Carlas's liability for the attack on her husband 
[bookmark: _Int_9Pmgh26d]Within this Carlas criminal liability will be discussed and what type of defences she may be eligible for. Carla has attacked her husband with a knife causing GBH (grievous bodily harm) which falls under section 20 and 18 of the offences against the person act 1861 as Clara has maliciously attacked her husband and cause him GBH via using a weapon piercing his skin and drawing blood which may have the potential to lead to the loss of his life. As a defence Carla cannot use the following Automatism as she is sound of mind and does not have any preexisting mental health conditions stated. Automatism cannot be used as a defence as she was aware of her actions and in a conscious state and had not taken any involuntary substances nor does she have any preexisting medical conditions that alter her state of mind or force her to carry out any involuntary movements or actions that affect her mental state and therefore her actions were not induced through any substances or medical conditions, an example of this would be DDP V Majewski 1997 where Majewski assaulted multiple people causing ABH (actual bodily harm) whilst under the influence but due to Majewski voluntarily took the drugs and was classed as still able to make decisions he was charged with assault. Carla also may not be able to use insanity nor intoxication as a defence as she was not under the influence of drugs or alcohol, nor did she meet the requirements to be classed as mentally insane however Carla may be able to claim loss of control as a defence under section 54 of the coroners and justice act of 2009, loss of control does not need to occur at the time of the incident, Clara could of loss control before she confronted her husband. The charges Carla could be facing as a result of her actions could be assault and battery with a deadly weapon and attempted murder however the mens rea does not suggest that Carla had any intention of taking her partners life despite her actions. If Carla did take her partner's life only the actus reaus can be satisfied for murder as Carla was overwhelmed with anger proving loss of control which meant that Carla could have been charged with manslaughter. If Carla was to obtain a successful plea to any of these defences then she may be able to have a reduced penalty or potentially admission to hospital for psychiatric help. Cases that prove a successful plea for loss of control would be Ascott, R v (1997) 1 WLR 306 where the defendant lost control after years of bullying from his mother and pushed her down the stairs killing her from the pure rage of her belittling and degrading words, or Clinton, R v (2012) EWCA Crim 2, these cases resulted in a non-successful plea for loss of control which meant that all defendants in these case studies cannot use the defence loss of control as an defence as instances of partners cheating or wanting to leave is not an eligible excuse for their actions or loss of control which means that Clara could not be eligible for loss of control as Jamie admitted to cheating which has not been recognised as a defense. Despite being overwhelmed with emotions from Jamie revealing to Clara about his affair with his co-worker, Clara still had time to process what it was she was going to do running to the kitchen looking for the knife and then debating how she was going to harm her husband Jamie meaning that her actions were processed proving the mens rea was there leading to the actus reaus. The result and evidence from this case shows that Clara is liable for her actions as she can only use one defence which is loss of control even then this is weak defence due mens rea element where she went out of her way to find a knife and then cause GBH to her husband despite how her husband's actions affected her mental state and her way of processing her and his actions and from the fact that she lost control from being told about the affair which in the eyes of the court was stated that any actions carried out causing harm involving a partner cheating cannot be used for loss of control. There is also the element where Clara was up waiting for Jamie paranoid, upset and frustrated, which meant that she could have potentially planned or maybe even thought about harming Jamie. Despite not being cleared as medically insane Clara might be able to try and plea for a case of insanity as she may be able to plea that her husband's constant alcohol abuse and neglect of their marriage caused her to confront him and lose control of her ability to think clearly and sent her on a rage induced rampage attacking Jamie and causing serious harm to him. An example of a successful insanity plea would be Andrea Yates the woman who drowned her 5 children but was found guilty without capital punishment due to be found medically insane as stated by the National Institutes of Health. Another example would be R v Kemp [1957] 1 QB 399 where a man shot and killed Sir Robert Peel but was found not guilty of murder on the grounds of insanity due to the modern law of insanity. A successful insanity plea for Clara would fall under section 5 of the Criminal Procedure (Insanity) Act 1964 which is fairly unlikely as Clara was despite being upset and lashing out at Jamie in anger, Clara was still clearly aware of her actions and of the choices she made when attacking him being able to fully understand her actions, before during or after the incident. Carlas only defence is loss of control however this defence does not qualify as a good defence for her actions making her liable for the actions of harming her husband as the mens rea and actus reaus were clear showing that she processed harming her husband and his injury proving that she acted upon the rage fueled thought. Carla may be able to get a lesser penalty through loss of control but the defence is very unlikely due to it being involved with her husband cheating meaning it is not strong enough to make her immune to the punishments of her actions as well as she is clearly sound of mind and was not under the influence of any substance to alter her mind meaning Clara is not liable for any defence from attacking her husband and is eligible for any penalty the court sees fit.
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