For context we can gather that Carla and Jamie have been married for 15 years and Jamie has returned in an intoxicated state from a night out with his friends, it’s clear that Carla is agitated and overwhelmed with sadness and anger due to her Jamies constant intoxication of alcohol as well as his mistreatment of their relationship in which they argue about when Carla confronts Jamie and Jamie then confesses to cheating on Carla with a colleague named Emma a few months earlier during their heated argument, so Carla goes to the kitchen picks up a knife and penetrates the intoxicated Jamie with the knife in his chest causing severe injury.
Carla could be liable for grievous bodily harm for causing Jamie S.18 of the Offences against the Person Act 1861 (the national archive 2009) tells us that “Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously by any means whatsoever wound or cause any grievous bodily harm to any person, with intent,  to do some grievous bodily harm to any person, or with intent to resist or prevent the lawful apprehension or detainer of any person, shall be guilty of felony, and being convicted thereof shall be liable to be kept in penal servitude for life” and in this case severe injury is considered as grievous bodily harm.
The actus reus of this case is Carla picking up a knife from the kitchen and stabbing Jamie in the chest with the knife. The men's rea would be the overwhelming emotional strain such as anger and sadness on Carla because of Jamies actions building up to this and his confession to cheating during their argument about neglect and intoxication and also the intention of stabbing Jamie seen by her going to the kitchen with direct intention of getting the knife to seriously wound Jamie and also then having the time to think about her actions and the consequences on the way to Jamie with the knife. 
Carla could also be liable for attempted murder; we are told that attempted murder is (the national archive 2009) “an offence under section 1 the Criminal Attempts Act 1981 (c. 47) of attempting to commit murder”. This is because Carla is extremely angry at Jamie for what he has done to her so when she stabbed him in the chest, where the heart or lungs are which are very vital parts of the human body, she could have had the intention of murdering him. From the information given in this case we do not have enough evidence or a confession from the defendant Carla to assume or know for certain that her goal was to murder Jamie that night because they have been married for 15 years there would assumably be a part of Carla that still loves Jamie which explains why her anger and sadness are so strong from his actions.
If murder was what she was planning to commit, then the men's rea would be her intention to kill Jamie with the knife rather than intention of seriously harming him with the knife. The maximum sentences for both crimes would be a “life sentence” according to Sentencing council (2021) however they also state that the offence range for grievous bodily harm is only “2-16 years’ custody” and for attempted murder it is “3-40 years' custody”. Although the minimum for the sentences are similar there is a vast difference between the maximums and in this case Carla would be getting the lower. However it is still a long time that Carla would be facing due to her actions and the lack of defences available for her to use.
[bookmark: _Int_6i6dPZzq]Carlas only possible defences for this case would be the effect of Jamies neglect on their relationship, his affair and his constant use of alcohol which would enrage Carla causing depression or anxiety which would affect her mental stability. Mind tell us that “If you’re found guilty, the court may consider your mental health when deciding your sentence” so it can be assumed that Carlas sentence may be decreased for her mental state. However, a reasonable person would not stab someone for these actions and from the information provided Carla is not insane or does not have any disabilities physically or mentally that would affect the way she thinks, acts or cause her any involuntary movements such as Tourette's such as physical ticks, schizophrenia, sleepwalking, down syndrome or any other disabilities that would affect Carlas mental capacity so that she wouldn’t understand the consequences of her actions or physical movements. Carla was provoked into the stabbing due to Jamies actions however there was a period before the provocation and crime so therefore it cannot be used as a defence to defend Carla. Also, according to citizens advice (2019) “Each married partner has a legal duty to support the other” so we know that Jamie and Carla have a legal duty to support each other however, Jamie has been neglecting their relationship, if we had more information on how Carla could have been using this as a defence for her actions because all of the neglect over time will have built up and affected her mental health, possibly enough to affect her thoughts and actions maybe allowing her to plead as mentally unwell however there is not enough details to allow this and therefor it cannot be used as a defence for Carla, the neglect would have to have been financial and extreme. Naylor (2021) tells us about how ‘Anna Krolikowska, thinking her husband was not being loyal to her and buying services off women while they were together, penetrated his heart with a knife and murdered him while both being intoxicated with lots of vodka’  this is a similar case except Jamie survived, if Carla was intoxicated then she also would have been able to use intoxication as a defence as it affects the way her mind works and she would not have been able to think like a reasonable person while drunk and therefor she would have had a dimished responsibility and a lower sentence for the act that she committed however she the information we have does not tell us she was intoxicated so therefor it cannot be used as a defence because of the lack of evidence saying she was intoxicated.
[bookmark: _Int_YCIvA29n]In conclusion, Carla is liable for grievous bodily harm on Jamie because she unlawfully and maliciously stabbing him in the chest during their argument causing serious harm to his body. She has no defence to diminish responsibility and lowering severity of her sentence, she was provoked by Jamie however due to the period of time between provocation and the stabbing it is invalid, she had the time to consider the consequences of her actions and committed the crime anyway. She has no disabilities that were explained in the case given that would affect her actions or mental capacity to cause her to not consider the result of the stabbing. She is not described as insane, and it is also clear that it was her intention to seriously harm him, but not enough evidence given to say it was attempted murder. This is the sentence we can assume will be given to Carla in this case. Hertfordshire constabulary (2022) tell us about a case with the same actus reus where ‘O’Dean Boothe penetrated a man's chest with a knife and got charged with grievous bodily harm’ to further back why Carla would be liable to the charge of grievous bodily harm for the stabbing of Jamie in the chest. If Carla had been deemed as insane then she would have some defence and receive a hospital order, but she would have had to be seen as insane during the crime she committed. Exchange chambers (2022) tells us that Carla would have to be under a ‘fault of their mental state so that they would not realise that they were committing a wrong deed or that the quality or nature of it was incorrect’ to be considered insane during the stabbing.
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