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     Criminal law is an important aspect of society, it is essential to have a working knowledge and understanding of its general principles. It involves the study of legal concepts, such as actual reus, means, rea, causation, and punishment, among others. Criminal liability is imposed on individuals who have committed a wrongful act that is prohibited by law. It is the responsibility of the prosecution to prove beyond reasonable doubt that the accused has committed the crime. In this essay, I will discuss the criminal offences committed in this scenario and the potential defences that may be raised. In doing so, I will analyse the relevant case law and legislation to support the discussion.
  The scenario presented involves the application of criminal law principles to a given set of facts. Polly and Mohammed’s have been in a long-term relationship; Polly diagnosed with schizophrenia. During a social event at a local pub, Polly becomes paranoid after seeing Mohammed’s flirt with the bar lady, Roxanne. As a result, Polly damages Roxanne’s moped by severing the brake cables using a broken glass. Later, at home, Polly and Mohammed argue about the situation in which Mohammed eventually confesses to having an affair with Roxanne. In response, Polly picks up a glass ashtray and hits Mohammed on the head, causing his death. 
 Polly’s actions could potentially constitute several offences under criminal law. Specifically, Polly could be charged with criminal damage, assault, and murder.
Initially, Polly’s verbal attack on Roxanne in the pub could potentially constitute an assault. An assault is defined under section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988 as an act that intentionally or recklessly causes another person to apprehend immediate and unlawful violence. In Polly’s case, calling Roxanne a “bitch” and gesturing her middle finger at her could have caused Roxanne to fear for her safety of anticipate violence from Polly. However, the mens rea, or the intention to cause apprehension of immediate violence, is less clear in this case. The case of R v Constanza (1977) held that the mens rea for assault could be satisfied by recklessness, that is, the offender must have foreseen that their actions mights cause the victim to fear for their safety. Thus, it is arguable that Polly was reckless in her actions towards Roxanne, and therefore she could be held liable for assault. The case of R v Constanza [1997] Crim LR 576 established that harassment, through repeated behavior or communications, can amount to an offense of harassment under the Protection from Harassment Act 1997. Polly's behavior towards Mohammed, accusing him of infidelity and insinuating that he found Roxanne more attractive, could be seen as harassment, amounting to an offense under the Protection from Harassment Act 1997.
  The second offence committed by Polly is criminal damage, when she severs the brake cables of Roxanne’s moped using a broken glass in the pub carpark. Criminal damage is defined under section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 as the intentional or reckless damage Roxanne’s moped by severing the brake cables, and therefore, she is liable for criminal damage. The case of R v Sangha (1998) is relevant in this situation, where it was held that the damage need not be permanent or substantial, and that any interference with the property’s use or enjoyment could constitute criminal damage. Thus, Polly’s actions constitute criminal damage under the law.
   Polly’s actions towards Mohammed could also result in charges of assault and battery under the Criminal Justice Act 1988. Assault is the apprehension of immediate violence, while battery is the application of unlawful force. Polly’s behaviour towards Mohammed’s led to a heated argument that culminated in Mohammed revealing his infidelity. Polly’s reaction to this revelation, picking up a glass ashtray and hitting Mohammed over the head, amounts to the offence of battery. Mohammed’s death from the injury inflicted by Polly raises the offense to murder or manslaughter, depending on the level of intent involved.
