
Criminal Law assignment 2

Part A

Identify the potential criminal liability of the offence.
The overall situation has been addressed here in the case of Hadley and his criminal liability for theft. This  has mainly occurred with the approach of Ronan and his behavior of showing off his expensive possessions to his friends and to Hadley in the local nightclub. It was thought by Hadley that Ronan is such a poser as he was showing off his Bucci Trainer and the information that he will be going away on holiday to the Maldives. With this opportunity, Hadley took the approach of stealing the Bucci trainer from Ronan’s house. In terms of that, as Hadley jumped over the back fence of the garden, he landed on a wooden bench, and it got broken in half. This approach of getting into the house and using a bamboo to put through the cat flap to hook the key from inside the house was also another potential criminal liability. Then, due to not finding the Bucci trainer and stealing Kolex’s watch and pouring aftershave in the dressing room bin sitting it on fire, it also indicates the criminal liability of Hadley. According to the case, the primary criminal liability that has occurred indicates stealing, causing damage to property, and intentionally destroying property belonging to Ronan.
Apply the law 
The basis of the offence can be determined here with the application of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 and with consideration of the Theft Act 1968. According to the understanding of the Theft Act 1968, Section 1 indicates that a person is guilty of theft of dishonestly appropriated property that belongs to another person (Participation, 1968). This essentially will be considered as theft. Moreover, according to the Criminal Damage Act 1971, Section 1 addressed that a person will be guilty of an offence if the individual, without lawful excuse, destroys or damages property belonging to another and also destroys and damages it recklessly (Participation, 1971). Both the actions have been conducted by Hadley, as he has stolen Ronan’s watch and also destroyed the wooden bench recklessly and set the dressing room been on fire intentionally. 
Actus reus of the crime
The actus reus of the crime essentially indicates that without the consideration of a lawful excuse, destroying and damaging the property of others is considered here based on the Criminal Damage Act 1971. The section 10 of the act is prominent here to determine the damage to the property that belongs to Ronan and was caused by Hadley. In terms of stealing, the actus reus is also prominent on Hadley based on his stealing of the watch from Ronan’s house. According to the Theft Act 1968, Section 4 of the act, known as property, determines the actus reus of stealing the property of others.
Men's Rea of the crime  
Under the aggravated offence, Men’s Rea essentially indicates intending to destroy or damage the property and conducting reckless action in destroying the property. However, the unintentional act was also prominent when Hadley was trying to jump the back fence and, without knowing, destroyed the wooden bench that he was not aware of being there.
Supporting with case law
In terms of supporting case law, the application of actus reus and men’s rea is essential here. In the case of Hadley, there is appropriate evidence and knowledge of the actus reus and men’s rea for the criminal offences of intentional damage, unintentional damage, and also stealing. The application of the case R v. G and another [2003] UKHL 50, [2004] 1 AC 1034 (2023) essentially indicates the two defendants and their approach of intentionally damaging a shop by sitting on fire to a newspaper and putting it underneath the wheelie bin that has caused $1 million worth of damage. This is also similar to the men’s rea of Hadley, as he has set fire to the dressing room bin in Ronan’s house by using aftershave. The case of R v. Miller [1983] 2 AC 161 also indicates the unintentional damage caused by the defendant as he fell asleep with a li cigarette, which started a fire. Similarly, Hadley’s approach of jumping the back fence, falling on the wooden bench, and snapping it in half indicates the unintentional damage. In terms of stealing the watch, the case of  R v. woodman[1974]QB 758 is applicable here, as it indicates the approach of the defendant in entering a premises and taking scrap that is valuable.
Conclusion 
In conclusion, based on the identification of the actus reus and men’s rea and the application of case law examples and the acts, the evaluation of the overall case of Hadley has been possible here. The evaluation essentially indicates the criminal offence of evaluation essentially indicates the criminal offence of intentionally and unintentionally and destroying the property of Ronan and the criminal offence of stealing of which Hadley will be liable in paying the price or the possibility of being a prisoner 

