencing a clear departure from the Sponatski test. Note, Workmen's Compensation: Com-
pensability of Suicide of Mentally Ill Employee, 8 U.C.L.A. L. REV. 673, 677 (1961).

53. See cases cited notes 43-45 supra and accompanying text.
54. Burnight v. Industrial Accident Comm'n, 5 Cal. Rptr. 786, 793 (Dist. Ct. App.

1960).



WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION

The "chain of causation" test in its current form was not con-
sidered in 1943 when the Texas Supreme Court decided Jones v.
Traders & General Insurance Co. ," the first case in Texas to decide
the issue of whether a work-related injury which culminates in sui-
cide should be compensable under workmen's compensation laws.
In Jones a construction employee sustained a work-related foot in-
jury which did not respond to treatment. The employee's injury
caused severe pain, loss of sleep, and physical and mental deteriora-
tion. Six months later, after a sleepless night, Jones poisoned him-
self by drinking a mixture of lye, cleaning fluid, and insect poison.5"
His survivors instituted proceedings to recover death benefits under
workmen's compensation."7 The trial court awarded them this com-
pensation.58 On subsequent appeals, the Texas Court of Civil Ap-
peals in Fort Worth and the Texas Commission of Appeals agreed
that the trial court should have instructed a verdict for the insur-
ance company. 9

The commission of appeals held that the Sponatski test was the
appropriate standard to determine whether Jones' initial foot injury
was the producing cause of his death."0 The court noted that expert
medical testimony had established that Jones' mental derangement
which precipitated his suicide was the result of prolonged suffering
caused by the original foot injury. The court stated, however, the
controlling question under the Sponatski test was the extent of the
mental derangement at the time Jones drank the poison.' It found
that at that time Jones' conduct did not evidence irrational or un-
controllable behavior. Instead, the court concluded that on the day
of his suicide, Jones deliberately and carefully had planned the
events leading to his suicide.2 The court held that a verdict should

55. Jones v. Traders & Gen. Ins. Co., 140 Tex. 599, 169 S.W.2d 160 (1943).
56. Id. at 603-04, 169 S.W.2d at 162-63.
57. The trial court sustained a general demurrer to the petition and dismissed the suit.

Finding that the petition alleged a cause of action, the Texas Court of Civil Appeals in Fort
Worth reversed the judgment of the trial court. Id. at 601, 169 S.W.2d at 161. The civil
appeals court held that the weight of authority supported the adoption of the Sponatski test
and remanded the case for a new trial. Jones v. Traders & Gen. Ins. Co., 144 S.W.2d 689,
694 (Tex. Civ. App.-Fort Worth 1940), rev'd after remand, 160 S.W.2d 569 (Tex. Civ. App.
- Fort Worth 1942), afj'd, 140 Tex. 599, 169 S.W.2d 160 (1943).

58. Jones v. Traders & Gen. Ins. Co., 140 Tex. 599, 599-600, 169 S.W.2d 160, 161 (1943)
(second trial).

59. Id. at 608, 169 S.W.2d at 165.
60. Id. at 601-02, 169 S.W.2d at 162.
61. Id. at 603, 169 S.W.2d at 162.
62. Id. at 606-07, 169 S.W.2d at 164.
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have been directed for the insurance company because Jones' sui-
cide was an independent agency and, thus, was not causally con-
nected to the original foot injury.3

As evidenced by the Jones holding, the Sponatski test repre-
sents an attempt to establish a standard of recovery which ensures
an unbroken causal connection between the injury, the insanity,
and the resulting suicide." The application of this test, however, has
lead to the denial of compensation in many cases in which the
evidence revealed a clear connection between the suicide and the
work-related injury but in which the decedent retained the apparent
capacity to act with volition or cognition."5

Modern advances in medical science have indicated that the
effects of pain and suffering, and even of drugs prescribed to alle-
viate these symptoms, may cause an individual to commit acts,
regardless of his volitional or cognitive capacities.6 For this reason,
the Sponatski requirements of uncontrollable impulse and absence
of knowledge of consequences have become outdated as they relate
to the compensability of suicide in workmen's compensation
claims. 7

The Saunders decision is laudable for its recognition that the
Sponatski test has become obsolete and for its modification of the
Sponatski test in accordance with that recognition. Saunders first
rejected the Sponatski "knowledge of the consequences" compo-
nent. Therefore, whether Saunders knew or understood the conse-
quences of his conduct became immatierial to the issue of causation.
The Saunders court recognized that compensation in suicide cases
is dependent on whether there is a sufficient causal connection be-
tween the work-related injury and the ensuing suicide. The court
also recognized that this connection depends upon the decedent's
volitional capacity rather than his cognitive capacity. Saunders also
significantly modified the Sponatski "uncontrollable impulse" re-
quirement. Saunders disavowed the importance of bizarre behavior
as evidence of the decedent's volitional capacity. Instead, the court

