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Defence of insanity
Defence of insanity is an internal factor that can leads to a defect of reason, which means that the defendant does not know the circumstances of his act is wrong and does not know the extent of his act. Some of the internal factors could be things such as mental disorders, diabetes, sleep walking or even change in physical state such as epilepsy. 
To have a successful plea of insanity the defendant must prove that at the time of the crime that was taken place the defendant must have been in a difficult state and having a disease of the mind which means a disease that affects proper functioning of the mind and prove that he/she did not understand the nature and quality of the act, this is proven with the M’Naghten Rules (Law Commission, 2013). If an individual has a mental illness or an internal factor that causes disruptions of the mind and how it functions properly, either written or oral evidence would have to be confirmed to prove the defendant has a mental disorder, evidence will need to come from at least two medical practitioners (CPS, 2019). 
When the individual is proven that the act was committed when the was insane and had no control over their actions, a special verdict will be put in place with evidence to show that the defendant is the accused is not guilty by reason of insanity, if the individual has evidence that proves they are not responsible for their actions due to insanity they shall not be charged (Trial of Lunatics Act 1883). The court will consider of what is put on trial for a hospital order, a supervision order or an order for his in absolute discharge (Criminal Procedure (Insanity) Act 1964). 
Insanity and automatism are different defences, insanity has internal factors and is affected by mental health illness and automatism is affected by external factors such as alcohol consumption, insulin injection or concussions but both defences need to be proven by the defendant lacking complete control of his actions which makes the defences similar in a slight way. Automatism defence is often used in driving cases, sleep walking cases and cases that are used for lack of insulin with diabetes, but is the individual is driving has is exhausted and causes an accident the defence would be invalid due to the individual being responsible for their condition. Defence of insanity is where the individual has no control over their condition due to their mental illness, but as for defence of automatism the individuals do have some control but is inflicted by other things and the defence must be proven that it was not involuntary (GOV.UK, 2011). If the defendant pleads insanity, then the burden of proof lies on the defence, the defendant must prove all the aspects of the defence on the balance of probabilities. When the defendant is on the burden of proof and raises an issue, the burden of proof will become reversed in a normal situation and the prosecution needs to confirm the certainty with reasonable doubt, the issue if the burden of proof was reversed for defence of insanity is that anyone could claim towards the defence without proving they have internal factors such as mental health, without proof it would be an issue. Automatism and insanity can overlap with they are differences and can be complications between them both deciding on which defence is fitted for the defendant.  A case that involved an individual had no control over his actions due to having a hyperglycaemic episode from diabetes and the defendant was apprehended while driving a stolen car and collapsed at the police station showing signs of the episode because of his diabetes, the case was R v Hennessy. The defendant was trialled and was assessed that his defence was defence against insanity due to his underlying health condition (R v Hennessy 1989). 
The defence of insanity needs a reform for different reasons, one of the reasons is that the word “insane” is outdated and to call an individual with a mental illness insane is wrong considering those mental illnesses are also under the section for disabilities, individuals with epilepsy and even individuals with learning difficulties. The word insane is offensive and disrespectful to those with disabilities and illnesses. Another reason is that the law now lacks psychiatric understanding, and the defence is wasted, and qualified medical practitioners do not complete the appropriate legal test. The defence of insanity is unclear on whether some cases or available for the defence due to the defence being outmoded and antiquated (Law Commission 2013). The M’Naghten Rule is the rule that is used for defence of insanity to prove that the individual suffers with a mental illness, one of the criticisms that has been stated is that the M’Naghten Rule is only focussed on cognition and not volition, the test limits on the expert giving his opinion indication (Ward, 1962). The phrase ‘disease of the mind’ is offensive towards those with mental health illnesses, the phrase is not professional and sounds corrupt towards those who are mentally ill. The phrases need a reform due to them being impolite and insulting.
