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Current rules and regulations of the law are strict enough to stop people from doing hazardous tasks. But individuals engage in dysfunctional action out of hatred or derived from emotions. The law doesn't care about emotions. It has some offenses and defenses to punish the wrong and protect the right. The discussion today is based on the rules and regulations of criminal law that will be applicable to two cases. The cases are stories of Hadley and Freya and attract the law that will be applicable in their circumstances. 
[bookmark: _Toc123389593]Offenses of Hadley
Hadley's hatred towards Ronan for showing off his lavish lifestyle made him do some illegal work. When Hadley knew that Ronan was supposed to be outside of his house he tried to forcefully enter his house. His act of entering the house without permission and by using force is retarded as breaking and entering in criminal law. Criminal law presents that if any person without any authorization uses force to enter a building is the act of breaking and entering. This is an unlawful act even if one uses the slightest force such as pushing a door to open it without permission to enter. Also, if the person accused of such charges enters any of his body parts but does not fully enter the house still he will be charged with breaking and entering. Besides, entering a house by the mean of fraud, threats, or collusion is also part of breaking. In Hadley's case, he used force to enter Ronan's private villa and he fully entered the house. At that time neither the house was open to the public nor Hadley had the privilege to enter. However, breaking and entering in time of day and for the purpose of helping someone is not a criminal act. But he did it with the intention to steal something. So he will be criminally liable for a burglary offense.  As per the Theft Act (1968), burglary is the act of breaking and entering someone's house or a building with the intention of committing a felony and it is done in the nighttime. It will not be considered burglary if breaking and entering are not constituted with the intention to commit a felony. It will be regarded as illegal trespass. But as Hadley's intention was to commit a felony, stealing something, it is clearly an act of burglary. The theft act covers this kind of act of theft and stealing, burglary in sections 9 and 10. It is covered by two sections because the accused may steal something or not. One of the sections covers the offense of burglary where someone steals something, and another covers the offense of burglary which involves the intention of stealing something. In Hadley's case, he will be brought under section 9 as he attempted theft. He broke and entered Ronan's house and stole his Rolex watch.
Moreover, Hadley's circumstances show that he will be criminally liable for another act. He set the bin in the dressing room on fire by pouring after shave in it. Doesn't matter what he destroyed or damaged he is liable for a property damage offense. As per Section 1(1) of CDA (1971), a person is guilty of such offense when he or she destroys or damages some other person's property without any lawful excuse or even acts with an intent to destroy or damage any such property, also if the act in a reckless manner for which any such property can get destroyed or damaged. The section clearly presents Hadley as guilty of a property damage offense as for damaging Ronan's property. Magistrates’ Court Act (1980) or in short MCA 1980 presents this offense as triable either way as per para. 29 of Schedule 1. The punishment for this offense is mentioned in Section 4 of CDA 1971.
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Freya has been accused of s.47 Offences Against the Person Act (1861). As per the accused offense when a person assaults another whether it is intentional or reckless and causes any Actual Bodily Harm, he or she is liable under the law. In such cases, proof of bodily harm is required. As Freya hurt Mike by punching him in the face and Mike's black eye is the proof in this case Freya is liable under this act. Now the circumstances of Freya show her punch was not made on purpose. Also, she was drunk at that time and faced a seizure of her epilepsy. So, there is a question if she can take the help of defenses of intoxication and automatism. 
Crim. L.R. (923 CA), presents if an individual is in a state that complies with the nature of automatism due to self-intoxication and thus has no control over their actions as of not having mental consciousness or normal sense can take extreme intoxication as a defense. Using this defense an accused can avoid all criminal responsibility he was acquitted of. So, when somebody gets into an automatism state even though getting intoxicated by self and reaches the state of mental unconsciousness or instability then his actions will not be taken as willful action. As a result, the person can get off with any charges pressed on.

R v Hardie (1985, 1 WLR 64) also presents that if a defendant does not his or her actions can lead to an automatic state thus he or she was not reckless and can use the defense of automatism. Though for a crime of basic intent voluntary intoxication is never a defense there is a rule for a crime of specific intent. If the defendant has intoxicated voluntarily to the extent that he or she becomes mentally incapable of constituting the offense he or she will be eligible for getting this a defense in respect of a crime of specific intent. However, there will be no defense eligible even for a crime of specific intent if a person deliberately makes himself intoxicated with the intention to gather or that gives him sufficient courage to commit an offense.
If the case of Freya is viewed carefully Freya has voluntarily intoxicated herself and it was not something she does deliberately. It was drinking for occasional purposes. But she intoxicated herself to a level that she would have become mentally unconscious. Also, she was diagnosed with epilepsy previously, and due to intoxication or getting heavily drunk, she faced a seizure. In such a condition it is obvious that Freya was not in a condition where she could willfully punch Mike's face. So losing control over her action due to intoxication she unintentionally gave a punch in Mike’s face while he was trying to help her get out of the seizure. It fills ups the criteria of using the defense of intoxication and automatism. That means Freya has the chance of getting out of the charge she has been accused of the s.47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861, by using the intoxication and automatism defense as mentioned in Crim. L.R. 923 CA.
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The discussion shows what rules of criminal law are applicable in Hadley and Freya's case. In Hadley's case, his acts cover two offenses under criminal law. He will be liable for two offenses. One is for burglary for breaking and entering Ronan's house and stealing his watch. Another is for property damage as of setting fire to the bin of Ronan's dressing room. As for the case of Freya, as she is accused of offenses under Person Act 1861 she can use a defense against it. As she was in the condition of automatism and had no mental sense because of facing seizure due to being heavily drunk she can use the intoxication and automatism defense in her favor. So Hadley will be charged off for the offenses and Freya will get off the offenses using a trial. This presents that criminal law always supports the right and legal actions. As for Hadley's unlawful actions he will be charged and as Freya did nothing wrong willfully neither she can be proven illegal in her behavior she will not be charged unnecessarily and get off the offenses.
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