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Introduction

The case of Polly and Mohammed is a tragic example of a domestic violence incident that resulted in the death of one partner. In this case, Polly, who has schizophrenia, committed the offence of killing Mohammed with a glass ashtray after he revealed he was having an affair with Roxanne. This essay will examine and discuss the offences committed by all parties, any possible defences, relevant case laws, and statutes.

Possible Offences Committed by Polly
Assault

The first offence that Polly may have committed is assault, when she called Roxanne a "bitch" and gestured her middle finger at her, which could be considered as threatening behavior. According to Section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988, assault occurs when a person intentionally or recklessly causes another person to apprehend immediate unlawful violence. This offence carries a maximum penalty of six months' imprisonment, a fine, or both. 
In the case of ‘R v. Ireland and Burstow’ (1997), the House of Lords held that psychological harm, such as the fear of violence, could constitute an assault. Therefore, Polly's words and gestures could have caused Roxanne to fear immediate violence, and thus, Polly could be charged with assault.
Criminal Damage 

The second offence that Polly may have committed is criminal damage, when she severed the brake cables of Roxanne's moped using a broken glass in the carpark. Under Section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971, criminal damage occurs when a person destroys or damages property belonging to another person without lawful excuse. This offence carries a maximum penalty of ten years' imprisonment.

In the case of ‘R v. Denton’ (1981), the defendant was charged with criminal damage for damaging a police car by throwing a brick at it. The court held that the defendant had no lawful excuse for his actions, and thus, he was found guilty of criminal damage. Similarly, Polly had no lawful excuse for damaging Roxanne's moped, and thus, she could be charged with criminal damage.
3. Murder/Manslaughter

The third and most serious offence that Polly may have committed is murder or manslaughter, when she picked up a glass ashtray and smashed Mohammed over the head with it, causing his death. Under Section 1 of the Homicide Act 1957, murder occurs when a person unlawfully kills another person with intent to kill or cause grievous bodily harm. This offence carries a mandatory life sentence. In 'R v. Woollin' (1999) AC 82, the court held that intention to cause death or serious injury can be inferred if it is a virtual certainty of the defendant's actions, regardless of whether the defendant intended the specific consequence. In the given scenario, Polly picked up the glass ashtray and struck Mohammed with it, which resulted in his death. As such, it can be argued that she intended to cause serious injury, if not death, and thus can be charged with murder.

Alternatively, Polly could be charged with manslaughter if she did not have the intention to kill or cause grievous bodily harm, but her actions were still grossly negligent. Under Section 1 of the Manslaughter Act 1977, manslaughter occurs when a person unlawfully kills another person due to their gross negligence. This offence carries a maximum penalty of life imprisonment.

Offences Committed by Roxanne
There is no evidence that Roxanne committed a crime. Therefore, Roxanne is not charged with any offences, and there are no possible defences for her.

Possible defences for Mohammed
Since Mohammed is deceased and cannot be prosecuted, no possible offences and defences will be considered for him in here.
Defences 
In the case of Polly and Mohammed, there are several possible defences that may be considered by Polly. These defences can be used to either reduce the severity of the offences committed or to prove that she was not at fault for the incidents that occurred. The possible defences that may be considered by her are discussed below.

Defence of Insanity

The defence of insanity arises when an accused person is unable to appreciate the nature and quality of his or her actions or is unable to distinguish right from wrong due to a mental disorder. In Polly's case, she has schizophrenia, which is a mental disorder. The Mental Health Act 1983, Section 1(1) defines a mental disorder as "any disorder or disability of the mind." Furthermore, Section 2 of the act outlines the criteria for the admission of a person to a hospital for treatment under the act. The test for insanity was established in the case of M'Naghten (1843) 8 ER 718, which provides that an accused person is not guilty by reason of insanity if, at the time of the act, he or she did not know the nature and quality of the act or did not know that it was wrong.

