Scenario

This case study focuses on Scarlet, a female who was involved in a series of violent incidents that ended with Leo's murder. The incident creates profound legal implications, including several criminal charges such as assault, violence, and murder. At the heart of this issue is the principle of Corpus Delicti, a Latin term meaning "body of crime," which emphasizes that no person should be convicted of a crime unless there is sufficient evidence that the crime occurred (Tiersma, 2000). 

Criminal law takes the act of taking another's life very seriously, necessitating a detailed examination of the conduct and motivations behind them. 
Several key questions arise here: Did Scarlet's behaviour meet the criteria for assault and battery? Could her actions be classified as murder, or may it be reduced to manslaughter? Several defenses may arise, such as loss of control, insanity, automatism, and manslaughter. This essay will explore these areas in detail and reference relevant case law to analyze the various charges Scarlet may face and the defenses open to her.

The assault on Daisy
This starts when Scarlet walks down the street, mumbling to herself, hearing voices, and believing that Daisy is speaking about her. She approaches and verbally attacks Daisy; this confrontation could fulfill the criteria for assault, as defined in the Criminal Law Offences Against the Persons Act (1862) and the Criminal Justice Act (1988). According to R V Ireland (1998), words alone can be an assault if Daisy feels fear and harm. Furthermore, research from Meloy and Hoffman (2021) suggests that verbal assault can be done through the following methods: insults or threats, shouting, or abusive language intended to harm or fear. The situation escalates further, however, as Scarlet physically attacks Daisy, hitting and kicking her, which falls under section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act (1988), which consists of battery, as established in the case R V Braham (2013), where physical force was considered battery. Mostly in Britain (UK), the battery is regarded as a separate offense, whereas in other countries, "assault and battery" are combined as a single charge (Allen, 2023).
Daisy's injuries were a broken rib and severe bruising, which would likely elevate the charge to Actual Bodily Harm (ABH) (Grand and Potenza, 2012). Daisy was also 16 weeks pregnant at the time and lost her unborn baby. However, under UK law, a foetus does not have legal personhood unless it can survive outside the womb (over 24 weeks), as clarified in the Attorney General reference (No. 3 of 1994). Many key cases include R v Gurpiar (MUSFA, 2015) and R v Christian (2018) EWCA CRIM 1344. Therefore, Scarlett would not be charged with the death of the baby; this was further articulated by the work of Grace (1999).

The fatality of Leo  
The second part of this altercation occurs when Leo, Daisy's boyfriend, returns from the toilet; when he sees what is happening, he tries to intervene and stop Scarlett's assault. Scarlett interprets this intervention as an attack, so she elbows him in the stomach and turns and punches him in the face. Leo falls and hits his head on the curb. Fein and Vossekuil (1998) suggest that close family members or friends attempting to intercept fighting can be misunderstood or perceived as additional threats due to potential bias. 
An ambulance attends, but Leo is pronounced dead at the scene. The question now is, will Scarlett's actions be classed as murder or manslaughter? Murder, an indictable offense in the crown court, is defined as the unlawful killing of another person under the king's peace, also known as homicide, but with malice aforethought, which can include intent to cause grievous bodily harm (GBH) or death (Hollin, 1992). If this is proven, it carries a mandatory sentence of life, as in the murder of Lee Rigby, whose killer was given a whole life order. 
Scarlett's actions appear just to be a reaction to what she thought was a threat; there does not appear to be any clear evidence of intent to kill or cause Leo any harm. Leo's death resulted from a single punch.
The “one-punch killer” scenario, often resulting in manslaughter, could be considered here in the case of R V George (2021), in Porthcawl, South Wales, where Christopher George killed Carl Chinnock with a single punch. George was convicted of manslaughter.  He was sentenced to five years in prison. There are also many other cases, like R V Carey (2006) and R v Mitchell (1983). Furthermore, Mitchell's (2008) research illustrates that “one-punch” cases occur more frequently than expected.