The Homicide Act 1957 needs a reform as the Act has not be updated or changed since it was first issued in 1957, the Act states that if an individual suffers from a condition that affects their mind abnormally shall not be convicted of murder, during the charge of murder the defence needs to be proven so the individual is not convicted of murder (Homicide Act 1957). In the Law Commission Draft Criminal Code, they use the correct wording to define someone with a mental health illness such as mental disorder, severe mental illness and severe mental handicap, they also state that those terms are the more reasonable and up to date phrases for the term’s insanity and disease of the mind, this shows that there is some form of a reform introduced within that area (Law Commission, 1989).
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Criminal Liability
Ali assaulted Lee by punching him just after Lee told Ali to leave the bar due to fighting, when Ali punched Lee, he fell to the floor with such a force which led Lee to be knocked unconscious, Lee went to hospital and died later that night. One of Ali’s criminal offences is battery, battery is aggression towards an individual and physically touching them. Actus Reus is the act that has been performed (guilty act) and the Mens Rea is if the mind made the act intentional (guilty mind). The Actus Reus of battery is force, and Ali met the Actus Reus requirements by forcefully punching Lee and the Mens Rea requirements were met because the fact that Ali intentionally punched Lee to cause harm and was reckless. The Actus Reus of battery must show that the defendant committed battery and the battery must cause actual physical harm. The Mens Rea must prove that the act was intentional, and Ali did intentionally hurt Lee, and that is called direct intention. Ali is the causation for harming Lee because Ali intentionally punched him to cause harm. The Criminal Justice Act 1988 section 39 stated common assault or battery will lead to imprisonment (Criminal Justice Act 1988). After Lee went to the hospital, he died that night, Ali intentionally did an unlawful and dangerous act which led to death, this means Ali committed an offence called unlawful act manslaughter due to Lee becoming deceased after Ali physically approach Lee. Ali is the causation for the death of Lee due to Ali forcefully punching Lee and him being knocked unconscious to the ground that caused Lee physical harm. Manslaughter is death that results by no intention, Ali did not directly intend to kill Lee, but the results of his dangerous actions caused death. The Actus Reus for unlawful act manslaughter is involving the danger of harm to an individual which was the punch and the Mens rea is that Lee died but it was not intentional from Ali but still led to death. In the case named R v Church a man was convicted for manslaughter in 1965 for assaulting a female and causing serious injuries to her, the defendant knocked the female unconscious and panicked then threw her into the river (R v Church 1965). The R v Church case is similar due to both assaulting an individual and both led to death without direct intention, they both intended to physically harm the individuals but they both did not directly intent to kill them. Another case that relates to Ali’s situation is R v Woollin, a man retaliated just like Ali did and physically caused harm to his son and the injuries were serious enough to cause death, Ali’s situation is similar due to causing physical harm to Lee that led to death.
The next day Ali approached Colin and asked him questions about what Colin may have said to the police about the incident with Lee, as Colin went to walk away Ali grabbed Colin by the arm and Colin suddenly felt an awful pain in his stomach, Ali had stabbed Colin and Colin died within minutes. The criminal offence Ali committed is murder, murder is an intent to kill or cause grievous bodily harm, the Actus Reus to murder is unlawful killing of a human being and the Actus Reus for Ali is that he stabbed Colin causing him to die and that is unlawful killing of a human being. The Mens Rea to murder is the intention to kill an individual and Ali intended to stab Colin to cause him to die, Ali directly intended to murder Colin as soon as he approached him. Killing means causing death and in this case Ali is the causation for Colins death because he directly intended to kill, Ali’s purpose was to kill Colin and he got the result he wanted. A case that involves intention to murder is the R v White case, the defendant added poison to his mother’s drink and died later that night in her sleep, but the victim died of a heart attack which led to the defendant to have a sentence of attempt of murder because there were no signs of death from the poison even though the defendant intended to kill the victim (R v White 1910).
In total Ali committed three offences, battery, unlawful act manslaughter and murder, all three offences are very serious and will all cause Ali to be sentence to imprisonment.
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