Polly's schizophrenia may have impaired her ability to appreciate the nature and quality of her actions or to distinguish right from wrong. The case of 'R v. Sullivan' (1984), 80 Cr App R 68, provides an example of the application of the insanity defence. In this case, the accused was suffering from paranoid schizophrenia and was found not guilty by reason of insanity of the murder of his mother. Therefore, Polly may consider the defence of insanity in her case. 
Defense of Diminished Responsibility

The defense of diminished responsibility arises when an accused person's mental functioning is impaired, which results in a reduced capacity to control his or her actions. Section 2 of the  Homicide Act 1957, provides that a person may be convicted of manslaughter instead of murder if the killing was committed by reason of the accused person's diminished responsibility. The test for diminished responsibility was established in the case of 'R v. Byrne' (1960) 2 QB 396, which provides that the impairment must be caused by a recognized medical condition that substantially impairs the accused person's mental functioning.

In Polly's case, her schizophrenia may have resulted in a reduced capacity to control her actions. The case of R v Golds (2016) EWCA Crim 1309 provides an example of the application of the defense of diminished responsibility. In this case, the accused was diagnosed with a paranoid personality disorder and was found guilty of manslaughter by reason of diminished responsibility of the murder of his wife. Therefore, Polly may consider the defense of diminished responsibility in her case.

Self-defence: Polly may argue that she acted in self-defence when she attacked Mohammed with the glass ashtray. The defence of self-defence is available when the defendant believes that they are in imminent danger of physical harm and that their actions are necessary to protect themselves. However, the use of force must be reasonable in the circumstances.

In 'R v. Gladstone Williams' (1984) AC 225, the defendant, a 76-year-old man, killed an intruder who had entered his home. The court held that the use of force was reasonable and necessary in the circumstances, and the defendant was acquitted of the charge. 

In the present scenario, Polly may argue that she believed that Mohammed posed an imminent threat to her, and that her use of force was necessary to protect herself. However, the use of a glass ashtray may not be considered reasonable in the circumstances, and the defence of self-defence may not be available.

Provocation is a partial defence to murder that reduces a murder charge to voluntary manslaughter. Mohammed's confession that he was having an affair with Roxanne may be considered a provocation for Polly's actions. Under the Homicide Act of 1957, a person can claim provocation if they can prove that they were provoked by words or conduct that caused them to lose their self-control. In 'R v. Ahluwalia' (1992) 4 All ER 889, it was held that the test for provocation is whether a reasonable person would have been provoked to lose their self-control in the same circumstances as the defendant. If Polly can prove that Mohammed's confession was sufficient to cause a reasonable person to lose their self-control and that it caused her to lose her self-control when she smashed the glass ashtray over Mohammed's head, she may be able to plead provocation as a defence to the charge of murder.

Automatism: Polly could potentially raise the defence of automatism under the Criminal Justice Act1967, to argue that her actions were involuntary and she had no control over them. Automatism is a complete defence in which the defendant claims that their actions were not conscious or voluntary. It necessitates proof that the defendant's actions were not the result of their own free will but rather of an outside force, such as a physical blow to the head or medication side effects. In 'R v. Quick' (1973) 1 WLR 1220, the court held that automatism is a defence that applies where the defendant acted involuntarily, as a result of an external factor, and without any control over their actions. In Polly's case, her schizophrenia could be argued to be the external factor that triggered her actions. However, the defence of automatism is difficult to establish, and it is necessary to show that there was no voluntary control over the defendant's actions at the time of the offence.

Recommendations Polly's mental health condition needs to be taken into account during the trial. The court should ensure that Polly receives adequate medical attention and treatment for her schizophrenia. In addition, her defence team should present medical evidence to support their claims, and the court should appoint an independent medical expert to assess her mental state at the time of the offence.

In conclusion, Polly and Mohammed's actions in the given scenario have led to several criminal offences, including criminal damage, assault, and murder. The sentences for these offences vary according to their severity, with murder carrying a mandatory life sentence. Therefore, it is essential to examine the facts of the case in detail and apply the relevant legal principles to determine the appropriate sentence for each offence.
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