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The mental fitness of public figures, particularly those in high office, presents a complex clinical dilemma, 

balancing public interest with professional ethical guidelines. A recent publication addresses this directly, 

reporting that 30 senior US doctors have formally declared former President Trump mentally unfit for office, 

based on their assessment of his public conduct.1 Data supporting this approach is available in the peer-reviewed 

literature.

K E Y  TA K E AWAY S

º The Pivot: A cohort of senior US doctors has publicly assessed the mental fitness of a former president.

º The Data: 30 senior US doctors declared former President Trump mentally unfit.

º The Action: Clinicians should be aware of the ongoing discourse regarding the mental health of public 

figures and the ethical considerations involved in such declarations.

The assessment of mental fitness for individuals in positions of significant public responsibility is a matter of considerable 

debate within medical ethics. The declaration by 30 senior US doctors regarding former President Trump's mental state 

highlights the tension between a clinician's duty to the public and the ethical constraints of diagnosing individuals without 

direct examination.1

The Declaration
A report in the BMJ in 2026 detailed that 30 senior US doctors formally declared former President Trump mentally 

unfit for office.1 This declaration was reportedly based on observations of his public behaviour.1 The specific criteria or 

methodologies used by these doctors to arrive at their conclusion were not detailed in the available abstract.1 The BMJ 

article, titled "Trump mental health: 30 senior US doctors declare president mentally unfit," was authored by Moberly 

T.1 No further details regarding the abstract or the full paper's content are available to elaborate on the specific aspects 

of Trump's public behaviour that led to this declaration, nor the specialties of the doctors involved.1 The article does not 

provide information on whether these doctors had direct clinical access to the former president or if their assessment 

was solely based on publicly available information.1

The ethical implications of such a declaration are profound. The "Goldwater Rule," established by the American 

Psychiatric Association (APA) in 1973, explicitly states that it is unethical for psychiatrists to offer a professional opinion 

about the mental state of a public figure whom they have not examined personally and from whom they have not obtained 

consent to discuss their mental health. While the BMJ report specifies "doctors" rather than exclusively "psychiatrists," 
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the spirit of the Goldwater Rule extends to all medical professionals, emphasizing the critical importance of direct clinical 

evaluation for accurate diagnosis and the avoidance of speculative pronouncements that can be misconstrued or misused.

The absence of details regarding the doctors' specialties is a significant limitation. The assessment of mental fitness 

often requires a multidisciplinary approach, potentially involving neurologists, geriatricians, and psychiatrists, depending 

on the specific concerns. Without this information, it is challenging to evaluate the clinical relevance and expertise 

underpinning the declaration. Furthermore, the lack of specific behavioural examples cited in the abstract prevents a 

detailed analysis of the alleged symptoms against established diagnostic criteria from manuals such as the DSM-5 

(Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fifth Edition) or ICD-11 (International Classification of 

Diseases, 11th Revision).

Clinical and Ethical Considerations in Public Figure Assessments
The case of former President Trump brings to the forefront the ongoing debate within medical communities regarding 

the balance between a physician's societal responsibility and individual patient ethics. Proponents of public declarations 

argue that when a public figure's behaviour appears to pose a risk to public health or safety, medical professionals 

have a moral obligation to voice concerns, even without direct examination. They might cite the potential for cognitive 

impairment or personality disorders to impact decision-making at the highest levels of government, with far-reaching 

consequences.

Conversely, critics emphasize the dangers of "diagnosis by proxy." Such assessments can be influenced by political bias, 

lack the nuanced understanding gained from a comprehensive clinical history and mental status examination, and risk 

stigmatizing individuals with mental health conditions. Moreover, they can erode public trust in the medical profession 

by appearing to weaponize diagnostic labels for non-clinical purposes. The Goldwater Rule was a direct response to 

similar instances where psychiatrists offered opinions on a presidential candidate, leading to widespread criticism and a 

re-evaluation of ethical boundaries.

Future research or subsequent publications from the BMJ article would ideally elaborate on several key areas:

    • Specific Behavioural Observations: Detailing the exact public behaviours observed and how these align with 

recognized diagnostic criteria for specific mental health conditions.

    • Methodology: Clarifying the systematic approach, if any, used by the 30 doctors to analyze public information and 

arrive at their consensus.

    • Specialties of Doctors: Identifying the medical specialties of the involved clinicians to understand the breadth and 
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depth of expertise contributing to the declaration.

    • Ethical Framework: Discussing the ethical framework employed by the doctors to justify their public declaration in 

light of established guidelines like the Goldwater Rule.

    • Potential Biases: Acknowledging and addressing potential political or personal biases that might have influenced the 

assessment.

Without these critical details, the declaration, while drawing significant attention, remains largely unsubstantiated from 

a rigorous clinical perspective. It serves more as a commentary on the perceived mental state of a public figure than a 

clinically actionable diagnosis, underscoring the complexities inherent in assessing mental fitness in the public sphere.

CLINICAL IMPLICATIONS

The public declaration by 30 senior US doctors regarding a former president's mental fitness raises significant 

questions for the medical community. While the impulse to inform the public about potential risks associated 

with leadership is understandable, the absence of direct clinical examination in such high-profile cases 

complicates the ethical landscape. Clinicians are bound by principles of confidentiality and the necessity 

of a thorough diagnostic process, which typically includes direct patient interaction and comprehensive 

assessment tools. This situation underscores the need for clear professional guidelines on how medical 

professionals should address concerns about public figures' mental health, particularly when those concerns 

are based solely on observed public behaviour.

For the broader medical profession, this event highlights the ongoing challenge of balancing professional 

responsibility with the potential for politicisation of medical opinion. It also prompts reflection on the 'Goldwater 

Rule,' which advises against psychiatrists offering professional opinions on public figures they have not 

personally examined. While the specialties of the 30 doctors were not specified, the principle remains relevant. 

The public relies on medical professionals for objective, evidence-based assessments, and any deviation from 

standard diagnostic practice, even with good intentions, can erode public trust in the impartiality of medicine.

Ultimately, this report serves as a reminder that declarations of mental unfitness, especially for individuals in 

positions of power, carry immense weight and should ideally be grounded in rigorous, ethically sound clinical 

evaluation. Without such a foundation, even well-intentioned statements risk being perceived as speculative, 

potentially undermining the credibility of the medical community and the serious nature of mental health 

diagnoses.

EDITORIAL & AI STANDARDS
AI tools are used solely to structure and summarise evidence from peer-reviewed primary sources. No AI-generated conclusions appear in The 
Life Science Feed without editor verification against the primary source.
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