63. Id. at 602-03, 608, 169 S.W.2d at 162, 165.
64. Also, see cases cited notes 36 & 41 supra and accompanying text; Page, Workmen's

Compensation Law, 29 NACCA L.J. 212, 216(1962).
65. Cases cited notes 36 & 41 supra.
66. See Schwartz, Civil Liability for Causing Suicide: A Synthesis of Law and

Psychiatry, 24 VAND. L. REV. 217, 232-37 (197.1), and authorities cited therein.
67. Burnight v. Industrial Accident Comm'n, 5 Cal. Rptr. 786, 793 (Dist. Ct. App.

1960).
68. See text accompanying notes 13-17 supra.

(Vol. 7:810



WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION

relied on expert medical testimony to establish the cause of Saun-
ders' mental derangement and its effects on his thought processes
and conduct. Moreover, the court concluded that the requisite men-
tal derangement should not be limited to a diagnosed insanity.
Thus, the Saunders court was able to recognize that the effects of
depressive anxiety and drugs may impair volition.

Although Saunders significantly modified the Sponatski test,
the decision is lacking in two respects. Initially, the opinion is lack-
ing because it fails to adopt specifically either the modified
Sponatski test or the "chain of causation" test. On its face Saunders
appears to adopt a modified Sponatski test but, at the same time,
it generally supports its decision by citing "chain of causation"
cases. This may leave open the question of whether a court facing
the issue in a future case should choose one test or the other. A
comparison of the modified Sponatski and the "chain of causation"
test with the Saunders test fails to indicate which position the
Saunders court intended to adopt. Both the Saunders test and the
modified Sponatski test require an irresistible impulse but do not
require objective evidence of bizarre behavior. 9 On the other hand,
the Saunders analysis of causation and its rejection of the Sponatski
components is consistent with the analysis employed by the courts
which have specifically rejected the Sponatski test in favor of the
"chain of causation" test.70 Lending further weight to the argument
that the Texas court adopted the modified Sponatski test is the
court's extensive discussion of the decedent's inability to control his
conduct, without the qualification that its irresistible impulse re-
quirement would be satisfied if competent medical testimony estab-
lished that without the injury there would have been no suicide.

The second point in which Saunders may be criticized arises if
the modified Sponatski test was selected by the Saunders court. If
this modified test was chosen, the element of a decedent's ability
to control conduct is part of this test. Even though the evidence
clearly supported a finding of the decedent's inability to control his
conduct, consideration of this inability is of questionable value.
Inability to control conduct is not a part of the "causation in fact"
test used to determine the compensability of other incapacities
caused by work-related injuries.7 Moreover, the consideration of

69. See cases cited notes 52-54 supra and accompanying text.
70. Compare text accompanying notes 13-17 supra with cases cited notes 47-50 supra

and accompanying text.
71. See cases cited note 22 supra and accompanying text.
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ability to control conduct has not played a determinative role in the
Texas cases, which have liberally construed the statutory definition
of injury to permit recovery for incapacity arising from work-
connected psychological stress.7"

If the issue comes before the Texas Supreme Court in the fu-
ture, the court should clarify its position by clearly adopting the
"chain of causation" test. Because work-connection is the primary
issue in this test, a showing that the suicide would not have occurred
but for the injury eliminates the necessity of scrutinizing the dece-
dent's inability to control his conduct at the time of his suicide.
Under this test, if the necessary work-connection did not exist be-
tween the injury and the suicide, the suicide would be a willful
injury and not compensable under the Texas Workmen's Compen-
sation Act. The adoption of the "chain of causation" test would be
consistent with the tests Texas courts currently use in workmen's
compensation cases to determine the compensability of other work-
related incapacities. If an employee is eligible for incapacity bene-
fits under workmen's compensation when he sustains a work-
connected injury which produces a mental derangment which in
turn renders him unable to be gainfully employed, his survivors
should also be eligible for benefits when the mental derangement
causes him to commit suicide.

Although the Texas Supreme Court in Saunders v. Texas Em-
ployers' Insurance Association 3 did not specifically adopt the
"chain of causation" test, its decision in that case significantly lib-
eralizes recovery for suicide in workmen's compensation cases. The
decision is commendable for its recognition that conduct can be
controlled by a mental condition which impairs normal volition. It
is also commendable for its recognition that under workmen's com-
pensation principles, a suicide should not be considered noncom-
pensable merely because the decedent retained the ability to under-
stand the consequences of his conduct. A different decision would
have ignored liability based on work-connection and would have
held a decedent responsible for a result he could not control.

Carol Eppich

72. See cases cited note 24 supra.
73. 526 S.W.2d 515 (Tex. 1975).
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