[bookmark: _Int_pdoZubx0]The scenario gives background of what led up to the events and what could have caused the events to happen. Carla and Jamie had been married for years and had marital problems that Carla had been trying to fix. Jamie was a heavy drinker and played no part in trying to fix their marriage. When Jamie came home heavily intoxicated Carla had confronted him when he admitted he had had an affair. Consumed with rage, Carla grabbed a knife which led to the events within the scenario. The most obvious offence is Grevious bodily harm. Carla stabbing him with the knife caused serious injuries that could have led to Jamie being killed. The charge would be GBH because the injury goes through two layers of skin and causes blood to leave the body. Another crime that could be seen is Battery. Carla attacking Jamie with the knife was unlawful force towards Jamie. Under the Offences Against the Persons Act (1861) S.20 GBH is a serious offence. “Whoever shall maliciously and unlawfully wound or inflict any grievous bodily harm upon any other person, either with or without a weapon or instrument.”  This means any severe injury caused to a victim, with or without a weapon, is a triable offence. The other charge would be Battery. Either intention to cause harm to the victim or reckless harm is enough to charge a defendant with the crime. The amount of harm that comes to the victim from the defendant is what amounts to the Battery charge. If there is serious harm caused with intention, then there would be a more serious sentence for the defendant. The charge of attempted murder may be in the scenario as well. Carla stabbed Jamie in the chest, meaning that she could have been aiming towards his heart meaning to kill him. The difference between murder and attempted murder is that no one was killed. But there must be proof that there was intention to kill the victim. Depending on where in the chest he was stabbed could prove if the charge of attempted murder could be viable.
[bookmark: _Int_wFveIjtS][bookmark: _Int_epYW8lYJ]For the GBH charge, both the actus reus and mens rea are met in the scenario. The definition of actus rea is that the prosecution must prove that the defendant either inflicted GBH or wounded the victim. In the scenario we see that Carla inflicted GBH by stabbing Jamie causing serious injury. In the Offences Against the Persons Act (1861) the key word is ‘malicious.’ Meaning that the defendant must want to cause the victim harm. In the situation that Carla was in, her grabbing the knife and stabbing Jamie with it in the chest shows that she intended to cause harm or serious injury to him. In the case of R V Brown and Stratton (1998) the definition of “really serious” harm came into question. In this case two defendants attacked ones farther because they found her gender reassignment embarrassing. They cause injury to the person but the definition of ‘serious’ harm and that the defendants pleaded guilty to ‘actual’ bodily harm to get a lesser sentence. The court overturned the Judges direction and considered the amount of harm that was caused to the victim rather than just how the judge's definition of ‘serious harm.’ The court then charged the two men with the greater charge of GBH. 
The second charge could be Battery. Carla attacked Jamie with the knife even though he was unarmed, meaning that there was unlawful force. The definition of battery is the unlawful use of force on a person either intentionally or recklessly. So, if harm were caused to a person by the suspect intentionally or not, they could be charged with Battery. The mens rea for this charge would be if the injury were intentional or reckless. An example would be the case of Haystead V DPP. The defendant had punched a woman twice in the face whilst she was holding her child. The child fell from the woman's arms and fell to the ground hitting its head. The defendant was charged with Battery and Assault against the child even though he never physically touched the child. Under S39 of the Criminal Justice Act (1988) an assault is an act by a person that causes harm intentionally or recklessly causes another to suffer or apprehend unlawful violence. The court decided that the harm that the child suffered whilst not being directly inflected upon it was enough to charge the defendant with the Battery. In the scenario, the battery would be Carla attacking and stabbing Jamie when he was unarmed and had nothing to defend himself from the use of unlawful force. 
Finally, attempted murder could be added to the list of charges. There is no official definition of attempted murder. But the courts can go based off the definition of murder. “The unlawful premeditated killing of one human being by another.” The key word in this sentence being ‘killing.’ In the charge of attempted murder, the killing of a person would not have been successful, leaving them alive. The charge could be less serious if the killing or the attempted killing of a person was not premeditated and was spontaneously because premeditated means that they planned the killing beforehand. But if they did not plan it, then they could get a lesser charge. 
In the scenario, Carla attacks and injures Jamie with the knife in the chest. But there are some defenses that she may be able to rely on. Defect of reason could be a viable defense here. This is the inability to think rationally rather than having difficulties due to medical or mental health issues. In the scenario Carla is in a bad state of mind at the time of the attack because of the events that led up to it. In the scenario, the couple had marital issues. Along with Jamie’s drinking problems and the admission of the affair. All the pressure of trying to fix their relationship and trying to accept that her husband had an affair and drinking issues would have altered her state of mind at the time of the argument between the couple. This would be the qualifying trigger. Carla was provoked by Jamie with his admission of his affair with a co-worker. The objective test would be the next element needed to ensure the defendant was acting rationally at the time. The test is to see if anyone of the same age and sex of the defendant would act the same in that type of scenario. The test is based off a similar person's self-restrain and tolerance at the time. If in that situation how would a person that is like the defendant would have reacted the same way or would they have done something else. Finally, if the victim would have reacted in the same way that the defendant did if they were in that situation. If so, the defense would be stronger than if the victim had reacted differently. 
Duress of circumstance may also be a defense here. Considering the state of mind of both Carla and Jamie at the time of the crime, the duress that Carla had be in may give her a form of defense. She was fueled by anger and sadness, many women in that situation would feel the same emotions that she was. Because Jamie was a heavy drinker, she could claim that she was feeling unsafe around him and say that because of the information about the affair and the poor state of their relationship and how he reacted to her wanting to try and make it better that she felt unsafe, and her state of mind was altered due to how she was feeling. So, because of this Carla could claim that because of the stress and the high emotion of the situation, her state of mind was altered, and she did not have full control over herself. 
In the case of the liability against Carla, the defense and prosecution have multiple points that they can use. For the points that prove that she would be liable she could be seen as criminally liable. Since she caused an injury to the chest, she purposely aimed for his chest and wanted to harm him. She used unlawful force for the situation. Whilst other women would have hit them with their hands, she chose to grab a knife and stab him. She could have easily not grabbed the knife and just walked away from him, not causing him any harm. The prosecution could also argue that she attempted to murder him because of where she stabbed him and the reason as to why she stabbed him. She did not like that he was seeing someone else and acted upon her emotions.
There are also some defenses. The duress of circumstances can show that because of her situation, she was not in the right state of mind. Defect of reason would also be another defense as she was not able to think clearly at the time due to her emotions and how she felt about Jamie.
In conclusion, it shows that Carla can be held criminally liable if she is found guilty in court. She has a few defenses, but they may not hold up to the evidence that the prosecution would have to find her criminally liable.
