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Question 1:
One of the most controversial defences applied in the United Kingdom's law is the defense of insanity. Nevertheless, even though the guidelines and standards set by the defense of insanity still remain highly criticized up-to-date, it is still applied (Malatesti, 2020). The defense of insanity still remains highly controversial since it brings about several excuses when ruling cases, even when the defendant has been engaged in repugnant or evil misconduct (Heller. Dubber, 2020). In several incidences, defendants utilise insanity functions to ensure their defense, which results in acquittal. Nonetheless, in most cases, the defense of insanity is barely applied in most cases, and it is difficult for it to be successful in court rulings, making its success almost impossible. One of the factors that significantly contribute to hardships while applying the defense of insanity is that defendants find it difficult to prove legal insanity (Chester, 2018). In most situations whereby defendants might provide evidence of suffering from certain mental conditions, such as psychiatric disorders, the defense of insanity might fail to be effective too since medical insanity dramatically differs from legal insanity applied in these standards (Moran, 2000). The reason why distinct standards were set for medical insanity and legal insanity is that the two play different roles and apply in different settings. For instance, the primary purpose for the diagnosis of mental conditions is to facilitate the healing of the defendant. On the other hand, the concept of legal insanity applies in criminal law to punish the defendant when necessary (Helm, 2016). There are certain outlines which have been set to suggest, when the defense of insanity can be applied. For instance, an person who is mentally challenged is regarded by these outlines to be someone who cannot be in a position to control his or her actions. Such individuals who cannot control their actions can be in certain conditions such as, sleepwalking or being hypnotized, etc (Adjorlolo, Chan, and DeLisi, 2019). Another key aspect of an mentally challenged individual, as outlined in defense of insanity standards, is that the person is committing a crime but does not intend to do so meaning, an individual mentally are not control his or her actions and cannot know when he or she is commiting/participating illegal or prohibited actions (Asokan, 2016). The defense of insanity standards proclaims that such a person cannot be sentenced of a crime by punishing him or her. This would not resolve anything and could have adverse affects for coming days. Whilist serving a sentence and there after. Therefore, the most effective action to undertake on such individuals is to treat their mental conditions, which could possibly ensure that they would not repeat crimes they are charged with in the future. After this a clear decision can be made (Liu, 2018). 
The defense of insanity that is commonly applied in the United Kingdom is the M'Naghten insanity defense, which was started operating in the United Kingdom a long time ago, in 1843 (Diamond, 1962). The M'Naghten defense of insanity resulted from the ruling of a case that involved an individual who had a case of paranoid delusion. As a result, the defendant ended up shooting Peel Robert at the back (Scott, Pinals, 2009). The shooting resulted in the death of Peel. Daniel was put on trial, but it came as a surprise to the public that the jury ruled that he was not guilty, and they grounded their ruling decision on the fact that M'Naghten was ruled not guilty because of insanity (Quen, 1968). Due to public demand, the British House of Lords has created a test that could be employed to test for insanity, and this test is applicable up-to-date. The standards of this test are rather cognitive and rarely focus on the control abilities of defendants. The two key elements outlined in the M'Naghten test for insanity are that the individual prosecuted to have committed a crime must have a mental defect, which is also referred to as the disease of the mind, during the time he or she committed the crime. Secondly, the jury must apparently prove that the defendant was not aware of the nature and quality of the offensive conduct, which made him or her commit the crime without knowing it was wrong due to a mental defect (O'Reilly-Fleming, 1992). Some primary mental conditions that might be considered in the M'Naghten defense of insanity are paranoia, schizophrenia, and psychosis. 
One of the cases that illustrated the application of the defense of insanity was R v Clarke (1972). In this case, the defendant was accused of stealing at a supermarket. While shopping, the defendant put some items in her handbag and did not pay for these items at the checking point (Andoh, 1993). The woman claimed that she could have put these items in her handbag as a result of absent-mindedness, and she did not intend to steal the items. One medical witness provided states, that the defendant had clinical depression and diabetes, factors that could have contributed to her absent mind. The jury ruling was that the defendant was convicted for the crime committed. The principle applied in this case was that for a defect of reason to apply in defense of insanity, an individual must be deprived of reasoning power, but absent-mindedness is not considered in this case. 
Another case that explains how the defense of insanity is applied is the R v Kemp (1957). The defendant had a condition referred to as arteriosclerosis, which made him go to a temporarily total blackout while undertaking this act (Memon, 2006). The judge who ruled the case referred to this as insanity, and hence, the defendant was not punished or held guilty. Therefore, if a defendant suffers from a condition that affects his mental faculties but not his brain then the defence of insanity may apply. Another case where the defense of insanity was applied was in the R v Quick [1973]. In this case, the defendant was found not guilty for the crime he had conducted since his actions were caused by an external cause, which was the use of hypoglycemia, which resulted from excessive use of insulin by the doctor (Ndunge, 2019). This case also brought a clear definition of defense of automatism, which significantly differed from the previously employed defense of insanity. Automatism differs from insanity in that it is stimulated by external factors, causing malfunctioning of the brain. 
