
[bookmark: _Int_zR5mbhQk][bookmark: _Int_Satqb8aX]The analysis of the scenario states that based on Scarlett’s actions and offences that were committed, the outcome concerns the death of Leo, and Daisy to be hospitalised. Daisy being four months pregnant automatically puts her in a vulnerable state as an outstanding number of pregnant women and new mothers are classed as vulnerable (Barlow, 2015). It did state that Scarlett was walking past staring into space and talking to herself, and when she abruptly turned around and started shouting at Daisy, she mentioned that the voices in her head were saying Daisy was talking about her. This can be a case of schizophrenia since the NHS (2023) mentions that signs of schizophrenia are hallucinations, and the most common hallucination would be knowns as hearing voices. Schizophrenia is a well-known psychiatric condition that only affects one percent of people in their lives which is also known to be abnormal behaviour (Cooper, 2002). The outcome of the scenario demonstrates the offences that took place. The first offence Scarlett has committed was battery and this is towards Daisy. This is because it was known that Scarlett threw Daisy to the ground and continued to kick her as she was still on the ground. Cornell Law School (2022) spoken up and says that the definition of battery is when an individual intentionally cause harm or an offensive contact towards another person. This is why it was considered as battery and not assault is because assault occurs when an individual has intentionally or recklessly caused someone to fear if any force is going to be inflicted at them whereas battery is committed if there has been unlawful contact, this includes intentional, or recklessness contact force to another individual (Reid, no date) and in Scarlett’s case, she did intentionally cause harm to Daisy, even by claiming that the voices in her head told her Daisy was going to hit her first. The outcome of this act has then led to section 47 assault, actual bodily harm as it was recalled that Scarlett had continued to kick Daisy while she was on the ground which will cause harm to Daisy, that is until when Daisy was taken to the hospital, it was reported that she has sustained a broken rib and had many bruises on her right side. A key case that was brought to attention was the R v Brown (1993) case. The facts and information of this case is that there were a group of men that took part and was engaged in a consensual sadomasochistic sexual act and have been convicted of actual bodily harm, unlawful wounding, and assault. The outcome of this case involves the men appealing the conviction speaking up and stating that it was carried out privately and that the victim did consent, but it still resulted with the House of Lords dismissing the appeal. This offence has now led to section 20 of grievous bodily harm as Scarlet has broken Daisy’s rib. So, the conviction of actual bodily harm would have been overturned. Gray and Co Solicitors (2011) has confirmed that the actus reus of section 20 of grievous bodily harm is the unlawful wounding and the serious bodily harm under the offences against the person act 1861. A case following section 20 of grievous bodily harm is the Francis V Director of public prosecutions [2024] where the claimant was injured because of a serving police officer who was charged with section 20 of grievous bodily harm and section 1A of dangerous driving because of the injuries of the claimant. The second offence that was committed by Scarlett which was the outcome for Leo is involuntary manslaughter. The meaning of involuntary manslaughter was answered by (Child and Ormerod, 2023) confirming that involuntary manslaughter is due to the defendant not satisfying the mens rea of murder in which case cannot be convicted with the charge of murder. The reasoning the act was considered as involuntary manslaughter is because even though Scarlett was acting recklessly and punched Leo, she did not intentionally kill him, it was stated that he fell after she punched him where then he hit his head on the kerb which caused his death, so as Scarlett did not intentionally kill him she still recklessly acted and caused him to fall which leads to the case of involuntary manslaughter. Based on the offences and actions committed, Scarlett’s defences are extremely limited. As she did not commit the offence of murder, based on her actions there was no intention to kill Leo so the actus reus may have been present but the mens rea was not intact and for an offence like murder, the actus reus and mens rea both need to occur at the time of the offence was committed, (The Lawyers & Jurists, no date) agrees on this statement by claiming that in order to prosecute an individual for the offence of murder, both the mens rea and the actus reus must be proven. DPP Law (2017) simplifies both and has given a description of mens rea needing to have the intention to kill, whereas the actus reus is the decision made that was a wrongful act. So, because the offence Scarlett committed was not murder, she will not be able to use the defences of loss of control or diminished responsibility because these defences are only the defence of murder. Since the offence that was committed was involuntary manslaughter, this leads down to one defence that Scarlett can use. Scarlett can use the defence of Insanity based on her personal actions, for example she was hearing voices in her head, and not only that, but the voices was telling her that another person, Daisy in this case, was going to hit her, this is a sign of insanity. ConciseMedico (2023) describes the insanity defence as a legal defence that is used by the defendant to be found not guilty of a crime that was committed if they can prove their insanity at the time the offence was committed. To prove Insanity, although it is necessary to have medical evidence on insanity, in some cases, insanity may need to be legally proven (McAuley, 1993). The rule that had took its place in the defence of insanity is the M’Naghten rule and (Cornell law school, 2020) has defined that this rule was the first legal test for criminal insanity. This test was originated in 1843 during a case known as the M’Naghten case. In this case M’Naghten had shot an individual believing that he was the British prime minister, and he was charged with murder. The defence counsel introduced an expert and had many witnesses who have testified for the defendants who had obsessive delusions and that he did indeed suffer from acute insanity. Because of this, the Judge had given the jury an instruction that regards his lack of understanding upon the commission of the act that is in question. The jury then have reached a decision and verdict, that the defendant was found not guilty by reasoning of insanity. This case was held in the House of Lords and regarding this rial and case, the house of Lords had a meeting where 15 judges attended and determined the standards for the defence of insanity (CaseBriefs, no date). The M’Naghten rule has 4 rules, the first rule is that a person who labours under partial delusions only and is not in any other way insane and have acted upon those insane delusions. The second rule is that everyone is presumed sane and possess a degree of reason to be responsible for the crime that they committed, until proven insanity. The third rule is to establish any defence on ground of insanity it must have a clear path to be proven that at the time the offence was committed the individual was labouring under a defect of reason. The last rule is similar to the first rule, except the individual is considered in the same situation as to responsibility as if the facts of which the delusions exist were real. (McAuley, 1993). Another key case that involves insanity would be the A-G for Northern Ireland v Gallagher case. This cases outcome was in the court of criminal appeal, which was located in Northen Ireland, and in this court of appeal it allows the accused’s appeal against their conviction for murder and that the jury should have been directed so they could apply the test of insanity the time of the act, in this case the act was homicide. The House of Lords accepted and allowed the Crown court’s appeal due to claims that there had not been any misdirection. It was said that there should have been consideration to whether the defendant’s mental disease, and violent outburst were produced due to the absence of knowledge of the nature and quality. So, in conclusion, based on Scarletts actions and the offences that were committed, the act Scarlett will be charged for in unvoluntary manslaughter and the defence she could use would be the defence of Insanity. 
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