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Jamie V Carla
Carla did not have any intention of stabbing Jamie but from the moment she heard that Jamie openly admitted to cheating on her by seeing other women, Carla lost all control of herself and acted purely on impulse which she then acquires a sharp kitchen knife and plunges it into Jamies chest causing severe internal damage as well as bleeding and since Carla broke through the 2 layers of skin she can be charged with attempted murder and grievous bodily harm. Also, it is important to note that Carla and Jamie had been together for 15 years and Carla says in the text that she had been dealing with some marriage issues and the fact she does not like Jamie’s addiction to drinking alcohol. Also, because of Jamie’s drinking problem he was not fully in control of himself, to clarify he knew what would happen if he drank but he did it anyway so he could not use that as a defense in court. 
In Carla’s defense it seems that she was not the most mentally stable person and she had most likely been dealing with stressful situations and it made her anger rise and put her on edge also, It seems like she skipped men's rea and went straight into actus reus because before she had time to think about the words Jamie had said she was already going into the kitchen looking for a weapon. Also, she could use her mental health as a defense since she seems like she needs help but at the same time the attack was provoked by Jamie because he said that he had been cheating which created this need to get even and so that’s why Carla acted the way that she did.
In a court setting Jamie’s could not use intoxication as a defense because he knew what would happen if he drank and he did so anyway so here, Jamie is responsible for being intoxicated but he could say that Carla went against the Offenses Against the Person Act (1861)
Carla could only use mental health and insanity as a defense if she could prove it medically also, the mental health or insanity did not have to be long term, she can say that she was traumatized by that night and now she has gone insane since then and it's in her best interest to do this because it can deprive her of legal responsibility Insanity act (1964). Also, Carla could mention that she did not really have control since she acted on impulse and years of built-up rage against Jamie and could use automatism because Carla was doing something without having the chance to think or negotiate first.
As mentioned since Jamie drank voluntary, he could not use intoxication as a defense Dpp v Mojewski (1976) but since Carla intended to hurt Jamie and had the knowledge on how to acquire a sharp weapon Jamie could say that she has the highest level of blame worthy ness because of this act. Also, Jamie was not aware of the words that had been coming out of his mouth and when he provoked Carla into stabbing him, he did nothing to stop it since his reaction time had been dulled by the effects of drinking early that day.
Using IDEAL to take a more detailed and in depth look at the case starting with Identify so, after checking the case and reading it through it is apparent that Jamie and Carla have some serious issues regarding their relationship status and health problems which has been going on for quite some time now. So, the Definition of the act they caused are Offenses Against the persons Act (1964) and going onto Explaining how that came to be is back when Jamie said he was seeing another girl by the name of Emma for a few months now which caused Carla to go ballistic and then Carla stabbed Jamie with a sharp knife through the skin causing Grievous Bodily Harm to Jamie and it could of killed Jamie if it had been pushed through a different point on the chest causing the knife to hit a vital spot but luckily Jamie had survived but he would need to rest now because the wound in his chest will keep causing him great pain otherwise. Analyse. In the case R V Savage something similar happened with the GBH offense because in the case R V Savage the person was holding a cup and it accidentally slipped out of her hand causing the glass to fall and smash next to someone cutting them a little bit causing GBH but in the Carla V Jamie case Carla put the knife in his chest. Linking the Carla V Jamie case to relevant case law such as the offences against the persons act 1964 for grievous bodily harm and for attempted murder which comes under the criminal attempts act 1981. The definition for attempted murder is to attempt to kill someone but fail to do so. And the definition for grievous bodily harm is to cause serious physical injuries to a person with the intention of doing harm.
[bookmark: _Int_lV8D8klf]Using a previous case that also includes grievous bodily harm R V Bollom the reader is able to see how grievous bodily harm is carried out and how the jury sees it in a court setting also, it’s a big factor to consider if the defendant was the one who did it and if the defendant did do it then the court would need evidence of the defendant doing it and the judges will also need to know if the defendant has any mental health issues that are real and it needs to have been diagnosed by officially licensed doctor so that way it’s proven that the mental health issue is real and not made up so that the court has more to think about and take into consideration when coming up with a sentence. Also, the age of the victim does not matter because grievous bodily harm can be inflicted onto anyone, and it does not matter who you are. And there is another factor to consider when going on trial. The jury will take into account the victim and who they are as a factor when judging you so, for example if you caught inflicting grievous bodily harm upon a 17-month-old baby like the defendant had been doing then the jury will empathies with the baby and mother more when making their ultimate decision. And linking it back to the question of will Carla receive anything different when it comes to being sentence for grievous bodily harm is no because she stabbed Jamie on purpose, and it is obvious that she did that with Jamie being the living proof needed to put her in jail for grievous bodily harm and attempted murder.
[bookmark: _Int_dWbazJaA]R V Mcgrath is a case where the defendant was asked about the force used against the boyfriend and was it reasonable force? Also, the defendant said that they were both heavily intoxicated and had been drinking all afternoon in celebration of her A level results that she had gotten just moments before drinking. But soon after retuning back home to her parents' house the boyfriend started to lose control of his higher brain functions and started fighting with the defendant by doing some actions such as biting, spitting and hitting. And as the boyfriend was doing all of this the defendant ran into the kitchen and grabbed a knife as a way of defending herself from the boyfriend but she never had any intention of using the knife but the boyfriend ran into her while she was holding the knife up piercing the boyfriends chest and killing him in the process and when asked about the force she used she mentioned that she was intoxicated and had no intention of using the knife but the judge saw it as manslaughter and being intoxicated can’t justify another person's death or relieve you of responsibility either. Linking it to the Carla and Jamie’s case it shows that being drunk in a situation like this does not help and it does not relieve you of responsibility either because if the defendant knows that drinking makes them intoxicated and unable to make good decisions then it's on them.
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