  Polly’s assault on Mohammed’s resulted in his death. This offence constitutes murder under the law. Murder is defined under common law as the unlawful killing of a human being with malice aforethought. Here, the act us reus of the offence has been established, as Polly unlawfully killed Mohammed by hitting him on the head with a glass ashtray. The mens rea, or the malice aforethought, can be established through the doctrine of transferred malice. This doctrine states that if an offender intends to cause harm to one person but ends up causing harm to another, the mens rea is transferred from the intended victim to the actual victim. In this case, Polly intended to harm Mohammed by hitting him with the glass ashtray, and her actions resulted in his death. Thus, the mens rea for murder can be established. The case of R v Woollin (1999) is relevant in this situation, as it established the principle of oblique intention, which states that an offender can be held liable for murder if they foresee the possibility of causing death of serious injury to the victim and proceed to carry out the act despite the risk. Thus, it can be argued that Polly’s actions were carried out with the necessary mens rea for murder. The case of R v Woollin [1999] 1 AC 82 provides guidance on the level of intent required for murder. The case established that an intent to cause serious bodily harm may be sufficient to constitute an intention to kill. Polly's actions towards Mohammed, causing his death, suggest that she had an intention to cause him serious bodily harm, which would amount to murder.
  In summary, Polly’s actions in the given scenario towards Roxanne and Mohammed could potentially constitute several offences under criminal law including; criminal damage, assault, and murder. She cannot rely on any defence to the charge of murder, but the defence of lawful excuse may be available to her for the charge of criminal damage if she can show her actions were necessary to prevent harm to herself or others. However, the defence is unlikely to succeed in this case as there was no immediate threat of harm to her or others at the time she damaged the moped.
   Polly may also use the defence of diminished responsibility for the charge of murder, given her history of schizophrenia. The case of R v Kemp (1957) established that diminished responsibility can be used as a defense for a murder charge if the defendant's mental state substantially impaired their ability to exercise self-control. Furthermore, Polly may argue that her actions towards Roxanne and Mohammed were provoked, which may reduce her culpability for the offenses. The cases of Harris (2013) and Foye (2013) established the criteria for the defense of provocation, including that the defendant must have been provoked by a wrongful act or insult, and that the provocation must have caused the defendant to lose self-control. However, it is important to note that this defense may not be applicable in Polly's case, as her actions towards Roxanne occurred before any provocation from Mohammed.
   Polly may argue the defense of insanity under the M'Naghten rules. The defense of insanity is based on the concept that a person cannot be held criminally responsible for their actions if, at the time of the offense, they were suffering from a mental disorder that prevented them from knowing the nature and quality of their actions. Polly’s behavior at the local pub and towards Mohammed suggests that she was suffering from a mental disorder that affected her ability to understand the consequences of her actions.
However, the defense of insanity may not apply to Polly's actions towards Mohammed. The defense only applies if the defendant was unable to understand the nature and quality of their actions at the time of the offense. Polly's actions towards Mohammed suggest that she understood the consequences of her actions, as she picked up a glass ashtray and hit Mohammed over the head, causing his death.
    

In regards to the other legal principles in this case, the principle of causation is also relevant in this scenario. Polly's actions were the direct cause of Mohammed's death, and the prosecution can use this principle to establish criminal liability for murder. The principle of causation is used to determine whether an accused's actions led directly to the victim's death or if other factors played a role. In this case, Polly's actions were the direct cause of Mohammed's death, and this would be used to establish criminal liability.
  In addition to the legal principles, criminal law raises several social, moral, ethical, and philosophical issues. These issues are critical to understanding the role of criminal law in society and its implications. One ethical issue raised in this scenario is the question of mental health and its impact on criminal liability. Polly has schizophrenia, and this may have played a role in her actions. It raises the question of whether individuals with mental illnesses should be held criminally liable for their actions or whether their condition should be taken into account when determining their culpability.
     In conclusion, the case of Polly and Mohammed demonstrates several criminal offenses and potential defenses that can be considered in a court of law. The offenses that can be considered in this case include criminal damage, assault, and murder. The defenses that may be considered include diminished responsibility, provocation, and self-defense. It is important to note that the law recognizes the importance of protecting individuals suffering from mental disorders and acknowledges that they may not have the capacity to make informed decisions. Therefore, it is crucial that the law takes into account the vulnerability of individuals with mental health disorders and provides adequate support for them. Ultimately, the criminal justice system should balance the need for punishment and the need for rehabilitation, with the ultimate goal of promoting social justice and protecting the rights of all individuals involved.
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