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Criminal Law is referred to as the body of law that is related to crime and defines criminal offences which are perceived as harmful and threatening in terms of endangering property (Pratt and Miao, 2019). One of the main objectives of the criminal law of the UK is associated with identifying, acknowledging, punishing, and educating the greater community in accordance with the consequences of the criminal offences that have occurred under the actions of the “Criminal Justice System” (CJS). In this context, three main purposes of criminal law have been recognised which include “Retribution, Deterrence, Incapacitation” (Legislation, 2023). The aim of this present assignment is to focus on the different criminal offences in accordance with the given scenario in order to understand the actions of the CJS on criminal offences. 
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“Theft Act 1986” is referred to as an “Act of the Parliament” of the UK that has been introduced in order to identify the intention of obtaining property by deception as a criminal offence (Legislation, 2023). In this context, S1(1) of the “Theft Act 1986” states that if a person is guilty of deception, then it has been identified as a criminal offence with the actual intention of permanently depriving others of obtaining the property (CPS, 2022). In accordance with the given scenario, it has been observed that Ronan being a successful business owner, flaunts his expensive clothes and jewellery in front of others. In this context, Ronan has bought a new pair of “Bucci Trainers” that has caught the eyes of Hadley who had an intention of stealing the trainers in order to teach Ronan a lesson.Even though Hadley did not succeed in stealing the trainers, he still broke into Ronan's house and stole the watch, which is a serious offence.
It is important to emphasize that breaking into someone's property and stealing is never an acceptable behavior. Hadley's actions can be classified as burglary under S.91(a) of the Theft Act 1968, as he entered Ronan's house with the intention to steal. His subsequent theft of the "Kolex" watch further confirms his criminal intent and makes his actions punishable by law.
It is important to note that burglary is a serious crime that can result in significant penalties, including imprisonment, fines, and a criminal record. It is never acceptable to break into someone's property with the intention to steal or commit any other offense, regardless of the motivation behind the act.
    The actus reus element in this case is the physical act of entering a building as a trespasser, which is a necessary component of the offense. This means that the individual must have entered the building without permission or authority to do so.
   The mens rea element, on the other hand, is the intention to steal. The individual must have entered the building with the intent to commit theft, which can be established through evidence such as tools for breaking and entering, a history of theft or burglary, or verbal statements indicating an intention to steal.
Under S9(1)(b) of the Theft Act 1986, the combination of actus reus and mens rea elements of entering a building as a trespasser with the intention to steal constitutes a criminal offense of theft. This offense is punishable under the law and can result in imprisonment, fines, and other penalties.
The offence in this scenario is Arson, contrary to S1(3) of the “Criminal Damage Act 1971”. Hadley set fire to the bin in Ronan's dressing room, which qualifies as "damaging or destroying property by fire" under the definition of arson.
S1(1) of the “Criminal Damage Act 1971” establishes the actus reus of the offense of damaging property, which occurs when a person intentionally or recklessly destroys or damages property belonging to another without lawful excuse. The mens rea of the offense is established by the intention or recklessness of the individual in causing the damage.
In this case, Hadley intentionally set fire to Ronan's bin, causing damage to the property. His intention was to teach Ronan a lesson, but this does not qualify as a lawful excuse for damaging the property.
Therefore, Hadley's actions are a clear violation of S1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 and constitute the offence of arson under S1(3) of the Act. The offense is punishable under the law and can result in imprisonment, fines, and other penalties.The case law that is related to both “Theft Act 1986” and “Criminal Damage Act 1971” is “Moir v Williams [1892]”. According to the respective case law, inadequate damages caused to an individual should be either refused or granted on the basis of the verdicts as well as the sound judicial decision of the trial court. 
