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Carla and Jamie have been a married couple for 15 years as they had marital problems leading to distress between them. Where Carla used to become quite agitated Jamie's disproportionate drinking issue and disrespect for their married life led to extreme argument. Where Jamie admits to having a temporary affair with a co-worker. Carla in anger went to the kitchen and took a kitchen knife. Hence stabbing Jamie in the chest, instigating grave injuries to him. Based on these circumstances’ possible criminal liability of Carla has been discussed while providing applicable defence for her.
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Carl and Jamie, who have been married for 15 years, their marital life was not going well, leading to marital issues. Due to this, Carla used to become increasingly agitated, and Jamie's excessive drinking problem and disregard for their marital relationship led to an intense dispute. Where Jamie confesses to having had a short-term affair with a colleague. Carla in anger went to the kitchen takes a kitchen knife. Stabbing Jamie in the chest, causing serious injuries to him. Here the main question lies in what will be the potential criminal, liability of Carla.
Elements of crime
As per English law, an act can only be reflected as a crime criminal act if two essentials exist: actus reus and mens rea. Furthermore, the perpetrator or suspect needs to show behaviour or a physically disruptive mental state.
Actus Reus
It might be perceived as the usage of illegal and irrational force to obligate an act. Lapse or miscarriage of an act adequate for this provision. Carla's stabbing Jamie in the chest causing serious injuries to him leads to the fulfilment of this element (Ashworth, 2023).
Mans Rea
Mans rea denotes mental capacity intention, awareness, irresponsibility, or carelessness while doing a crime. Mans rea is the intention to do harm or injury. Ascertaining the presence of men’s rea is critical in forming criminal accountability. The presence of mens rea in the given scenario cannot be estimated (Child and Hunt, 2022).
Intention
“Intention” is a component of several criminal felonies, but it does not have a stable connotation. There is no struggle in circumstances where the offender wishes or needs to carry the result of his actions; in such event, the offender openly anticipates that result, and in what way its consequences occur. In direct intention where the defendant proposes that his actions lead to illegal consequences. Indirect intention where the illegal consequence must be virtually assured as an outcome of Defendant's acts and Defendant must escalate that this was the circumstances.
Offences against the Person Act 1861
It has been stated in Section 20 of Offences against the Person Act 1861 Individual who illegally and viciously wounds or imposes any grievous bodily harm upon other individuals, with or without any arms or tool, will be guilty of a felony and accountable, on sentence of prosecution. Based on the given circumstances Carla Stabbing Jamie in the chest, causing serious injuries to him leads to the development of grievous bodily harm making her accountable for criminal liability (legislation.gov.uk 2024). But as per Section 18 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 that describes the felony of grievous bodily harm using intent. This accounts for diverse, more grave crimes than grievous bodily harm. The court of law will contemplate two queries grievous bodily harm was instigated to the sufferer, intention to do grievous bodily harm to the sufferer (legislation.gov.uk 2024). Looking at the circumstances grievous bodily harm was caused to the victim but the intention of causing grievous bodily harm is still in question.
In the case of R v Nedrick [1986the plaintiff, who had a bitterness against a woman discharged paraffin over her letter box to panic her. This instigated a fire and caused the death of a child. Lord Lane stated that test whether the defendant anticipated that demise or grave bodily harm while excepting all unexpected conditions be “virtually assured”. It stated that if this was the case, or evidence let the bench conclude intention. The defendant's murder sentence was relieved with a sentence for manslaughter, specified that the consequence was not virtually assured. As per the given circumstances, Carla's actions were done in the heat of the moment and she was not able to virtually ensure the consequence of her act (vlex.co.uk, 2024).
The case of R v Woollin [1999] AC 82 Is a similar case that matches with the given circumstances. In this case, Defendant lost his rage and tossed his baby 5 feet across his room, instigating the baby with a fractured cranium that led to his death. It was not the Defendant's aim to murder or instigate grave bodily injury. The Court of Appeal said that the test for the indirect intention was the anticipation of a considerable risk of demise or grave injury. If this could be recognized, the intention might be concluded. The House of Lords overrode the Court of Appeal and suppressed the Defendant's verdict for murder since the Court of Appeal examination unsatisfactorily extended the mens rea so far as to comprise recklessness (Cronin, 2021). 
Applicable Defence
Diminished Responsibility as a Defence
The defence of diminished responsibility delivers that an individual condemned of homicide having some mental sickness is adequate to decrease the ethical liability of the actions and if the defence is positive, the condemned individual can decrease his liability from murder to manslaughter (Johnston and Leahey, 2022). In the case of R V R [2010] EWCA CRIM 194 the offender executed his cousin since his wife was involved in an affair with the defendant's cousin. At his murder trial, the defendant depended on the argument of diminished responsibility. He was sentenced to murder. The defendant was enticed on the basis that the bench had not defined “considerable” inside the scope of diminished responsibility (Bennett and Reilly, 2020). In the case of R v Byrne [1960] 2 QB 396, the Appeal Court gave its connotation as a mental state of an individual dissimilar from that of a normal human where a sensible man would term it unusual or strange. The examination of the existence of an irregularity of mental state during the period of homicide is a subject of the Bench (vlex.co.uk, 2024). The Homicide Act of 1957 also identifies diminished responsibility, however to a lesser amount of effect. The act states that an individual who kills another will not be liable for murder “if he was endured from deformity of mind as considerably reduced his mental accountability for his actions or lapses in responsibility for the killing.” The main consequence of this legislation is to diminish the felony of murder to manslaughter (legislation.gov.uk 2024). If Carla can prove she was not in her right state of mind while doing the act she can diminish her criminal liability as referred in the case of R v Nedrick [1986] 83 Cr.App.R 267  (vlex.co.uk, 2021).
Self-defence
The law states that if you are confronted or attacked, you might use the force that is sensibly essential to protect your body. Reasonable force to protect other individuals or possessions (Ruben, 2020). In the case of R v Owino [1995] Crim LR 743, the Court of Appeal decisively denied the verdict of R v Scarlett [1994] Crim LR 288 interpreting it as authorizing a particular test in investigating whether the force used in self-defence is rationally proportional or not. If Carla can prove she had reasonable harm to her life as Jamie was drunk that led to an intense dispute between them leading to her use of self-defence.
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Conclusion
Carla in anger stabbing Jamie leading to his injuries makes Carla accountable under Sections 18 and 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. While talking about actus rea and mens rea the presence of actus rea is there as Carla's stabbing Jamie in the chest causing serious injuries to him leads to the fulfilment of this element. Regarding Men's rea and intention, Carla's direct intention cannot be achieved while her indirect intention can be achieved. As per the case of R v Nedrick (1986) 83 Cr.App.R 267 Carla’s actions were done in the heat of the moment and she was not able to virtually assure the consequence of her act. Regarding the defence available she can take the defence of Diminished Responsibility. Use of self-defence. The factual rule is that an individual might practice such force of self-defence accurately rational in the situations as he considers them necessary to be used. If Carla can prove she had reasonable harm to her life as Jamie was drunk that led to an intense dispute between them leading to her use of self-defence.
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