The offence in this scenario question is GBH, which is also known as grievous bodily harm. The offence is GBH as the defendant caused serious injuries to the victim but did not kill the victim by stabbing them in the chest. This act comes under The Offences Against the Person Act 1861. Within this act the offence falls under section 18 or 20 which covers GBH in two ways. Legislation.gov.uk (N.D) states “Inflicting bodily injury, with or without weapon.” This suggests that section 20 involves any injuries that occur to cause harm to the body, whether it involves a weapon or not. Legislation.gov.uk (N.D) also states, if someone intends to shoot or tries to shoot or injures somebody with the intent to proceed to GBH this would be classed under Section 18 of Offences Against the Person Act 1861.
[bookmark: _Int_1BBZC5nS]StudySmarter (2023) states “Section 18 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 covers GBH offences committed with the intent to cause severe harm.” This shows that within Section 18 the offences of GBH are severe and have more profound consequences. For example, it can lead to consequences such as life imprisonment. StudySmarter (2023) suggests that Section 20 has the same act but the difference with Section 20 is that the defendant would have not intended to cause injury to the victim as it may have been an accident or did not realise they would cause serious injuries to the victim. According to Legislation.gov.uk N.D. “An Act to consolidate and amend the Statute Law of England and Ireland relating to Offences against the Person.” This explains that this act is in place to refer to offences that involve violence against another person.
[bookmark: _Int_lUQxb0to][bookmark: _Int_3mrqxvn9][bookmark: _Int_mJPIMxeH]The actus reus is met within this scenario and it is shown by the defendant stabbing the victim in the chest and due to this, it caused serious injuries to the victim for example, a case that caused really serious injuries which also implies GBH was DPP v Smith [1960]. This shows the physical elements of this offence. This expresses the defendant’s liability because once the defendant had committed the crime, they knew that they were responsible for the crime when they had realised what they had just done. This suggests that in the scenario the key element of the actus reus is when the defendant stabs the victim in the chest. This means that this would fall under Section 18 as the defendant intended to cause GBH. An example of another case is JJC (A Minor) v Eisenhower [1983]. This links to the scenario as this explains what wounding is. CPS (2022) explains that the definition of wounding is an injury that can be small whether it is a minor injury or a graze on the body. This proceeds to when the defendant acted on the men’s rea of the offence. An example of a case is R v Taylor [2009]. This links to the scenario as the judge had to prove whether the defendant had intended GBH or wounding. The jury was then told to convict the charge unless the defendant intended GBH or wounding, therefore it resulted with intending to wound was incorrect. This links to the scenario because GBH which is under Section 18 was intended. The men’s rea is met by a few key elements. These include marital problems in the relationship which lead the defendant to confront the victim about their problems. This then lead to them having an argument which escalated quite quickly and got out of hand. This was due to the victim telling the defendant that they had an affair with someone from their workplace which made the defendant upset and shocked by the news. Due to these elements the defendant did not think about their actions due to being in so much shock from the affair which means that the defendant would not have realised how much they would be liable for. Another factor that had built up upon these elements was that they had marital problems for a while so this would have been a buildup of frustration for the defendant which shows that the defendant was expressing several types of emotions all at once which escalated to the actus reus of the offence. One example of case law is DPP v Smith [1961]. This links to the scenario as the defendant did not have intention to commit a murder and intended to escape instead. This is because within this case Smith was told by a police officer to stop the car as there was items in the car that had been stolen. The defendant did not listen to the police officer and chose to try and drive off instead. But when this happened the victim jumped onto the defendant's car and the victim was killed by another car coming towards them due to the defendant swerving rapidly. As a result, the defendant was sentenced to murder for the offence. The defendant believed that due to their men’s rea on their defence that the defendant did not intend to kill the victim and believed that they should not have been sentenced to murder as the intention to kill was not there before the offence was committed. This case relates to the scenario because within the scenario the defendant also did not have the intention to kill the victim. In both offences, they have the men’s rea as their defence as to why it led to the defendant committing the crime. 
There may be a few defences that the defendant can rely on to support them with this scenario. One defence is Automatism. (Austick, 2020) states that “Automatism, in a legal setting, is the involuntary performance of action without that person making the conscious decision to act.” This explains that Automatism is when a person does something without thinking or with the intention of not meaning to do the action. This defence is relevant to the scenario because even though the defendant was conscious and had control over their actions the defendant did not act in a way that they would normally act. An example of a case is Ryan [1967]. This links to the scenario because during this case the defendant decided to follow the actions of a hero from a book who committed a crime by robbing a service station and bringing a gun and a rope too. As the defendant went into the station, he asked for the money, and the victim opened the drawer. Then the defendant asked the victim to turn around but then the defendant decided to go closer with the gun, but the defendant jumped back in shock and accidently pulled the trigger killing the victim. This means that within the scenario this was anticipated by the emotions the defendant was expressing in that moment. This meant that the defendant was distraught from the news that the victim told them which shows that the defendant was not thinking straight after that moment. Another example of a case is Isitt [1978]. This relates to the scenario because the defendant explained that their driving had caused an accident before in the car and had a negative impact by the defendant having memory loss. When the offence happened, the defendant could not remember what happened, although they still had control over what they were doing. This also relates to the men’s rea in as a defence because they both had control over their actions but did not think beforehand or realise what they were doing once the crime was committed. Another defence the defendant could rely on to support them is Insanity. StudySmarter (2024) suggests Insanity is a legal defence which shows when someone has been charged for a crime, but they are not guilty due to not being aware that their actions were wrong which then also shows that they do not understand how their actions are wrongful. This defence falls under the Criminal Procedure (Insanity) Act 1964. This defence is relevant to the scenario because when the crime was committed the defendant was unaware of their actions and was not thinking about the consequences that would occur. This was also due to having an argument with their partner and finding out news that shocked them. The scenario does lead to insanity to a certain extent as the defendant did not know their actions would lead to consequences due to their mindset in that moment. An example of a case is Codere [1916]. This case is relevant to the scenario because in this case the defendant was accused of murder. But at the trial there were witnesses who did not agree with the decision made as they thought that the defendant could be classed as insane and could use that defence to support them. This would suggest that the defendant was unaware of their actions as they did not realise what they were doing. But during court the outcome of the trial did not go their way as the defendant was conscious during the crime committed and knew that the act was wrong and unlawful.
[bookmark: _Int_eoXrVkC6]There is an example as to why GBH is considered within this scenario. The example involves Section 18 of The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 under GBH. The defendant is liable under this section because of their actions towards the victim. It results under this section as the defendant did not kill the victim but left them with serious injuries. Therefore, the defendant has defences that they can rely on as to how the scenario built up to that point. For example, one of the cases used was Isitt [1978]. This links with the defendant's situation as in this case the defendant was also in control of their actions at the time. In summary, the defendant would be liable for GBH under Section 18 of The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 as the victim suffered serious injuries.
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