Hadley is likely to be charged with two criminal offences: theft under the Theft Act 1986 and arson under the “Criminal Damage Act 1971”. Hadley's intention was to steal Ronan's limited edition “Bucci trainers” , but he was unable to find them and instead stole a “Kolex watch”. This intention to steal, coupled with his unauthorized entry into Ronan's property, makes him criminally liable under the Theft Act. Moreover, Hadley tried to damage Ronan's property by setting fire to the bin in his dressing room, which is a criminal offence under the “Criminal Damage Act”. The context for Hadley's actions was his disapproval of Ronan's habit of flaunting his wealth through his clothes and possessions, but that does not excuse his criminal behaviour.

[bookmark: _8bzkwj1kydb5][bookmark: _Toc123658588]Conclusion
[bookmark: _g6fqk4y4so5t]    Based on the above findings, it can be concluded that criminal law is legislation enacted by parliament to address criminal offenses that are deemed threatening and harmful. In the case of Ronan and Hadley, Hadley, as the main suspect, is liable to be charged with both the "Theft Act 1986" and the "Criminal Damage Act 1971." This is due to the fact that Hadley had the intention to steal Ronan's limited edition "Bucci Trainers" and attempted to damage Ronan's dressing room by setting it on fire. Therefore, Hadley will face the consequences of both theft and damage offenses under the "Criminal Justice System."
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  Automatism can be referred to as a part of criminal law that is defined as an involuntary act by a person. In this context, automatism which is associated with the involuntary act states that when a person commits an act without being aware of the nature of the situation, the state is known as sane automatism (Beran, 2020). On the other hand, intoxication is considered to be not self-induced and thus, can be used in accordance with defence related to sane automatism. Thus, under s428 (G) of the “Crimes Act”, the defendant who has used sane automatism as self-defence, will not be criminally responsible for the defence that has occurred in order to protect oneself (Sullivan, 2020). The aim of this assignment is to focus on the aspects of intoxication and automatism in order to understand the different aspects of the Person Act 1861.   
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   Automatism refers to a legal principle where a person's actions are considered involuntary when they are in a state of impaired consciousness or unconsciousness. This can also include involuntary movements of the limbs, as noted by Sgrò et al. (2019). In the given scenario, Freya has a history of epilepsy but has not experienced any seizures for the past ten years. She and Nicky consumed alcohol before Freya had a seizure and punched Mike in the face. This suggests that Freya was not in control of her actions during the seizure, and she may be able to rely on the defence of automatism.
   However, automatism can only be used as a defence if the loss of control was not self-induced. Freya consumed a significant amount of alcohol before having the seizure, and therefore her loss of control could be argued to be self-induced, meaning she cannot rely on the defence of automatism.
   The defence of intoxication is not a complete defence but can be used to reduce charges. It is not applicable in this case, as Freya's actions were caused by the seizure, not the alcohol.
 In “R v Bailey (1983) 2 AC 95”, it was established that if the defendant voluntarily consumed drugs or alcohol, knowing that it might trigger their epileptic fits, they cannot rely on the defence of automatism. Therefore, as Freya's loss of control was self-induced by alcohol consumption, she cannot rely on the defence of automatism.
 The case law of Watmore v Jenkins [1962] 2 QB 572 demonstrates that a person is not criminally responsible for dangerous driving during a hypoglycaemic episode. This suggests that the patient should be acquitted on the grounds of sane automatism and the involuntary control of the limbs.
  In the given scenario, Freya may be able to rely on the defences of automatism and intoxication, as her epileptic seizure caused the involuntary action of punching Mike. This is known as "Sane Automatism." She is charged under section 47 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861, which requires proof of intentional and reckless assault that causes bodily harm to the victim. Considering Freya's history of epilepsy and frequent episodes of seizures, it can be argued that her movement of the limbs was involuntary and thus could not be controlled.
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It can be concluded that intoxication and automatism are closely linked aspects of criminal law, which relieve defendants of criminal responsibility when their actions are involuntary. This condition is also known as "sane automatism". In the given scenario, Freya, who was intoxicated, punched Mike and has been charged under Section 47 of the "Offences Against the Person Act 1861". However, it can be argued that Freya can rely on the defenses of intoxication and automatism, as her actions were not under her control due to her epileptic seizures.
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