Assignment 2 – Criminal Law  Scenario question
The Scenario that I will be analyzing within this assignment is the following. “Carla And Jamie have been married for 15 years. One evening Jamie comes home after a night out with friends, visibly intoxicated. Carla, who has been dealing with martial problems for some time, becomes increasingly agitated and confronts Jamie about his excessive drinking and neglect of their relationship. A heated argument ensues, during which Jamie admits to having had a brief affair with a co-worker, Emma, a few months earlier. Carla, overwhelmed by anger and sadness, rushes to the kitchen and grabs a kitchen knife. She then stabs Jamie in the chest, causing him serious injuries.” I will be Discussing Carla’s potential criminal liability within this scenario and the specific crimes that she could have committed. I will also be looking into the potential defenses that Carla could use for this specific scenario if there are any to be seen.
The first offence that I can see that has arisen from this scenario is the offence of Grevious Bodily Harm(GBH). The definition of GBH can be found within (s 18( Offences Against The Persons Act 1861). Within this act GBH is defined as “Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously by any means whatsoever wound or cause any grievous bodily harm to any person, with intent to do some grievous bodily harm to any person, or with intent to resist or prevent the lawful apprehension or detainer of any person, shall be guilty of felony, and being convicted thereof shall be liable to be kept in penal servitude for life”
Actus Reus
 The actus reus of committing GBH with intent is the fact that their must have been unlawful conduct on the part of the defendant which in this scenario is Carla by any means and that someone suffered either from a wound or some other form of grievous bodily harm due to the defendants conduct which can be seen within the scenario where it states that Carla grabs a kitchen knife and stabs Jamie in the chest which shows that it was her conduct that caused Jamie to be wounded showing that the Actus Reus of GBH is present within this scenario and that it is GBH with intent due to the fact that she purposefully went to grab a knife to stab Jamie and didn't accidently cause him Grevious Bodily Harm.
Mens Rea
One of the key aspects that must be identified within this to identify if there is a Mens Rea present within this scenario is to figure out if the intent behind Carlas attack was malicious as stated within the definition of Grevious Bodily Harm with intent “ Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously by any means whatsoever wound”. To do this however we must first understand what malicious intent is. This can be seen within the case R V Mowatt (1968). Within this case two individuals were out in the early hours of the morning as one of the individuals stole from a different individual ( Victim) and left the individual he was with behind (defendant). The victim then went up to the defendant asking where is friend went in which the defendant felt threatened by this approach and so retaliated by punching him very violently. The defendant was later charged with GBH under section 18 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. Within this case it is stated that they knew that there was malicious intent within this case as the defendant knew what they were doing and knew that their outcomes would lead the bodily harm being caused to the victim which we can also see as Carla knew that the actions of grabbing the knife from the kitchen and stabbing Jamie would cause GBH meaning that she had malicious intent which all together means that the Mens Rea is present within this scenario.
Lawful Excuse/ Defence
 Within this scenario it is difficult to find a defense that Carla may be able to use however I believe I have found two potential defences that can be used for Carlas Case. The first defence that I think can be used is the defence of Duress. More specificly Duress of circumstances. The definition of Duress of circumstances is that if the defendant did not commit the crime then they themselves could have been seriously injured themselves. An example of this can be found in the case of R v Gotts (1992). Within this case a 16 year old boy was forced to stab his mother to death as his father threatened to kill him if he did not which means that the defence of duress was available as if he did not kill his mother then he may of ended up dead himself. This could also be used as a defence within the scenario however more information would be needed due to the fact that we do not know if the actions of Jamie caused Carla to think she was in danger. One of these actions could be the fact that in the scenario Jamie was drunk after being out with his friends and started arguing and so Carla could have seen him as being drunk and disorderly and if she did not take action then the argument could of escalated to the point where she could of sustained serious bodily harm however she would have to not only prove this to the jury but also she would have to prove that this was the only option she had during this scenario and had no other option at her disposal.
The second defence that Carla may be able to use to support her case is that she could plead insanity. Doing this would mean that she may be unfit to stand trial and could excuse them from criminal liability due to the fact that they were not of right of mind at the time. However, to prove this Carla would not only need medical proof of some sorts to prove that she is not of sound mind, or they would have to go through the test of insanity under M’Naghten rules. This comes from the court case R v M’Naghten (1843) in which the defendant was on trial for murder however it was found that even though he seemed of sound mind medical evidence showed that he was having delusions and so was not found guilty due to the fact of insanity and so it was stated that “ everyone is presumed sane, but this can be rebutted under evidence of such a defect of reason” This could also be the case for Carla and if she has medical evidence of the fact that she is under a defect of reason and that is why she came to the conclusion of stabbing Jamie then she could be found a non-guilty within the trial. 
If these defense do not work within the court setting then that would mean that Carla would be found guilty of Grevious Bodily Harm with intent under section 18 of the Offences Against The Person Act 1861 which means that Carla has a would be sentenced to life in prison.
Counclusion 
  In summary of the scenario and all that has been covered, I do believe that Carla is Laible of Grevious Bodily harm with intent under section 18 of the Offences Against The Person Act 1861 due to the fact that she not only did Jamie suffer a wound due to Carlas actions which shows that the actus reus is present but also because we could identify that their was malicious intent behind Carlas actions as she knowingly stabbed Jamie with the kitchen knife that she grabbed. However their are defences that Carla could use to defend her case which include the defence of duress under the circumstances however she would have to provide evidence that her only option was to stab Jamie and that their was no other option. And the second defence is the plead of insanity however she would again have to provide medical evidence that she was not of sound mind whilst in the scenario. 
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