[bookmark: _Int_BORTxjo4]In this document there will be an in-depth discussion of the potential criminal liability. There will be relevant case law discussed and links between the scenario and the relevant case law. In the discussion, there will be issues addressed such as the crimes committed, the offences and any possible defenses there may be in order to reduce any sentencing or potential charges. This document will evaluate the severity of Carla’s crime by considering the situation with factors such as emotion and intent. The main question which will be answered is what crimes and charges is Carla guilty of and what defenses is she liable for?

[bookmark: _Int_iAcZvpgu]This paragraph will be discussing the actus reus of Carla and whether her actions directly led to injury or harm. The actus reus in this case is clear when in the scenario Carla stabs Jamie in the chest with a kitchen knife. There are many things which make up the actus reus in a case. For example, voluntary action, causation and concurrence. The voluntary action in this case is when Carla grabs the kitchen knife and stabs Jamie in the chest. This is a voluntary act because she did not commit this by accident, meaning she intended to stab Jamie. Causation is the link between the act and whether it has caused harm or suffering. This occurs in this scenario when Carla stabs Jamie in the chest causing harm directly to Jamie. Causation is the link between the act of the crime and the mental state of the offender. In this scenario, Carla is in a state of anger having a heated argument with Jamie prior to the incident and may have influenced her actions. In this scenario, it is clear that what she did directly caused serious harm to Jamie. 
[bookmark: _Int_hWSoSk3b]This paragraph will be discussing the mens rea of Carla and whether she had the intent to commit any crime against Jamie. The mens rea in this case can be judged on many aspects of the situation. Intention, knowledge, recklessness and diminished responsibility all play tremendous factors when determining the mens rea in a case. Intention is clear in this scenario when Carla grabs a kitchen knife and purposefully stabs Jamie in the chest. Knowledge in this case is important since she would have known that stabbing Jamie in the chest would cause serious harm and may even cause death. Carla would have been aware of these consequences and still went through with the act of stabbing Jamie. Recklessness will be considered when determining the mens rea. This may have occurred due to there being a heated argument moments before, causing Carla to act out of anger. This could have acted towards changing the mind set of Carla and forcing her to act out of character. Carla may not have intended to harm or potentially kill Jamie, but she would have been aware that what she did could have led to far more serious endings. Diminished responsibility would be considered when determining the mens rea. If Carla had consumed any drugs or alcohol making her change her behavior, it could be argued that there was no intent behind what she did. It does not mention in this scenario that Carla was under the influence of any drugs or alcohol showing that there was intent behind her actions. From the assessment of the scenario when considering the mens rea it is apparent Carla had intent behind what she did and would have been aware of the potential consequences when she carried out the act of stabbing Jamie. 
[bookmark: _Int_XBIELfLp][bookmark: _Int_rzAEvqYT][bookmark: _Int_I9pYrhCB][bookmark: _Int_s0M9Ria0]In this paragraph a discussion will be made of the charges Carla could be found guilty of and if she meets the criteria. Firstly, to begin to look at the criminal charges Carla could face we would have to look at the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 (OAPA). In this case, there are many possible charges, the first being actual bodily harm (ABH). ABH according to the Crime Prosecution Service (CPS) is ‘when a person intentionally or recklessly assaults another, thereby causing Actual Bodily Harm’. Carla would be instantly guilty of section 47 (ABH) as she has intentionally assaulted another person in this case by assaulting Jamie. This charge, however, would instantly be upgraded to Grevious bodily harm (GBH). GBH according to the OAPA is ‘whoever shall unlawfully and maliciously wound or inflict harm upon any other person, either with or with a weapon or instrument, may be found guilty of a misdemeanor’. Ultimately the decision of GBH is down to the jury as it is indicated ‘that harm does not have to be either permeant or dangerous’ and the ‘assessment of the harm done is a matter of the jury’. A case where GBH is implied is in DPP v Smith (1960). Due to the scenario stating that Jamie suffered serious injury, it is not likely that Carla would be charged with assault or battery or even ABH and is highly likely she will be charged with GBH. Next, another possible charge in this scenario is attempted murder which falls under the criminal attempts act 1981. To be liable for a crime under the criminal attempts act according to the handbook for policing students the suspect must ‘have guilty intent’ and have the ‘intent to carry out a crime’. A case where attempted murder was shown is in R v Cambell (1991). As previously discussed, Carla had the intent to stab Jamie in the chest and due to the news she had just received it is very possible that she may have had the intention to kill Jamie. Also, it can be argued that because of where she stabbed Jamie it could be intent to kill because it was his chest, whereas she could have chosen to stab him in a less critical place and it may only be a charge for GBH. In this scenario, Carla will likely also be charged for attempted murder due to the intent and where she stabbed Jamie. In this scenario, Carla could be found guilty of GBH and attempted murder because of the critical wounding caused and the intent behind what she did. 

This paragraph will discuss any possible defenses Carla could use in this scenario. A defense Carla could use in this case from Parliament UK is an ‘abnormality of mind’. They state that ‘the other requires the existence of provocative acts or words and a consequent temporary loss of self-control in the heat of the moment’. In Carla’s case she could easily argue this defense because at the time of the incident there was an extremely heated argument between Carla and Jamie causing a lot of emotional stress. To add onto this defense, Jamie broke terrible news to Carla which would have detrimentally affected her causing an immediate loss of control resulting in her stabbing Jamie. This could also be related to diminished responsibility due to Carla temporarily losing control and acting out of the huge mix of emotions at that current time. In this scenario it is unclear whether Carla is under the influence of any drugs or alcohol as Jamie was. If this was the case and Carla was also under the influence of drugs or alcohol, then she could further claim diminished responsibility as she would have been in an out of body state and could not have realised what she was doing. Although Carla has received bad news and is under pressure from marital problems, there are little defenses for what she has done. Apart from acting out of her right mind at the time this is the only defense which may pass to reduce a sentence or to reduce a charge brought before her. 

[bookmark: _Int_GxTt9mdz][bookmark: _Int_MlJQZDYM]In conclusion, the actus reus for Carla in this scenario is that she clearly stabbed Jamie in the chest leaving him with a serious injury. Although influenced by other factors it does not take away from the criminal act which she has committed. The mens rea in this scenario is that she intended to stab Jamie. This is due to the fact that she acted out of reaction to the news that Jamie revealed to her. Regardless of the circumstances, she deliberately intended to stab Jamie. The charges Carla is most likely to face are GBH alongside attempted murder. This is because she has wounded and caused serious harm to Jamie in the act of stabbing him. She could face attempted murder because of the nature of the incident as she has intended to grab a kitchen knife and intended to cause potentially lethal harm to Jamie as she stabbed him in the chest. The only defense Carla could use is diminished responsibility as she could claim she wasn't acting in a stable state of mind. This is because of the circumstances at the time as they are facing marital problems, Jamie has returned home visibly intoxicated, they have engaged in a serious argument and Jamie has released devastating news amongst the argument. She could plea that these factors put together in such a short period caused her to act differently to how she normally would be due to the emotional stress and circumstances. Finally, Carla should be found guilty of GBH but not attempted murder because she acted out of her sane state of mind due to the information and circumstances at the time. 
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