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The scenario described involves a range of offences, including verbal abuse, criminal damage, and murder. I will discuss each of these offences in detail and the potential defences that may be considered.

Verbal abuse and assault : Verbal abuse and assault are forms of violence that involve the use of words or language to harm, intimidate, or control another person. Verbal abuse can take many forms, such as name-calling, yelling, mocking, or belittling someone. Verbal assault, on the other hand, involves using threatening or intimidating language to make someone feel physically unsafe. Polly's verbal abuse and gesture towards Roxanne can be considered as verbal abuse and assault. She called Roxanne a "bitch" and gestured with her middle finger, which is an abusive and threatening behaviour. This may constitute the offence of assault, which involves any act that causes another person to fear immediate violence. Polly could also face charges of public order offences for causing a disturbance in the pub.

Defence: Polly's schizophrenia could be used as a defence against these charges. If it can be shown that her mental illness affected her behaviour and caused her to act in this way, this could reduce her level of culpability.

Criminal damage : Polly's actions in severing the brake cables of Roxanne's moped using a broken glass can be considered as criminal damage. Criminal damage involves destroying or damaging property belonging to another person without their consent. Polly's actions in severing the brake cables could have put Roxanne's life in danger and, therefore, could face more severe charges. Criminal damage is a serious offense and can result in criminal charges and penalties, such as fines, community service, probation, or even imprisonment. The severity of the penalties depends on the extent of the damage caused, the value of the property, and other aggravating factors, such as whether the offender has a prior criminal record or committed the offense as part of a group.

Defence: Polly's schizophrenia could also be used as a defence against these charges. If it can be shown that her mental illness caused her to act in a way that was beyond her control, this could reduce her level of culpability. Schizophrenia is a mental disorder characterized by delusions, hallucinations, disordered thinking, and behavior. In some cases, individuals with schizophrenia may commit criminal acts, and their lawyers may attempt to use their mental illness as a defense in court. The legal defense of schizophrenia is known as the insanity defense. The insanity defense is based on the premise that an individual cannot be held criminally responsible for their actions if they were unable to understand the nature or consequences of their actions due to their mental illness. In order for the insanity defense to be successful, the defendant's schizophrenia must be proven to have impaired their ability to understand the nature of their actions or the wrongfulness of their conduct at the time of the offense. This requires the defendant to undergo a psychiatric evaluation to determine the presence and severity of their mental illness. 

Murder : Polly's actions of striking Mohammed with a glass ashtray can be considered as murder. The use of a glass ashtray as a weapon in a domestic violence situation can be considered as lethal force. Polly may be found guilty of murder if it is established that she had the intent to kill Mohammed. Murder is the most serious offence that can be committed against another person. It is defined as the intentional killing of another person with malice aforethought. In order to be convicted of murder, the prosecution must prove beyond reasonable doubt that the defendant had the intention to kill or cause serious harm to the victim. Defences to a charge of murder may include claiming that the killing was accidental or that the defendant acted in self-defence. It is important to note that these are general guidelines and each case will depend on its specific circumstances. 

Defence: Polly's schizophrenia could also be used as a defence against the charge of murder. If it can be shown that her mental illness caused her to lose control and act in a way that was beyond her control, this could reduce her level of culpability. However, this may be more difficult to prove than in the case of the verbal abuse or criminal damage charges. Additionally, the use of the insanity defense can be controversial and may raise questions about the fairness of the criminal justice system and the rights of victims. It's important to note that the use of the insanity defense is rare, and it's not a guaranteed defense strategy. In some cases, it may result in a commitment to a mental institution rather than acquittal.

Provocation defence:  In this scenario, Mohammed's affair with Roxanne could be used as a defence of provocation, which may reduce Polly's liability from murder to manslaughter. The defence of provocation applies when a defendant kills in response to a wrongful act or insult that caused the defendant to lose control. In this case, Mohammed's revelation about his affair with Roxanne could be considered as a wrongful act that caused Polly to lose control and strike him with the glass ashtray. The provocation defense is a legal defense that is sometimes used in criminal cases, particularly in cases involving violent crimes such as murder or assault. The basic idea behind the provocation defense is that the defendant was provoked into committing the crime by the victim's actions or words. To successfully use the provocation defense, the defendant must show that the victim's actions or words would have provoked a reasonable person to act as the defendant did, and that the defendant was actually provoked. The defendant must also show that there was no time for him or her to "cool off" between the provocation and the crime. The provocation defense is not available in all jurisdictions, and even where it is available, it is often difficult to use successfully. In some jurisdictions, for example, the defense may be limited to cases of "heat of passion" killings, where the defendant acted in the heat of the moment and without premeditation. It's important to note that even if the provocation defense is successful, it may not completely exonerate the defendant. In some cases, the defendant may still be found guilty of a lesser offense, such as manslaughter, rather than murder.

Defence: To use the defence of provocation, it must be shown that the defendant lost control and acted in the heat of the moment. The provocation must be such that it would have caused a reasonable person to lose control and act in the same way as the defendant did. In this scenario, Polly's schizophrenia may make it more difficult to establish that she was a reasonable person and that her actions were caused by the provocation. The availability and application of this defense varies from country to country and even from state to state within a country. In some jurisdictions, the defense of action by provocation may be available only for certain crimes or only if the provocation was sufficient to cause a reasonable person to lose control of their actions. In other jurisdictions, the defense may not be recognized at all. It is important to note that the defense of action by provocation does not excuse or justify criminal conduct, but rather seeks to mitigate the culpability of the accused based on the circumstances of the incident. Ultimately, it is up to the judge or jury to determine whether the defense applies in a particular case and to what extent it may impact the accused's liability.





Diminished responsibility defence : Another potential defence that could be used in this scenario is the defence of diminished responsibility. This defence applies when a defendant's mental state at the time of the offence reduced their level of culpability. In this case, Polly's schizophrenia could be used to argue that she was not fully responsible for her actions.

Defence: To use the defence of diminished responsibility, it must be shown that the defendant had an abnormality of mental functioning that caused a significant impairment of their ability to control their behaviour. The abnormality must be recognised as a medical condition and must have substantially impaired the defendant's ability to understand the nature of their conduct or to form a rational judgement or exercise self-control. The defense typically requires proof that the defendant suffered from a recognized mental illness or abnormality at the time of the crime, which impaired their ability to understand the nature and quality of their actions, or to form the necessary intent to commit the crime. If successful, the defense can result in a reduced sentence or a finding of not guilty by reason of insanity, depending on the jurisdiction and the specific circumstances of the case. It's worth noting that the criteria for the diminished responsibility defense can vary depending on the country or jurisdiction in which the trial is taking place. Therefore, it is important to consult with a legal expert in the relevant jurisdiction for specific information about the defense.
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