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Introduction 
This case involves the death of Leo, and the loss of Daisy's unborn child due to Scarlett's violent actions. Scarlett’s behaviour, driven by delusions and auditory hallucinations, raises questions about her legal responsibility. This essay examines the offences Scarlett may face, which include manslaughter, assault occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH), grievous bodily harm (GBH), and child destruction. It also explores the defences she might invoke, such as insanity, diminished responsibility, and self-defence. Through the application of case law and statutory provisions, the essay seeks to evaluate Scarlett’s culpability under the legal framework of England and Wales and provide informed advice on her best course of action.

Scarletts Offences 
Manslaughter of Leo
Scarlett's assault on Leo, included elbowing and punching him, which caused him to fall and hit his head on the kerb, makes up the actus reus of homicide. Using the 'but for' test that was established in R v White as seen in (Herring, 2022, p. 20), when the defendant poisoned his mother's tea. She had suffered a heart attack after ingesting the poison. The medical findings indicated that her heart attack was unrelated to the poisoning. If she had not consumed the poison, she would still have died of a heart attack and at the same time. As a result, he was not responsible for her death. However, he could face attempted murder charges. It is apparent that Leo's death would not have occurred without Scarlett's actions. Legal causation is also established, as her assault constituted a substantial and operating cause of death, which is consistent with ‘Regina v Pagett’ (1983), that established a defendant can be found liable for an outcome if their actions played a significant role in the chain of events that led to it, even if additional factors were also at play. The men's rea for murder is an intention to kill or cause serious bodily injury/grievous bodily harm (GBH), as established in ‘Regina v Cunningham’ (1982). While Scarlett's actions do not indicate a conscious intent to murder, they are in line with unlawful act manslaughter. According to the Judicial College’s Crown Court Compendium (2024), an unlawful act must be dangerous, carry a risk of harm, and result in death. Scarlett's attack fits all these criteria.
Scarlett's initial act of elbowing Leo in the stomach is considered common assault under Section 39 of the (Criminal Justice Act 1988). Scarlett's actions before Leo's death obviously meet the criteria for common assault, which is defined “an act by which a person intentionally or recklessly causes another to suffer or apprehend immediate unlawful violence.” By The Crown Prosecution Service (2024)

Assault against Daisy
Scarlett's attack on Daisy, which includes throwing her to the ground and kicking her, resulted in a broken rib, significant bruising on her right side, and Daisy's unborn child being lost. This constitutes the actus reus of assault occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH) under the (Offences Against the Person Act 1861) according to The Crown Prosecution Service (2024), as Scarlett's actions directly caused these injuries. 
Daisy's unborn child's death increases Scarletts chances of a charge under Section 1 of the (Infant Life (Preservation) Act 1929), which makes it illegal to kill a viable foetus. Scarlett's violent behaviour directly caused the miscarriage, fitting the criteria for this charge.

Potential Defences
Scarlett's delusions and auditory hallucinations raise concerns about her mental health and capacity at the time of the assault. Section 2 of the (Trial of Lunatics Act 1883) states that:
“Where in any indictment or information any act or omission is charged against any person as an offence, and it is given in evidence on the trial of such person for that offence that he was insane, so as not to be responsible, according to law, for his action at the time when the act was done or omission made, then, if it appears to the jury before whom such person is tried that he did the act or made the omission charged, but was insane as aforesaid at the time when he did or made the same, the jury shall return a special verdict that the accused is not guilty by reason of insanity.”
Put simply, if someone is on trial for a crime, and evidence indicates that they were legally insane at the time of the offence, the jury must decide whether the individual did what they are accused of and whether they were insane at the time. If the jury determines that the individual committed the offence but was insane at the time, they must issue a specific verdict of "not guilty by reason of insanity." this means that the individual is not held legally accountable because of their mental state. Scarlett may claim under the M'Naghten Rules established in ‘R v M’Naghten’ (1843), that she suffered from a defect of reason caused by a 'disease of the mind', rendering her unable to recognise the nature or wrongness of her actions. Auditory hallucinations are evidence of a probable mental condition and are associated with schizophrenia but not specific to it (Thakur and Gupta 2023), which supports this defence. Medical evaluations would be required to verify Scarlett’s mental state. 
The defence bears the evidential burden of proving insanity, which requires considerable medical proof and expert testimony (Math, Kumar, and Moirangthem, 2015), Courts carefully examine the defendant's mental state, often depending on detailed psychological assessments. In Scarlett's case, obtaining credible expert testimony to support her claims of auditory hallucinations and psychosis is vital. ‘Bratty v Attorney-General for Northern Ireland’ (1963) emphasise the need to demonstrate a loss of control over her actions because of mental illness, Bratty’s initial insanity defence was dismissed due to a lack of evidence. Additionally, ‘R v Sullivan’ (1984) shows that even brief periods of mental illness can be grounds for insanity if it impedes the person's understanding of their actions. If Scarlett's insanity defence is successful, she will most likely receive a hospital order under the Section 37 of the (Mental Health Act 1983), which prioritises treatment over punishment. This shows the court system's acknowledgement of the need for compassion and rehabilitation for mentally ill defendants like Scarlett.
Scarlett could argue for diminished responsibility if charged with murder under Section 2 of the (Homicide Act 1957). This section allows a reduction of a murder charge to manslaughter if it can be proven that the defendant suffered from an "abnormality of mental functioning" caused by a recognised medical condition. Psychiatric evidence showing a diagnosable mental condition could change a murder charge to manslaughter. As shown in ‘R v Byrne’ (1960) This defence involves showing a lapse in mental functioning that significantly affected her ability to understand her actions, form rational judgements, or exercise self-control.
Scarlett could argue that she acted in self-defence, fearing Daisy planned to hurt her based on the 'voices' she heard. Self-defence requires genuine belief in immediate danger and a reasonable response. In the case of ‘R v Oye’ (2013), Oye feared he was going to be exterminated by evil spirits whilst in a cafe, the staff called the police and when they arrived, he attacked several police officers, causing significant injuries, believing them to also be evil spirits. The jury rejected the defence of self-defence, but he was found not guilty by reason of insanity. Scarlett's disproportionate use of force, including continuing to kick Daisy while she was on the ground, undermines the use of self-defence.


Conclusion 
Scarlett's actions have caused severe injuries in this case, including the death of Leo and the loss of Daisy's unborn child. According to the legal analysis above, Scarlett could face charges of manslaughter for Leo's death, ABH for Daisy's injuries, and child destruction under the (Infant Life (Preservation) Act of 1929). Her mental state at the time of the crimes is important to her culpability, since her auditory hallucinations and delusions offer viable defences of insanity or reduced responsibility.
The M'Naghten Rules' insanity defence, is the strongest defence if it can be proven that Scarlett was unable to understand the nature or wrongness of her actions due to a mental illness. Alternatively, a diminished responsibility defence under the (Homicide Act 1957) may reduce a murder charge to manslaughter, if proof of an abnormality in mental functioning is provided. Self-defence looks unlikely to be effective due to the considerable force used and the absence of an immediate and genuine threat.
Scarlett should cooperate with psychiatric evaluations to back up her claims of insanity or diminished responsibility. The aim should be to establish a strong defence based on her mental state, with an emphasis on treatment rather than punishment. If Scarlett's insanity defence is successful, she will most likely be granted a hospital order under the (Mental Health Act 1983), allowing her access to the necessary care.
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