To charge Scarlett with murder, the prosecution would need to prove she had the Men’s Rea (Guilty Mind). To kill or cause grievous bodily harm, as established in 
R V Cunningham (1982). Given the circumstances, Scarlett's actions do not indicate the required malice or forethought, making a murder conviction unlikely. 
Scarlett could also raise a partial defense of loss of control, as outlined in the Coroners and Justice Act 2009. Under section 54, a defendant may be able to reduce a murder charge to manslaughter by demonstrating they lose control due to a qualifying trigger. This could be fear in Scarlet's case. Scarlett may argue that she believed Leo was going to harm her. This could meet the criteria for losing defense control, as seen in R V Lewell (2014) and R V Dawes (2013). The defense would then shift from murder to manslaughter. 

The defense of insanity
Scarlett could also raise the defense of insanity. In legal situations, the definition of insanity differs significantly from medical descriptions, focussing on the individual's potential threat to public safety rather than their clinical diagnosis. As stated in the Insanity Act (1991), establishing this defense requires proof from two certified medical practitioners confirming that the subject fits the legal standards for insanity.

Two ways are relevant: A. The person was insane at the time of the incident. Or B, insane at the time of trial. In the case of R V Deeley (1979), a paranoid schizophrenia who hurt a female, who died from the injuries and was sentenced to an indefinite hospital stay.  It was also called the Mental disorder defense, given her apparent mental health issues of hearing voices. Under the McNaughton rules (1843), A defendant may be found not guilty because of insanity if it is shown that what they were doing they were unable to understand was wrong or did not understand the nature of their actions, as in the infamous cases of R v Bundy (1976) and R V Dahmer (1991). The insanity plea, according to the empirical data, states that there are fewer than 30 successful insanity pleas (Pasewark, 1981). 
Scarlett's mental state may be due to conditions of schizophrenia or bipolar disorder, Sacks (2012) explained this behaviour is a hallucination, which can be caused by different health problems, bipolar, or even a brain tumour. This could prove grounds for insanity liability, and the person could be found guilty only of manslaughter because of insanity.  
In support of this defense, Scarlett would need expert testimony regarding her mental condition, similar to the R V Byrne (1960) case, where the court considered whether the defendant, in that case, was suffering from an abnormality of the mind that affected their ability to form rational judgments. If Scarlett were to be found not guilty because of insanity, it would mean she would not be held criminally responsible. In England and Wales, you could be subject to a court-ordered hospital stay, restriction order, or treatment order. There is also the possibility of absolute discharge. 
If Scarlett’s condition led to a lack of control over her actions, she could be found guilty of involuntary manslaughter, as she would not have had the men's rea necessary for a murder conviction. Involuntary manslaughter occurs when a person kills another without intent, either through negligence or recklessness. This would be a plausible outcome, given that Scarlet's actions appear to have been driven by her mental state rather than malicious intent. 

Conclusion
Scarlett's case is multifaceted due to the complications involved and the probable application of several legal statutes, particularly her initial reaction to the event. The potential bias resulting from a "two versus one" dynamic complicates the analysis by influencing perceptions of fairness and justice. Scarlett's case involves a series of violent events that lead to multiple criminal offenses. These could include assault, battery, and manslaughter. The analysis of all these offenses revealed that Scarlett could be charged with assault and battery on Daisy for the first altercation and manslaughter for the death of Leo. Given the circumstances and the available defenses, the most likely outcome for Scarlett would be convicted of manslaughter because of insanity due to her mental health condition. This case shows the complexity of criminal law, especially when all the mental health factors are involved; it highlights the importance of considering both the actus rea (guilty act) and the men’s rea (guilty mind) when determining criminal liability. Given the case's circumstances, this would be the most realistic action to take, and the advice given to Scarlet would be to plead manslaughter by reason of insanity. This approach ensures that her actions are assessed in light of her mental health while acknowledging the serious consequences of the events.
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