


In the case of Polly V Mohammed, due to an incident between Polly and the bartender Roxanne in which, Polly became jealous when her partner Mohammed was allegedly flirting with Roxanne, within Polly’s understanding. Polly began to show signs of anti- social behaviour, by swearing and using rude hand gestures due to the alleged flirting. This resulted in Polly being asked to leave the premises. As written in (Anti- social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act, 2014), anti- social behaviour is described as any conduct from the defendant that has caused or is, to be expected to cause any form of harassment, distress, or alarm to any person.
While leaving the premises Polly proceeds to cause criminal damage to Roxanne’s moped by cutting her brake cables with glass she had found lying around in the carpark. According to Smith (2002, p, 740) the destruction or damage of another’s property in accordance with the (Criminal Damage Act 1971, s 1 (1), a person or persons who has destroyed or damaged property which belongs to another person with intent to destroy and damage said property, or damages or destroys property while being reckless should be found guilty of such offences.  Card and Molloy (2016) suggests that Polly’s act of criminal damage would come under the Mens rea element as, she intended to damage Roxanne’s moped which would then cause danger to her life.
In relation to R V Hunt (1977), Polly could only be charged with criminal damage under the Criminal Damage Act 1971, s. 1 (2), however as she has not taken control of the vehicle, thus not putting Roxanne in immediate danger. However, due to the presumption that Roxanne would not have checked her brake lines before heading off on her journey home from work, the assumption can be made that Polly had indeed meant for the brakes to fail, thus injuring, or killing Roxanne in the process. This would be deemed as criminal damage with intent to cause reckless endangerment to life.
Once they got home, Polly and Mohammed continue to argue, when Mohammed tries to reassure Polly that he was in fact not flirting with Roxanne. Polly continues to get angrier, questioning Mohammed continuously about his relationship with Roxanne. Mohammed then tells Polly he has in fact been having an affair. In which Polly retaliates by picking up a glass ashtray and hitting Mohammed in the head killing him.
Based on this Polly could be charged with GBH, under the (Offences against the Person Act 1861. S, 20) when a person unlawfully and maliciously wounds or inflicts any form of grievous body harm on another being, this being with or without a weapon or any form of instrument, they are then liable to be imprisoned and therefore shall be found guilty of this misdemeanour and convicted. However due to the incident causing a man’s death, Herring (2014, p. 237) states that Polly’s actions would be deemed as voluntary manslaughter, since she intended to cause harm to Mohammed.
However, Polly is a diagnosed schizophrenic this can be used as a defence for the acts in which she has committed. Written in the (Mental Health Act 2007, s. 1), the term mental disorder is defined as any disorder or disability that is of the mind, this act ensures that those who are mentally disordered are understood appropriately. (Ghias, Azhar, and Singh, 2023) suggest that people with certain psychiatric disorders can potentially increase said persons risk of committing a crime. 
This being that some research suggests that people with mental abnormalities are more prone to violence, this can be because they are not receiving the right amount of treatment for their illness, they could also become violent if they are experiencing delusions or even have been experiencing long-term paranoia. In relation to the case of Moyle 2008, Polly’s conviction could be lessened to unvoluntary manslaughter due to the face she herself faces issues with a mental abnormality, thus saying that her mental abnormality impaired her way of thinking, causing her to act out in her temper. 
Polly’s mental disorder can be used as a defence for diminished responsibility, as stated in (Homicide Act, 1957), a person who is suffering from abnormality of the mind cannot be convicted of murder if they were suffering from an abnormality in their mental functioning. Due to Polly’s condition, she could also use loss of control as a potential defence due to the fact she was enraged by the situation that had occurred with Mohammed and Roxanne. It can be used as a partial defence because according to (Coroners and Justice Act 2009) loss of control may can be used if there was a qualifying trigger. In this instance there was Polly’s mental abnormality and, the comment Mohammed made about cheating and being in love with Roxanne. It states in this act that it does not matter if the loss of control was sudden. The case of Wilcocks 2016 can been seen in relation to this case as Polly also has a personality disorder just like the defendant in this case, and that the loss of control Polly experienced was due to the nature of her disorder.
There is a four-step process when pleading a case for diminished responsibility in order to do so the court and its prosecutors would have to have an in-depth investigation into Polly’s medical history considering that she suffers from schizophrenia, causing loss of control due to the abnormalities in her mind. This four-step process is found in the Coroners and Justice Act 2009 s, 52, this process is in place to ensure that those suffering with mental abnormalities have a chance to prove that they were in fact not in charge of their actions. 
As stated, (Manual of Service Law, c, 12) provocation can be used as not as a defence for any charges that arise but can be used as a mitigating factor, this being that Polly could say she was provoked by Mohammed this causing her to lose control.  R v Woolin 1999 sets precedent for this because due to the lack of intent to kill, manslaughter would be the chargeable offence as opposed to murder.
The Homicide Act 1957, s ,2 states that a person who is being faced with a murder charge, supporting evidence can be used to find that the defendant was provoked therefore causing them to lose their self- control. The bigger question is that if this would be enough to plead a reasonable case.
Everything that happened this night will have to be considered, but also the factors that contributed to Polly acting out as she did, thus trying to plead her case for diminished responsibility causing her to lose control of her actions which then caused the death of Mohammed. Had Polly not had these factors of mental abnormality she may have acted differently. 
In conclusion, the defence of diminished responsibility would be better used in Polly’s case as it outlines not only her mental abnormalities but also outlines all the factors leading up to the incident causing Mohammed’s death. For starters was Polly taking her medication and was she up to date with the support she would be given from her doctors, it is important to factor in that it may not state that Polly was drinking but, she may well have been. 
If Polly was not up to date with her treatments this would have caused several issues as she was not under control of the way she was thinking and feeling. This causing her to act irrationally as she may have been experiencing delusions due to not being on her medication, had Polly have not felt threatened she may have acted rationally, but due to the way that the night played out and Mohammed retaliating and shouting back at Polly, this caused her to feel hurt and angry which in turn provoked her making her retaliate and act out in a way that is not in her normal nature. 
The defence of diminished responsibility feels reasonable in Polly’s case as she acted out due to the events of the night, but there is not proof to say that she actually intended to kill Mohammed when she stuck him in the head, it may have only been that she wanted to hurt him back in the only way she felt she could, all these factors are used to determine that Polly would have not acted like this if she was of sound mind.
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