Part B
Apply the law 
Based on the application of the law known as offence against person ACT 1961, the assault occasioning bodily harm has been on mike, which provides Freya with the criminal liability of proving whether she has conducted the assault and bodily harm on mike intentionally or unintentionally (participation, 1978). The primary knowledge of intoxication essentially indicates the approach of an individual in causing voluntary consumption of alcohol or drugs and the incapability of forming the mental sense and element of causing any offence. Moreover, the knowledge of automatism indicates the occurrence of an act that has been done by the body of an individual who was not under the control of the mind. It also essential to mention here that, in terms of automatism, the situation of Freya arises from the disease of her mind, which is epilepsy, and from the internal malfunctioning of her body, which has caused her to punch mike and give him black eyes.
Actus reus of the crime
The actus reus of the crime is essentially addressing the abuse of alcohol that has been caused by Freya, as she has drunk a lot of gin and tonic. Moreover, the occurrences of bodily harm on mike are also considered the actus reus here for Freya.
Men’s Rea of the crime    
The men’s rea of the crime also indicates the occurrence of the seizure due to having epilepsy and the unintentional harm done to Mike by Freya. As she was already suffering from a mental illness or disease, no proper men’s rea has developed here, as she had no intention of harming Mike and was facing a seizure, triggered her to commit the bodily harm.
Supporting with Case Law
Based on the identification of the actus reus and men’s rea elements, it is highly essential to support Freya’s situation with the application of case law examples. At first, it is essential to address here that, though she has been charged with the criminal offence of causing bodily harm, due to her having voluntarily consumed alcohol and losing control over her mind due to a seizure occurring from epilepsy, there is a possibility for Freya to rely on her intoxication state to overcome the liability of the criminal offence. The application of the case such as R v. Sullivan [1984] AC 156 is prominent here, as this also indicates the similar situation of seizure occurring from epilepsy and the causing of bodily to a person.
Fact of R v. Sullivan [1984] AC 156
The defendant, who has psychomotor epilepsy, kicked the victim in the head with great force while having a seizure. According to Sections 18 and 20 of the Offences against persons Act 1861, he was accused of causing grievous bodily harm. After consulting with counsel, he changed his plea from not guilty to assault causing actual bodily harm in violation of Section 47 of the Offence Against Person Act of 1861 and was found guilty of the crime. Two medical experts testified at the trial that the defendant's attack on the victim most likely happened during the postictal stage of the epileptic seizure, at which stage a sufferer makes automatic movements without being aware of them. The evidence presented at trial indicates that the defendant did not remember the incident, and this evidence was accepted. The trial judge determined that insanity, not automatism, should be used as the defence in this case.  
Decision
The trial judge’s assessment that epilepsy is a mental illness and that the best defense is insanity was accepted by the court. Epilepsy falls under the M’Naghten definition because it is an internal illness that affects the mind rather than being brought on by an external factor.

This essentially helps Freya in proving the fact that, though she has caused harm to Mike, that harm has mainly occurred due to her seizure occurring from epilepsy. Moreover, in terms of relying on intoxication, that has also been done voluntarily by Freya. This is supportive of the case of R v. Lipman [1970] 1 QB 152, where voluntary intoxication made the defendant manslaughter while having an LSD trip. As the defendant was held intoxication, the decision taken by the court indicates that he was not having a men’s rea enough to determine that, while intoxication, he was having a guilty mind about killing his friend. This has enabled the court to prove that the defendant is not criminally liable. Similarly, by relying on intoxication, there is a possibility for Freya to overcome the criminal offence. Based on the understanding of automatism, no men’s rea is also prominent in the case of Freya, and it is also similar to the case of Hill v. Baxter [1958] 1 All ER 193, which also indicates that the accused did not have any knowledge, nature or quality of action. In a similar sense, the seizure condition and intoxication have also caused Freya to inflict bodily harm on Mike, which also helps Freya prove that she is not guilty under Section 47 of the Offence against person Act 1981.
Conclusion 
In conclusion, the application of appropriate case examples, the act, and the evaluation of the actus reus and men’s rea have helped in determining the possibility of freaky behavior in avoiding the criminal offence and also the consequences of it.
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