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Deliberate Ignorance as Proof of Knowledge

If a Defendant’s knowledge of a fact is an essential part of a crime, it’s enough that the Defendant was aware of a high probability that the fact existed – unless the Defendant actually believed the fact didn’t exist.
“Deliberate avoidance of positive knowledge” – which is the equivalent of knowledge – occurs, for example, if a defendant possesses a package and believes it contains a controlled substance but deliberately avoids learning that it contains the controlled substance so he or she can deny knowledge of the package’s contents.
So you may find that a defendant knew about the possession of a controlled substance if you determine beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant  actually knew about the controlled substance, or  had every reason to know but deliberately closed [his] [her] eyes.
But I must emphasize that negligence, carelessness, or foolishness isn’t enough to prove that the Defendant knew about the possession of the controlled substance.
