Introduction:
One sad example of a domestic violence occurrence that ended in one partner's death is the case of Polly and Mohammed. After Mohammed confessed to having an affair with Roxanne, Polly, who suffers from schizophrenia, killed him with a glass ashtray. This essay will review and analyse the crimes committed by all parties, any potential counterarguments, pertinent legal precedent, and pertinent legislation.

Potential Offences Committed

Potential Offences erroneous act by Polly
Assault
The actions of Polly, which included calling Roxanne an insulting word and waving with her middle finger, have the potential to be seen as threatening behaviour. Assault is defined as "knowingly or recklessly causing another person to believe that they are about to experience unlawful violence," as is outlined in Section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act of 1988. In the case known as "R v. Ireland and Burstow" (1997), the House of Lords acknowledged the possibility that psychological trauma, such as the fear of being physically harmed, may be regarded to be an act of assault. Because of this, Polly may be charged with assault since Roxanne may have perceived an immediate threat as a direct result of Polly's words and actions. This violation carries a potential sentence of up to six months in jail, a fine, or both depending on the circumstances.
Criminal Injury 
By using shattered glass from the parking lot to cut Roxanne's moped's brake lines, Polly may have committed a second offence: criminal damage. Section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act of 1971 states that criminal damage occurs when a person willfully damages or destroys another person's property. Ten years in jail is the maximum punishment for this crime. After throwing a brick at a police car, the defendant in the case known as "R v. Denton" in 1981 was charged with committing the crime of criminal damage. The defendant was found guilty of criminal damage because the court determined that he lacked a valid justification for his acts. Similar to Polly, who might be prosecuted with criminal damage since she had no legitimate reason for harming Roxanne's moped.
Murder/Manslaughter
Polly may have killed Mohammed by hitting him over the head with a glass ashtray when she picked it up, which would be the third and most heinous crime she could have done. According to Section 1 of the Homicide Act of 1957, murder is defined as the willful killing of another person with the purpose to kill that person or inflict grave bodily damage. Life in prison is the obligatory penalty for this crime. In the case of "R v. Woollin," which was resolved in 1999, the court came to the conclusion that it is permissible to infer that the defendant meant to cause death or grave injury, regardless of whether the defendant intended the precise consequence, provided it is a practically probable effect of the defendant's conduct. In the hypothetical situation, Mohammed was killed when Polly picked up the glass ashtray and struck him with it. It is thus possible that she will be charged with murder since it may be seen that she intended to cause serious injury, if not death, to the victim. If Polly's acts were excessively negligent but she didn't intend to murder or inflict serious injury, she can instead be charged with manslaughter. Manslaughter occurs under Section 6 of the Criminal Law Act of 1967 when a person illegally kills another person as a result of their egregious carelessness. The maximum punishment for this crime is life in prison.

Offences Roxanne Committed
There is no proof Roxanne did anything wrong. As a result, Roxanne is not accused of any crimes, and she has no available defence.

Offences Mohammed Committed
No conceivable crimes or defences will be taken into account for Mohammed in the scenario since he is dead and cannot be charged.

Defences
Defences Polly May Think About
Polly may take into account a number of defences in the instance of her and Mohammed. These defences may be used to demonstrate that she wasn't to blame for the circumstances that happened or to lessen the punishment of the acts that were committed. The following is a discussion of several potential defences she could think of.

A Defence of Insanity
According to the case of M'Naghten from 1843, a person is not guilty by reason of insanity if they did not grasp the nature of their behaviour at the time of the crime or if they did not realise it was wrong. In the case of R v. Sullivan (1984), which illustrates the use of the insanity defence as an example, the accused, who was diagnosed with paranoid schizophrenia, was found not guilty of killing his mother due to the fact that he was insane at the time of the crime. When a person accused of a crime is unable to comprehend the nature of their actions or distinguish between right and wrong due to a mental illness, they can invoke the defence of insanity. In Polly's case, she suffers from schizophrenia, which is considered a mental illness under the Mental Health Act of 1983. Therefore, Polly may choose to use insanity as a defence in her own situation.

Defending Reduced Responsibility
The defence of diminished responsibility applies when a defendant's mental capacity is compromised, which lowers his or her ability to regulate their conduct. A person may be found guilty of manslaughter rather than murder under Section 2 of the Homicide Act of 1957 if the death was caused by the accused person's lessened culpability. The R v. Byrne decision from 1960 established the criteria for diminished responsibility, which required that the impairment be brought on by an acknowledged medical condition that materially affects the accused's mental functioning. In Polly's instance, schizophrenia may have contributed to a decreased ability to exercise self-control. The 2016 case of "R v. Golds" serves as an illustration of how the defence of reduced responsibility is used. owing to his paranoid personality disorder diagnosis, the defendant in this case was found guilty of manslaughter owing to reduced responsibility for the death of his wife. Therefore, in her situation, Polly may take into account the defence of reduced culpability.
Self-defence defence 
Polly can contend that when she struck Mohammed with the glass ashtray, she was acting in self-defence. When the defendant feels they are in immediate risk of bodily injury and that their acts are required to protect themselves, they are entitled to the self-defence defence. Force must, however, be used under the circumstances in a fair manner. The defendant, a 76-year-old man, murdered an intruder who had broken into his house in "R v. Gladstone Williams" (1984). The defendant was exonerated of the accusation because the court determined that the use of force was appropriate and required under the circumstances. In the above situation, Polly would argue that she felt Mohammed was an immediate danger to her and that she had to use force to defend herself. The use of a glass ashtray, however, could not be seen as reasonable given the situation, and the right to self-defence might not be accessible.

Protection against Provocation
A murder prosecution may be reduced to voluntary manslaughter if the defendant can establish that the victim was provoked. Polly may have felt justified in his actions because Mohammed had admitted to cheating on her with Roxanne. Under the Homicide Act of 1957, a person can claim provocation if they can show that another person's words or actions caused them to lose control. The requirements for provocation were established in "R v. Ahluwalia" (1992), which said that it must be determined whether or not a reasonable person would have been provoked to lose control in the same scenario. If Polly can show that Mohammed's confession was enough to make a reasonable person lose their composure and that it drove her to lose her composure when she broke the glass ashtray over Mohammed's head, she may be able to utilise provocation as a defence to the charge of murder.

Support for Automatism 
Under the Criminal Justice Act of 1967, Polly can use the automatism argument to claim that her acts were unintentional and uncontrollable. Automatism is a full defence when the accused says their acts were neither voluntary or aware. Evidence demonstrating the defendant's acts were not motivated by their own free will but rather by an external source, such as a physical blow to the head or the effects of drugs, is necessary. The court determined that automatism is a defence that applies in the instance of an involuntary, externally-driven, and uncontrollable action by the defendant in R v. Quick (1973). In Polly's instance, it might be claimed that her schizophrenia was the outside force that motivated her behaviour. The automatism defence, however, is difficult to establish since it calls for proof that the defendant lacked free will when the crime was committed.

Recommendations
Polly's psychological well-being must be monitored during the trial. Polly should be provided with adequate mental health services by the court. The court should retain an impartial medical expert to determine the defendant's mental competency and the defence side should provide supporting medical data for their claims.

Conclusion
In conclusion, Polly and Mohammed's activities in the above scenario have resulted in a number of criminal charges, such as assault, murder, and property damage. Depending on how serious the offence, each of these crimes has a different term, with murder receiving a mandatory life sentence. To decide the proper penalty for each crime, it is crucial to carefully evaluate the case's circumstances and apply the relevant legal principles.