As highlighted in all the above-discussed case rulings, it is clear that the defense of insanity must be formed to serve its purpose. There are several controversies that the standards set are not able to answer (Freckelton, 2018). For instance, it is not clear why insane people are given special treatment by the court because these people have inadequate mens rea, which must be provided in every offense. Nevertheless, the defense of insanity does not cater to the needs of individuals who do not have the necessary mens rea as a result of ingested substances in the body or intoxications. 

Question 2: 
	Relevant case laws and legislation must be applied while advising the defendant of his criminal liability in the provided case. These case laws must be related to the crimes of manslaughter and murder, two controversial charges that the defendant can be charged with. The case study presents two lovers, Colin and Jenny, who have been in a relationship for a whole year. While the two couples were enjoying their moments in Wind Street bar, the ex-boyfriend to Jenny, Ali, enters the bar accompanied by his friends. They find Colin and Jenny in the bar. Ali and his friends start commenting on Collin and Jenny, a situation that angers Colin. As a result, a great war breaks between the two groups. The doorman of Wind Street bar is known as Lee. Upon the war beginning, he makes some efforts to end the fighting but all in vain. He tries to convince Ali and his friends to leave the bar, but they do not listen to him. Instead, Ali hits Lee really hard, making him fall on the ground and lie unconsciously. Ali and his friends escape from the crime scene before police officers arrive, and they leave Colins and Jenny. The two couples stay in the bar until an ambulance comes to take Lee to the hospital. Nevertheless, Lee's condition while in hospital greatly deteriorates and he dies due to injuries inflicted on him.
	One of the case laws much similar to Ali's case, who is the defendant, in this case, is R v Larkin (1994). The defendant, in this case, was an individual who had an intention to frighten his lover. Unfortunately, he had not realized that the lover was drunk. The drunkards of the mistress made her blunder against the razor, and she instantly died (Davies, 1994). Nevertheless, the ruling of this case was that the man was not convicted of murder but rather manslaughter. The jury ruling held that suppose a person is engaged in an unlawful act, and the action is much likely to injure another individual, but instead of injuring him or her the person dies, then the defendant is convicted of manslaughter, and he or she is not guilty of murder (Ricketts, Avolio, 2009). This case law is much similar to Ali's case. In one of the criminal incidents, it is highlighted that when the doorman of Wind Street bar tries to persuade Ali and his friends to leave the bar, Ali does not listen to him. Instead, Ali hits Lee really hard, making him fall on the ground and lie unconsciously. In this case, Ali's intention was not to kill Lee, but instead, he wanted to injure him. As highlighted in the R v Cunningham (1957), suppose an individual is performing an unlawful act, and the action is much likely to injure another individual, but instead of injuring him or her the person dies, then the defendant is convicted of manslaughter, and he or she is not guilty of murder (Leigh, 2019). Therfore, in this case, Lee would be guilty of  voluntary manslaughter. 
	Another case law that could apply to Ali's case is R v Watson (1989). According to this case, the defendant broke and entered the house of an eighty-seven years old man. The appellant, in this case, was known as Moyler. Upon breaking the window, he abused the old man and ran away before law enforcement officers arrived at the place (Leigh, 2017). The man had a heart attack condition, and after one and a half hours after Moyler had broken in his house. Even though breaking into the house through the window was not the primary cause of the heart attack on the old man, the defendant was judged with murder (Holroyd, 1998). The Court of Appeal argued that since the Moyler was reasonable and sober, he could have known the frail situation of the old man due to his age. Thus, they ruled that the  Moyler was not guilty of manslaughter but rather murder (Leigh, 2019). This case law is similar to one of the crimes Ali was involved in. As highlighted in the case study, after Ali and Colin were engaged in a fight in Wind Street bar the previous night,  they meet each other the following day. Ali tries to gather information from Collin on whether he provided the authorities (police), with any information related to the events that had taken place in the Wind Street bar the previous night. Colin confirms to Ali that he had not told the police officers about any of the criminal events that had taken place. As Colin is walking away, Ali stabs him, and after a short while, he dies, and Ali runs away again. In this case, Ali knowingly stabs Colin, and he is reasonable and sober that stabbing a person could lead to death. Thus, the jury could rule that Ali was engaged in murder in this case. Thus, while advising the defendant, Ali, about his crimes, I would advise him to be prepared for two major crimes, voluntary manslaughter (class D felony) and murder. the defendant will be advised further that the police evidence and juries ruling will enable the judge to carry out the correct sentencing, which has been mentioned. 
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