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Part A
CRIMINAL OFFENCES HADLEY COULD BE HELD LIABLE 
This essay seeks to discuss the criminal offences Hadley could be held liable for. Firstly, Hadley would be charged with burglary because he went to Ronan’s house with the intent to steal the ‘bucci’ trainers and there is therefore an established mens rea. Thus, Hadley entered the house with a known intent to steal and that intent alone constitutes an offence under the section 9(1)(a) of the Theft Act 1968. For instance; in Walkington (1979) case, the defendant entered a department store during opening hours and had approached a three-sided partition in the middle of the shop floor. He stood inside the partitioned area to open the drawer to verify if there is money inside to be stolen. He was convicted because he had entered the building as a trespasser with his intent to steal (‘R v Walkington’ (1979).
Moreover, a burglary could be charged if there is an actus reus such as; (i) entry, (ii) building or part of building (iii) as a trespasser. It can be established in this case that, there was a permanent structure which is Ronan’s house referred to as building where Hadley entered. Example; in Leathy (1979) case, B and S as defendants were held criminally liable for burglary for entering a Freezer container placed in a Farmyard which they stole goods from it. Even though for over two years the container had not been moved and was locked, it was still considered as a building and the defendants were charged with Burglary. The section 9(4) of the Theft Act defined what constitutes a building and the container which was resting sleepers, weighed three tons and was twenty-five feet long by seven-by-seven feet qualified to be a building (‘B & S v Leathly’ (1979). Hadley was a trespasser because he was aware that he does not own the building or does not have any form of legal authorization which is the consent of Ronan but he entered by jumping over the back fencing, landing onto a wooden bench and using a bamboo through the cat flap to hook the keys which opened the door. For instance; a case of Burglary was charged against Collins. The defendant stripped off his cloths, bar his socks and climbed back a ladder up to the window sill of a bedroom of a woman he discovered was sleeping naked. The woman upon seeing him in the dark window mistook him for her boyfriend and therefore invited him in to have a sexual intercourse with, only to realized later the mistake she has done. Collins was convicted because he entered as a trespasser without the consent of the woman with an intent to commit rape (‘R v Collins’ (1973).
Additionally, the section 1(1) of the Theft Act could be used against Hadley because, the Act says a person is guilty of theft if he or she dishonestly appropriates property which belongs to another with an intent to permanently deprive the owner of it. Hadley stole the ‘Kolex’ watch which is evidence of actus reus and therefore could be charged with theft. For instance; in the case of Velumyl (1989), the Court of Appeal held that, the defendant who had taken money from his employer’s safe and claimed that he planned to pay back after the weekend was convicted of theft because it was concluded that he did not intend to return the exact coins and notes (‘R v Velumyl’ (1989).  
According to the section 1(3) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971, a person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages property by fire shall be charged as arson. For Hadley to pour an aftershave into the bin in the dressing room and set it on fire, he could be charged with arson. The Miller (1983) case can be an example for this charge. The court ruled that James Miller should be convicted for arson since he fell asleep with a lighted cigarette in his hand when he was drunk in the house where he lived only for him to wake up and got to know that the cigarette had set the mattress on fire (‘R v Miller’ (1983).  
In conclusion, Hadley could be liable for burglary because he had entered a building without permission which makes him a trespasser. He could as well be charged with theft for stealing a Watch and lastly with arson for setting the bin on fire. 



PART B
FREYA’S DEFENCES OF INTOXICATION AND AUTOMATISM 
In this essay, I will be discussing the defence of intoxication and automatism in an attempt to exonerate Freya of legal responsibility, reduce her liability or lesson her sentence. 
For a defendant to be charged with an offence, it requires a proof of intent to commit the crime and whether or not the defendant was intoxicated. The term intoxication is limited to referring to intoxication by alcohol and dangerous drugs as it was defined in Hardie (1995) case where Hardie was charged with arson for allegedly intending to damage a woman’s property by being reckless when he consumed a large amount of Valium to calm himself after the lady had asked him to leave their flat where they were living. He came back and set fire to the wardrobe in his bedroom. The jury defined what intoxication is limited to when Hardie appealed the conviction (‘R v Hardie’ (1995). 
In the case of Freya, even though she was voluntary intoxicated because she drunk another six double gin and tonics at the nightclub in addition to the bottle he drunk before the party when she knew how intoxicated the alcohol could make her, she did not form the mens rea of the offence and therefore should not be convicted. This is because, Freya didn’t have specific intent to produce prohibited consequence. The defendant didn’t intent to cause Mike a black eye with her punch on his face and therefore she could be charged with an alternate offence. For example; in the case of Lipman (1970), Robert Lipman killed his victim whilst high. He suffocated her by ramming a bed sheet down her throat. The defendant was so intoxicated that, he had no idea of what he was doing and therefore does not form the mens rea of intent to kill. He was however convicted of the basic intent alternative to manslaughter (‘R v Lipman’ (1970). However, Freya would be held liable if she had predetermined to get intoxicated in order to get ‘dutch courage’ to commit the offence. In the case of the Attorney General for Northern Ireland v Gallagher, the defendant who had intended to kill his wife, bought a knife and a bottle of whisky to help him build up courage to carry out his crime. He deliberately drank and became intoxicated that, there was no way that he would have been capable of forming the required mens rea. The court held that because he was sane and sober before his intent to kill and knowing that it was legally wrong, then getting intoxicated to perform such an act, he was convicted (‘Attorney General for Northern Ireland v Gallagher’ (1963). 
Moreover, section 5(2)(a) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 provides a limited defence based on a genuine belief of Drunken mistake even if it’s induced by voluntary intoxication. In the case of Jaggard v Dickson (1981), the defendant who was returning from a street and was voluntarily drunk broke a window of an identical house of his friend and gained access to the house after he was initially denied. After being arrested, the defendant argued that, she mistakenly believed it was her friend’s house and that her friend would have consented to her to break the window and use as an entry. She was charged with Criminal Damage contrary to S1(1) Criminal Damage Act 1971 (‘Jaggard v Dickinson’ (1981).
Secondly, Mike would have to prove that; Freya was sufficiently in control of his bodily movements before Freya’s conduct could be held liable for the offence. Although Freya as a child was diagnosed with epilepsy, she had not had seizure for the past ten years and therefore she didn’t think drinking of alcohol would cause her a seizure. Freya can claim to have acted involuntarily and can plea of automatism. In this case, Freya’s inability to control her conduct was due to an external factor which is the excessive drinking of the alcohol. It can therefore be concluded that it wasn’t Freya’s fault to cause a black eye to Mike because Freya punched him whilst she was in a seizure and didn’t have control over her action. For example; in the case of Quick (1973), the appellant was a diabetic who suffered from hypoglycaemia and had taken insulin in the morning but had not eaten much during the day and had imbibed alcohol. This caused him a black out and he attacked a victim to suffer black eyes, bruising and a fractured nose. The appellant passed out and denied any recollection of his act. A trial was charged with assault occasioning Actual Bodily Harm and was convicted. When he appealed, it was held that, he is allowed to rely on the defence of automatism because the associated episodes were caused by the insulin which is an external factor (‘R v Quick’ (1973).   
In conclusion, Freya could rely on the defence of intoxication because she was so intoxicated to be incapable of making such an intent. Since her conduct was caused by an external factor which she had no control over, Freya could be acquitted.
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