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In this scenario, Polly is a woman living with schizophrenia and has been in a relationship with Mohammed for 10 years. They both attend a social event in the local pub. Polly gets paranoid as she notices Mohammed flirting with the bar lady, Roxanne. Polly, therefore, walks over to Roxanne and calls her a “bitch” and gestures her middle finger at her. Polly is asked to leave. Polly then cuts Roxanne's mopeds brake cables. When Polly and Mohammed get home Polly discovers that Mohammed has been having an affair with Roxanne. Polly then picked up a glass ashtray and strikes Mohammed, who dies instantly. The mens rea in this scenario is that Polly is frustrated with Mohammed as he is having an affair with another person. 
[bookmark: _Int_eQumLR8f]There are multiple laws broken in this scenario the first being, S1 criminal damage act (1971). The mens rea of criminal damage is that there is intent to damage or destroy the victim's personal property, in this case being Roxanne's moped. Additionally, it could be argued that with this act of criminal damage there is intent to assault because of the specific part of the vehicle being damaged in this case being the brakes cable. This can be argued through the mens rea of assault where the defendant realises that the action committed could cause immediate unlawful personal violence (Cunningham, 1957). Finally, the last unlawful act in this scenario is S1 homicide act (1957). In this case Mohammed is struck across the head with a glass ashtray by Polly causing him to be killed instantly. The mens rea for murder is that there is intent to kill or to cause grievous bodily harm. 
The first unlawful act is that the defendant cut the brake cable of the victim's vehicle. This is under S1 criminal damage act (1971). S1 criminal damage act (1971) is defined as, a person without lawful excuse damages or destroys that is property belonging to the victim, if they had intent to do damage or was being reckless and this led to damage or the property being destroyed, they would be found guilty of the offence (Legislation.gov.uk, 2011). In this case the mens rea was the intent to damage Roxanne's moped. Therefore, Polly would be liable under this act.
 Also, in addition to this, under s1 (2) criminal damage act (1971) it states that, the person would be found guilty if there is intent to endanger the life of another from the damage they are doing (Legislation.gov.uk, 2011). In this case, Polly has cut the brake cable of the vehicle which is the part of the moped that it responsible for stopping. Cutting this means it would be difficult to stop the moped which would mean there is a higher probability of getting into an accident and therefore, endangering Roxanne's life. This is known as the aggravated offence. This can be shown in the case of R v Sangha (1988) the defendant set fire to a mattress in a flat, which would be charged with criminal damage but as he was setting fire to something in a residence it was aggravated as the defendant was endangering the life of the occupants. It was argued in court that the defendant knew there was no one else in the residence but the charge was still applied. In this case they are no reasonable defences to be made so Polly would be found guilty under this specific act. 
The second act is that the defendant struck the victim across the head with a glass ashtray causing the victim to die instantly. This falls under the homicide act (1957), this is when the defendant kills the victim with either intent to kill or intent to cause GBH (legislation.gov.uk, 2010). The actus Reas is the killing of the victim and the mens rea is the intent to cause death or GBH. In this scenario, Polly strikes Mohammed over the head which causes him to die. Therefore, there was intent to cause GBH and the victim died because of the strike across the head. So, because of this the defendant would be found guilty of murder. However, there are some partial defences that can be made. 
One partial defence is under section 52 coroners and justice act (2009), this act was the amendment of Section 2 homicide act (1957). This act is when the defendant can claim a defence for “diminished responsibility.” diminished responsibility is when the defendant has an “abnormality of mental functioning” where it has affected the defendant when making rational choices and that it makes it difficult for the defendant to understand the conduct of the act they did. Furthermore, the “abnormality of mental functioning” must have been because of a recognised medical condition (Legislation.gov.uk, 2010). Therefore, when applied to this case it is obvious that Polly has an “abnormality of mental functioning” as she suffers from the recognised medical condition, schizophrenia. To support this, in the case of Moyle (2008), the defendant was convicted of murder and the charge was appealed as the defendant was suffering from an “abnormality of the mind” which was schizophrenia. The defendant had strong medical evidence of his condition and his charges were reduced to voluntary manslaughter (Rimmer and McDermott, 2023). To conclude this, Polly can argue a partial defence of diminished responsibility as these conditions apply to her. Therefore, Polly's charge of murder would become voluntary manslaughter. 
In contrast to this, in the case of r v Joyce and Kay (2017), the defendant was a paranoid schizophrenic who “brutally” stabbed the victim to death after a “three-day bender”, they tried to argue a partial defence under diminished responsibility, but the defence was rejected because of the use of drugs and alcohol. Therefore, in this case because the attack and psychotic break was triggered by alcohol and drugs the defence was rejected. This can relate to the case of Polly as Mohammed and herself visited the pub before all the acts played out. Although, it was not mentioned, if she were to be consuming alcohol why at the pub and was drunk this may have triggered her schizophrenia so it would be unlikely that the partial defence of diminished responsibility would be successful in court. 
Also, it the partial defence of “loss of control” can also be argued. Section 54 coroners and justice act 2009 states that, the defendant should not be guilty of murder if the defendants' acts were resulted from the defendant's loss of control from a qualifying trigger (Legislation.gov.uk, 2010). This can be applied to Polly’s case as Mohammed snapped and told her about the affair. This could be seen as a trigger as Polly was enraged by this and immediately hit Mohammed over the head with the ashtray. if Polly were to take a little break and then kill Mohammed then this law would be irrelevant but because of how immediate this was then it is a compelling argument and defence to be used in court. On the over hand in the case of Hatter (2013), the defendant killed his ex-partner after he found out she was seeing another man. The defendant tried to use loss of control as a partial defence but was not successful as it was deemed in court that a breakup of a relationship is not a liable cause of being “seriously wronged.” Therefore, going of this example the defence will not be successful. 
To conclude, it is obvious that Polly has committed multiple crimes and would be found guilty for them. It is inevitable that she would be convicted of criminal damage and aggravated criminal damage is a reasonable argument that can be made by the victim. This could be argued by the defendant that she did not know that it could cause death. Also, it is reasonable to argue that the charge of murder should be dropped to voluntary manslaughter due to the partial defence of diminished responsibility but not for loss of control. It is a fact that Polly is a person living with schizophrenia, so the partial defence is extremely relevant.  
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