[bookmark: _Int_fsAZxPAs]In the Question briefing provided the main offence that is being committed is Grevious Bodily Harm (G.B.H) but this is bordering on attempted murder which will be talked about later on in this essay, in the brief provided the victim is Jamie and the offender is Carla, they have been married for 15 years but this marriage has potentially been stressful for the couple, this is hinted to as they are described as having marital problems. The Actus reus of this scenario is when Carla is described picking up the kitchen knife and then the actual act of stabbing Jamie. The interesting part of this scenario is that Carla specifically picked up the kitchen knife. The Mens reus in this scenario is a bit harder to clearly pin point is the difference between this offence being G.B.H and attempted murder, to be able to prove that it was attempted murder the jury would have to decide if the wounds were harmful enough or if they were multiple different majorly harmful incidents, but the most clear Mens reus of this scenario is when Carla is described as becoming agitated before becoming ‘’ overwhelmed with anger’’ before carrying out the offence. 

[bookmark: _Int_faK3vIzH]The definition of G.B.H is as follows, ‘whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously wound or inflict any grievous bodily harm upon any other persons, either with or without any weapon or instrument, shall be guilty of misdemeanour, and being convicted there of shall be liable to imprisonment for not more than five years’ section 20, Allen. M (2011) p.g 386. It is important to note that further on in the book Allen . M defines the mens rea of G.B.H to be ‘’ intentional or reckless’ p.g 390. The legislation that G.B.H falls under is section 18 of the Offences against the Person Act 1861, Legislation.gov.uk, (2009). 

Firstly, when looking at any crime you must decide the extent to which the crime committed meets the Actus reus and Mens Reus of the crime, firstly when talking about mens reus there are different level of blame worthiness which can help detective or the police decide on the level of which the offender should be prosecuted, the highest level of blame worthiness is intention/ knowledge which is when the offender knows exactly what they are doing and also they know the consequences of their actions for example they might have direct intention in which the offender want to commit the crime and is doing so in sound mind, the lowest level of blame worthiness is strict liability in which the offender may not know that they are committing the crime but are still committing the crime an example of this is when a persons insurance runs out on their car without them noticing and then they are pulled over, this person is still committing the crime but are not committing the crime out of malice or intent.  The second highest level of blame worthiness is recklessness, recklessness is considered basic intent crimes, in British law there are two recklessness can be broken down into two different types, subjective and objective and example of subjective recklessness would be in the case of Cunningham (1957) and objective recklessness is described in the case of Caldwell (1982).  The third highest level of recklessness is Negligence which is when someone who has care over a person does not act accordingly or how a normal person would have acted in the same situation which when shortened down is when someone does not act the way a normal person would have to try and help a person who is under their own care. The Actus Reus is similar to Mens rea as it also has different parts which consists of Omissions and Causation, Omission is when a person either acts in an unlawful way or even a failure to act when the offender has a responsibility of care over that person, there are a couple of rules that actus reus follow when trying to decide the duty of care meaning that you won't be prosecuted if you have seen a complete stranger being stabbed and you have no duty of care over that person but if you were responsible for that person and you fail to act then you may be prosecuted, causation is described as a chain as it looks at the action that you actually committed directly caused harm, and example of this is if you did a particularity harsh tackle to a person on the football field causing minor injuries like a couple of cuts and then that person were to go on to die of natural causes you will not be prosecuted as the action you committed cannot be directly linked to the final outcome and cannot be decided as the action that caused the outcome. 

Some defences which may be viable to Carla and may be used by her is that she may claim that her actions may have been in Self Defence, As stated in C.P.S, (2022) Self Defence is when concerning the person falls under common law but prosecutors should look at the offences against the Person act, but when concerning property it then falls under the Criminal Damage Act 1971, self-defence allows the person to be exempt from prosecution if proven that they acted only in self-defence and only used force equivalent to the danger posed to them this is reinforced when it was said in Householders and the use of force against intruders (2018) that ‘’householders should only do what they honestly and instinctively think is necessary in the heat of the moment’’ C.P.S (2022) due to this Carla may plea that she feared for her life due to Jamie being described as being visibly intoxicated, but on the other hand Jamie is never described as making any threatening advances against her and also she was the one who had a weapon. Due to these facts Carla may not be able to use this defence and it has an extremely low applicability to this case. Another defence Carla may choose to rely on is the fact that it was an accident and that she doesn't mean to cause harm to Jamie, but this defence instantly crumbles due to Carla being vividly portrayed as going to get the kitchen knife which is important to note was in a different room and then attack Jamie causing serious injuries, the fact that the weapon used in the attack was in another room shows that Carla had plenty of time to think about what she was doing and that she specifically searched for the kitchen knife which she knew would cause serious injury and that she intended to cause crime to Jamie this may by a hard point to prove in this case because you must show that Carla intended to cause GBH and not just a wound as shown in the case of  R V Taylor (2009). Carla may claim that she did not intend to that much damage to Jamie which is similar to the case R V Savage (1991) where it was found now it important to determine whether the damage is intentional or reckless., the fact that she wished to cause harm to Jamie is shown when it is described that she stabbed him in the chest causing serious harm which show that a Lare amount of force was used to be able to cause that amount of harm which once again would not equit her of her crimes and in turn have a low applicability. Another defence Carla might try to rely on is the plea of Diminished responsibility, this plea is normally used in cases where the offender was under the influence of alcohol due to the effect this can have on a person's ability to make decisions but Carla is not described as being intoxicated so in this case Carla could try to argue that she was not in her right mind at the time due to stress which may have been building over 15 years of a troubled marriage as described in the scenario and that the confession made by Jamie during the argument caused her decision making to be clouded by blind rage which may have been what caused her to commit this crime N. Galappathie & K. Jethma. But unfortunately this is not a defence that can be relied on in court and it shows a lack of self control within Carla so this defence would also fall short of protecting her from being prosecuted for her actions, even if this plea was successful it would still not protect her fully and would cause her to only receive a lesser sentence or jail term. This lack of self control would actually work in the favour as Jamie as he could argue that Carla is an impulsive person which could stop any potential opposition from Carla.

In conclusion it seems that the defendant Carla is fully liable for her actions as rage is not a defence against Grevious Bodily Harm and that she should receive the full possible term in prison due to the crime she committed caused a serious danger to life and caused the victim Jamie to receive serious injuries, but on the other hand it seems that Carla did not intend on killing Jamie therefore this crime would not fall under attempted murder but is very close to becoming manslaughter but this is also missed due to the fact that Jamie is not described as dying. Based on the scenario the specific offence that Carla committed was Section 18 of the Offences against the persons act 1861, as Carla meets all off the requirements required for prosecution under this law so it recommended that Carla would plead guilty to Section 18.
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