In this scenario, the offence that will be covered in this piece of work and has been committed is GBH. This offence falls under the Offence against the Person Act 1861 under (Section 18 OAPA 1861). According to the Crown Prosecution Service [CPS] (2022) They state that when in court the main aggravating factor that should be acknowledged and applied by the court for one of the following offences is the Wounding with the intent to cause GBH Act (1861). (Section 18 OAPA 1861).
According to BSB Solicitors (2023) they state that “GBH or grievous bodily harm is really serious harm so this would include broken limbs for example, and it can also include psychiatric injury” this informs that there are several types of GBH, and it is not just defined as physical harm on another person. The name, act, and year of this type of offence falls under section 18 and 20 of the Offences Against a Person act (1861). A case example of this is DPP V Smith [1961].
The defendant meets both they actus reus and men's rea of the offence as it states that the defendant had been married to their partner for 15 years and had recently been dealing with marital problems for some time in their relationship with the partner and the defendant meets the actus reus as they grabbed a kitchen knife and physically stabbed the partner in the chest causing them really serious harm. This falls under DPP V Smith [1961] case. The defendant meets the men's rea of the offence as they were arguing with their partner over the partners drinking problems and neglect of their relationship which sparked a heated argument which resulted in the partner admitting to having an affair with a co-worker and this led to the defendant getting extremely overwhelmed with anger and sadness stabbing their partner, this shows that the men's rea of the offence being an overwhelmed feeling of anger and sadness which led to the fatal stabbing taking place. The key elements and factors that establish liability is that the defendant foresaw some physical harm falling under the cases R V Savage and DPP V Parameter [1992] and in court the judges will determine who should be held liable for the harm caused to the other person, so the defendant will wait to be labelled as guilty or not guilty in court for the stabbing on their partner and will wait and see if they are to be held liable for the offence that was committed or found not guilty and not liable for this offence and legal principles play a massive factor in these types of cases as in court legal principles make sure that justice is upheld and guarantees fairness in trials and judicial decisions and it helps play a part in court cases to determine if the defendant should be established as liable or not liable for the stabbing that was committed whilst also making sure that justice is being upheld and that the trial is a fair trial and that judicial decisions are fair and non-biased outcomes take place. An example is Automatism when the defendant is conscious as Isitt [1978] states when the defendant acts in a way they would not normally act but retains control they cannot rely on the defence, this relates to the defendant as although they were acting in a way they would not normally act, they were still in control of what they were doing and they were conscious and aware of what was going at the time of committing the crime so this would have been a factor in establishing liability. 
[bookmark: _Int_fy0V6ai4]An example of a case establishing liability is R V J [2009]. This was where a defendant was charged with attempted murder and GBH for firing into a busy hairdressers, wounding a bystander and this led the defendant to being held liable for the crime and they would have had to go to court and be sentenced to jail-time by a judge and made to take responsibility for their actions and be held liable. This case relates to the scenario question because with the scenario question, both cases involve causing serious physical harm to another individual with the intent to cause serious physical harm. Another example of a case is DPP V Smith [1961], this was a case where Smith was ordered by a Police Constable to stop his car which contained stolen goods and he accelerated instead with the Police Officer jumping on his car in an attempt to stop him leading to the Officer falling off and getting hit by an oncoming car leading to the death. This shows he intended to commit GBH, and the term GBH shows the implications of carrying out significant harm as previously stated in the cases DPP V Smith [1961] and another case Goulding [2014]. Both cases establish that the harm is permanently dangerous or not. The evaluation of the extent of harm is left to the judges to decide This was a case establishing liability as although Smith claimed that he did not have they intention on killing the Officer or causing GBH and tried to defend his actions, in court he would have been responsible and liable for the death of the officer due to his rash actions being made to be found guilty for the murder of the Officer and being made to be held liable for his actions. This relates to the scenario question as both defendants had the intention to cause GBH to someone else whether they denied it in court or not, so both scenarios would have led to have the same outcome in a court case as both defendants were aware of their actions and were not proven to have any mental health problems. With GBH in both cases, it can also be known as serious harm, as established in the case DPP V Smith [1961] and Bollom [2003] that suggests that offences involving life changing injuries should be prosecuted as GBH.
[bookmark: _Int_WkWUIC3Y]One of the main and potential defences the defendant will rely on is the disease of the mind, an example of a case is R V Kemp [1957]. Lawprof team (N.D.) state the defendant may have been suffering with atherosclerosis and attacked their partner due to a congestion of blood that flowed through the brain that caused a sudden loss of consciousnesses. The defendant could have relied on this defence as they had been dealing with martial problems for some time and their partner had excessive drinking problems and neglected their relationship leading to an intense argument. The defendant found out their partner had had an affair with a co-worker months before the argument. This is a strong and valid reason as to why the defendant could have used this as a defence as they can state that the husband caused them to suffer with a disease of the mind over time and also caused them to suffer with problems such as atherosclerosis leading them to attack their partner and lose consciousnesses during that moment in time, due to the husband's behaviour and lack of love, empathy and respect for the defendant over a long period of time during the relationship. Another defence the defendant will rely on is where D is conscious. An example of this is the case of R V Isitt [1978]. Keith and Rix (2018) state this was regarded as valid evidence of responding to their surroundings and being in full voluntary control. This relates back to the scenario as the defendant was in full control of what they were doing during the time of the argument and stabbing of their partner, and they were conscious at the time of both the argument and the stabbing so they had full awareness of what was happening and what they did during the heat of the moment. The defendant could use this defence in court and claim they were not conscious of what was going on and were not aware of what was happening at the time. The judges will provide the final verdict of guilty or not guilty in court.

There are a few cases of GBH during this scenario and why this is connected to the scenario question. Carla would be liable for GBH under Section 18 of The Offence Against the Person Act 1861. She would be liable for the offence under this act because although she was overwhelmed by anger and sadness during an intense argument with her partner, she went on to stab him causing him serious bodily harm. This shows that she had the intent on causing GBH as she made the choice to rush into the kitchen at that moment in time and stab her partner. Carla would also be liable for GBH under this act because there was no valid evidence to suggest that she was not mentally sane during the time of the stabbing of her partner, this shows she was fully aware of her actions and in full control of what she was doing and made the conscious decision to physically attack her husband with the knife causing him serious bodily harm falling under the act of 1861. A case that links to this scenario is DPP V Smith [1961] because Smith intended to cause GBH to the officer and accelerated away instead of stopping for the officer who ordered him to stop the vehicle, this links as Carla also had they intention of causing GBH during the time of the argument with her partner. 
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