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[bookmark: _Toc124341232]Introduction 
This study will explore two legal cases involving different sets of facts and their associated defences. The first case examines Ronan and Hadley, exploring how Hadley could be criminally liable in relation to what had transpired. The second case looks at Freya, Nicky and Mike and whether the defences of intoxication and automatism may be relied upon. The facts of both cases will be used to provide legal analysis and establish argument for the respective defences or lack thereof. Through careful examination, arguments will be put forward as to why or why not defences can be used by each party in the cases. 


[bookmark: _Toc124341233]Advise Hadley which offences he could be criminally liable for (you do not need to consider defences here).
Hadley would be criminally liable for burglary and arson. Burglary is defined in English Law as 'unlawful entry into any structure with intent to commit an offence.' In this case, Hadley unlawfully entered into Ronan's house, intending to steal something, which satisfies the elements of the offence.
Hadley would also be liable for arson, which is defined as the 'intentional and malicious destruction of property by fire.' Hadley set fire to the contents of Ronan's bin, which qualifies him for the charge.
Categorically, the offences Hadley may be criminally liable for:
1. Burglary (Criminal Damage Act 1971): Hadley could be liable for burglary if he entered the property of another without permission and with the intention to commit a theft offence. His entry into the house would count as burglarious as his purpose was to steal. He committed an act of damage by jumping over the back fence and breaking the bench, using the bamboo to hook the keys and setting fire to the aftershave in the bin. Hadley may be liable for burglary as the elements for this offence are that he unlawfully entered the property of another with the intention to commit a theft offence (Dickens and Sugarman, 2017). Hadley jumped over the back fence and broke the bench in his attempt to gain entry, used the bamboo to hook the keys from the inside of the house and set fire to aftershave in the bin in an effort to commit a theft.
2. Theft (Theft Act 1968): As mentioned above, Hadley could be liable for theft as stealing another’s property without consent, with the intention of permanently depriving the owner of the property (Levi, 2016). Hadley could be liable for theft as he unlawfully took the 'Kolex' watch of another and planned to permanently deprive the owner of it. He was not successful in stealing the 'bucci' trainers but still his intention was to commit a theft.
3. Arson (Criminal Damage Act 1971): Hadley could be liable for arson as he intentionally caused damage to the property of another by fire or smoke. Hadley may be liable for arson as the elements for this offence are that a person intentionally caused damage to the property of another by use of fire or smoke. Hadley set fire to the aftershave in the bin in the dressing room caused damage to the property.
4. Criminal Damage (Criminal Damage Act 1971): Hadley committed criminal damage as he damaged property belonging to another without the consent of the owner, with the intention to cause damage. His act of using the bamboo to enter the house, breaking the bench and setting fire to the aftershave could all be viewed as criminal damage. Hadley could be liable for criminal damage as he damaged property of another without the consent of the owner, with the intention to cause damage. By jumping over the back fence, breaking the bench and setting fire to the aftershave he caused damage to the property (Ciobanu, 2016).
Hadley could be criminally liable for burglary, theft, arson and criminal damage as all of these offences have been committed while trespassing on the property of another. Though he did not get the 'bucci' trainers, he was still liable for theft as the intention to steal still existed. The consequences of Hadley's actions may include a criminal conviction and possible period of imprisonment. Hadley could face serious charges such as burglary, theft, arson and criminal damage. A conviction would be likely to have an impact on Hadley's future job prospects and he may also be required to pay compensation to Ronan for any damage caused by his actions. In addition, Hadley may be subject to a restraining order or other such measures imposed by the court. Furthermore, he could be ordered to attend or participate in programmes or courses aimed at reforming his behaviour. There will also be public stigmatization which may affect his reputation.
[bookmark: _Toc124341234][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]In the event of Freya being charged under Section 47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861, advise her of whether she would be able to rely on the defences of intoxication and automatism.
In the case of Freya being charged under Section 47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861, it is possible that she may be able to rely on either the defence of intoxication or the defence of automatism. The defence of intoxication is one which stems from common law and would need to be shown that the defendant was so intoxicated that they did not know what they were doing, as a result of drinking alcohol, so as to prevent them forming the necessary mens rea for the offence (Gaffney-Rhys, 2017). To rely upon this defence, the intoxication must be so severe that the defendant's conduct lacks the requisite intent for the offence. The intoxication must also be voluntary which is that the defendant must have ingested the alcohol of their own accord. 
When considering Freya’s charge, it appears that the intoxication was voluntary, as she had consumed a substantial amount of alcohol at two separate points before the incident. However, it is arguable whether such intoxication was enough for Freya to not be aware of her own conduct and form the necessary mens rea for the offence. Furthermore, even if it could be argued that her intoxication was sufficient to prevent her forming mens rea, it can be argued that she still had the ‘basic intent’ necessary to commit the offence. If a defendant has basic intent, the defence of intoxication cannot be successfully argued, which may make Freya’s defence difficult to prove (McCombe, 2017). In contrast, automatism is a defence which occurs when the accused's conduct is wholly outside of their control, even though on a reasonable assessment of the whole circumstances, it may still have been a voluntary act. The defence is applicable when the accused was not aware of their actions at the time, and it was instead the product of some internal, not external, factor. It has been described by the courts as “conduct which is not willed or carried out with any form of consciousness”.
In the given case, it is arguable that Freya’s conduct of punching Mike in the face fits within this definition. She had been diagnosed with epilepsy at a young age and was no longer taking medication for it, meaning that it is possible she was experiencing a seizure at the time of the alleged offence. This could suggest that Freya’s conduct was outside of her control and that she was not conscious of her own actions, making the defence of automatism available to her (Kimu, 2020).  However, there is a requirement under the defence that the behaviour in question must be involuntary. Therefore, if it can be argued that Freya’s behaviour was voluntary and that she knew what was happening when she punched Mike in the face, then that could weaken the defence of automatism. As with intoxication, even if it is shown that there was no mens rea, if it can still be established that Freya had basic intent, then the defence cannot be successfully argued.
It may also be possible that both defences could be combined in order to exonerate Freya of the charge. In R v T (1989), the Court of Appeal held that evidence of intoxication could be taken into account when considering the defence of automatism, and vice versa, as both defences can arise when a defendant's mental or conscious state is compromised (Chisholm, 2021). The court in R v Hardie (1985) identified two types of automatism which can be used as defences. Namely, ‘disease of the mind’ and ‘non-insane automatism’. The courts in R v T indicated that where the defendant’s automatism is caused by intoxication then this would be ‘non-insane automatism’. In these cases, the defendant must demonstrate that their intoxication was involuntary, and it must be shown that the intoxication caused the necessary condition of automatism. Therefore, if Freya can demonstrate that her intoxication was involuntary, and this caused her to be in a state of automatism at the time of the incident, then it is arguable that she can successfully rely upon both defences when responding to the charge of Section 47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861.


[bookmark: _Toc124341235]Conclusion 
In conclusion through this study, it can be understood that Hadley is liable for both burglary and arson due to his intention to commit an offence and maliciously setting fire to Ronan's bin, respectively. Freya could potentially rely on the defence of intoxication, yet her voluntary ingestion of alcohol and possible basic intent may complicate any defence.
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