



In this essay I will be discussing Carla’s potential criminal liability after the events that took place with Jamie. It is clear to see that the offence which has been committed is grievous bodily harm (GBH) which comes under S.20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 (Geary, R. 2002). It could be argued that S.18 grievous bodily harm with intent is also applicable as Carla intended to stab Jamie when she “grabs a kitchen knife, then stabs him in the chest.” We know that Jamie sustained “serious injuries” therefore Carla could be liable to life imprisonment. In the case of R v Bollom the defendant was convicted of GBH for injuries he inflicted on his partner's 17-month-old daughter.

GBH is a term used to describe the severest forms of battery. It can refer to S.18 and S.20 of the Offences Against the Person Act. S.20 is the less severe of the two and holds a maximum prison sentence of 5 years. It is an either way offence which means it can be held in the Magistrates or Crown Court. Any injury that comes under this offence must be serious enough to have ‘broken all layers of the skin’ as stated in the case of JJC v Eisenhower. Actus reus refers to guilty act and is the action that constitutes to the element of a crime. In this case it would be inflicting serious wounding or GBH (BSB Solicitors 2020). However, Men's Rea is the mental state of a defendant who is accused of committing a crime. For it to be satisfied here it is the intention or subjective recklessness to do some harm as can be seen in the case of R v Savage whereby she had deliberately thrown the beer and recklessly but foreseeably allowed the glass to slip causing serious injuries to the victim (Herring, J. 2022).

[bookmark: _Int_uiCpkCK5]In my opinion, defendant Carla has met both of these requirements mens rea and actus reus. The fact that Carla stabbed her partner Jamie in the chest intentionally indicates that her acts undoubtedly caused "serious harm." Carla had been becoming "increasingly agitated" due to Jamie's drinking issues and recent affair with Emma a few months earlier. Jamie and Carla, as we know her, had been married for fifteen years, but Jamie had recently been experiencing marital issues. During a heated fight, Jamie confesses to having an incidental affair with his co-worker. This pushes Carla over the edge to the point where she physically stabs her spouse in the chest with a kitchen knife. This demonstrates Carla's actus reus for the offence that led to her stabbing Jamie. According to StudySmarter 2023 

[bookmark: _Int_6rsiEziP]Given her mental condition at the time of the occurrence drove her to intentionally stab Jamie, the defendant Carlas also satisfies the mens rea requirement for the charge (LawTeacher 2018). Carla's boyfriend confessing to having an affair with his coworker and all of the issues she was facing in her relationship were what made her feel so overwhelmed with grief and rage. With the intent to hurt Jamie, she walked to the kitchen to get a knife. As a result, Carla, the defendant, had more mental decline. In R v. Ireland and Burstow, the defendant was found guilty on three counts of harassing women by repeatedly making silent phone calls to them, demonstrating that GBH might also be fulfilled by psychological and biological injury. Carla was enraged by Jamie's previous choices and affair, which is why she purposefully and illegally caused GBH to Jamie.
[bookmark: _Int_qzsPMlDB]For attempting murder, Carla may also be held accountable. We are informed that S.1 of the Criminal Attempts Act 1981 makes attempted murder a crime. of making a murderous effort. This is due to Carla's intense rage against Jamie for what he did to her; as a result, she stabbed him in the chest, which contains the heart and lungs—two vitally important bodily organs—possibly with the aim of killing him. We do not have enough information from defendant Carla in this case to conclude or know for sure that her intention that evening was to kill Jamie. Given their 15 years of marriage, Carla must still harbour some romantic feelings for Jamie, which accounts for the intensity of her internal rage at his acts. Should she be intending to commit murder, her desire to kill Jamie with a knife would constitute mens rea, as opposed to intending to cause him substantial damage with a knife. GBH shall be understood in its usual and natural sense, which is extremely substantial injury, according to DPP v. Smith. A life sentence would be the maximum punishment for both offences. But they also say that the offence range for serious physical injury Is merely 2 to 16 years detention or attempted murder (Omerod, D. C. 2021). Custody lasts for three to forty years.

[bookmark: _Int_cydSgkiT][bookmark: _Int_WN1y5JFa]The only thing Carla might possibly argue in this case is how Jamie's disregard of their relationship harmed them both. His affair and heavy drinking would irritate Carla, making her depressed and anxious, which in turn damaged her mental health. But a rational person would not stab someone for doing these things, and based on the facts given, Carla is not mad or suffering from any physical or mental conditions that might influence her behaviour or thoughts. Carla's mental ability would be compromised by her infirmities, making it impossible for her to comprehend the effects of their actions or motions. Jamie's actions led Carla into the stabbing. However, it cannot be used as a defence to support Carla because there was a period of time prior to the provocation and offence. Therefore, Carla is liable for causing GBH under S.18 of the OAPA 1861. She is criminally liable for wounding with intent as a weapon was used and premeditation is present. S.47 ABH would not be suitable for this offence as the offence Carla has committed is much more serious. Carla had the intension of stabbing Jamie when she picked up the knife, she was of sound mind at the time and consciously made the decision so she should now face the consequences of her actions.
[bookmark: _Int_d8zElTzZ][bookmark: _Int_FFjfMxBW][bookmark: _Int_PvlUHp5v][bookmark: _Int_JpFeXUDy]In summary, Carla owes Jamie GBH. When she picked up the kitchen knife, she meant to really hurt Jamie, even if their recent marital issues and their extramarital affair just appeared to fuel her resentment of him. Similar to R v. Dica, this case involved the intentional injuring of another person, but it also involved the HIV virus spreading to other people. She cannot argue that her punishment should be less severe or that her responsibility has decreased. Jaime had provoked her. She had time to think about the repercussions of erections, but because of the interval between the provocation and the stabbing, it is invalid. There was nothing, like drink or narcotics, that might impair her mental state. This demonstrates her mental clarity even though she still stabbed Jamie. We know that Jamie was intoxicated during this incident, but he did not do anything that was legally wrong unlike Carla. Some would argue that because of what Jamie did to Carla her actions would suffice however in the eyes of the law that behaviour is unacceptable, and we should not allow things like this to happen. In the UK we believe in justice not an eye for an eye, if this were true people would just go out trying to get their revenge on everyone and the world would be in anomie.  There is insufficient evidence to conclude that she attempted murder, even though it is obvious that she intended to cause him significant injury and she is not labelled as mad. In this instance, we may presume that Carla will receive this punishment. Hertfordshire Constabulary 2022, has the same actus reus in which O. Dean Boothe used a knife to pierce a man's chest was accused of causing great physical injury, which led to Carla being held accountable for the same offence. Carla would have needed to be declared mad at the time of her crime in order to have any defence and to be given a hospital order. For Carla to have been deemed mad during the stabbing, they would have needed to be suffering from a mental illness in order for them to be unaware that they were doing something illegal.
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