Module: Criminal Law
Lecturer: Sadie France
Name: Ziaur Rahman
1. Introduction:
Ronan had a good and prospering business. He always liked to show off his clothes, jewelry, and vehicles. He also bought bucci trainers. He was showing off his new trainers. He was going to the Maldives to some men in the local pub. Hadley never liked the fact that he was a show-off. Hadley intended to steal those trainers.  He decided to enter Ronan’s place through the wrong means. So he went into Ronan’s place. He could not find Bucci’s trainers but he found a watch which he decided to steal. He sat fire in the dressing room of Ronan’s place. He showed his bad intent through his conduct. He damaged the place. It Ronan was there he could have harmed him as well.
Explanation:
For the first thing when an act is observed through a legal perspective then intention matters a lot. Hadley was intending to steal Bucci’s trainers which means that he had no good plans. He never liked Ronan. So he committed trespass as mentioned in the intervention orders act 2009 by entering Ronan’s place without permission. This not getting permission and bad intention reveals that Hadley is guilty of the wrongful act. He entered wrongfully to the place. Then he damaged a wooden bench and caused a loss in Ronan’s place. He also set fire in the dressing room. This was the most dangerous act. According to the criminal code act as well crime of theft will be proved with the help of the intention of the person. The intention is crystal clear in this matter. The way in which the place is damaged and he has entered in the place it is clear that he wanted to steal the Bucci trainers which he was unable to find there. So he decided to steal an expensive watch. He damaged the place as well. This was another loss to Ronan. Then he set fire in the place. It could have damaged the room a lot. The liability clearly comes on Hadley who has committed the act.
It can be concluded that Hadley had a bad intention of harming Ronan. It all did not happen coincidently.  The requirement of intention for the commission of an act cannot be denied. A person gets convicted when the intention is clear in an honourable court of law. The aim of acknowledging the intention is to make clear that justice has prevailed. No innocent is convicted, and no criminal is set free by a court of law. The only goal is justice which will not only include the act committed but also the intent with which the act is committed. After when the intention is ascertained then the crime of theft, trespass, and damage to the property will be proved in the honourable court of law. The meaning of intention is also explained in ZTAL V minister for information case as well where it is clear that the actual, subject intent and the things which are going on in mind at the time of the commission of the act will not be denied.
Conclusion:
 It can be concluded that Hadley was guilty of the act of trespass as well as damaging the property along with theft. He has a plan of stealing the Bucci trainers but when he realized that he is not able to find those he decided to steal watches. He made effort to damage as much as possible which revealed his bad intention. There are scenarios in which a person seems apparently nice but deep inside they have bad plans and this shows a similar situation where Hadley tried to commit a criminal act. Setting fire to the places shows that it could have damaged the building as well for will Hadley was responsible then. The purpose of making Hadley accountable for the actions he performed is to make clear that no one can escape from injustice. Law protects everyone and their assets. Showing off is not a crime but stealing someone’s property is a crime. Without permission, no one can enter in someone’s property. It is made clear in this scenario that Hadley will be under liability for trespassing as well as he damaged the property along with theft. He will be answerable in the honourable court of law. Law will not spare the ones who perform criminal acts and wrongs without the fear of law enforcing authorities as well as courts.


2.
Introduction:
Freya and Nicky met during fresher’s week. Last week there was a foam party at a local nightclub. During childhood Freya had epilepsy. But now she was not taking any medication. They took gin before going to the party and during the party, they took six double gin at the nightclub. After returning from the night club she began vomiting in the student hall. Then she had a seizure which was noticed by Nicky when she came back from the kitchen with a glass of water. In the next room, Mike was sleeping and Nicky went to wake him up so that he is aware of the situation. Freya attacked Mike and caused him a black eye. She injured him which apparently revealed that he was intending to give harm to him which was actually not the scenario. She was not in good condition medically.
Explanation:
Under section forty-seven of the person’s act 1861, the element of intention is very important for proving bodily harm for the offense of assault. If the situation is observed Freya fainted and she was not in good condition. But this does not mean that she was intoxicated during that situation. The behaviour was not the result of intoxication. There are some symptoms of intoxicated behaviour which include an incoherent way of uttering words, rude conduct, and the person is not capable of maintaining the balance of the body.
The symptoms of Epilepsy include fits, awareness of the surrounding is lost, and the individual collapsing. Here she had seizures and she collapsed as well. From the situation, it can be inferred that Freya might be suffering from Epilepsy as she was a patient of it in childhood.
In the case of “zabuton v the queen” the intent of transmission of HIV was proved by ascertaining what was present in the mind of the person when he committed the sexual act. So the thought of the person at the time of committing the act matters a lot. The intention of Freya was not bad. She was not in good condition medically. Her medical check-up will exactly prove that she was suffering from epilepsy. Freya was not able to perceive the scenario in its exact form so she reacted in that way. She was collapsed first so she had no plans to attack anyone. She was collapsed and saying that she was intoxicated is not right at that moment especially as there is a time difference between the moment when she went to a nightclub and when she collapsed. She had seizures which indicate that she had some other problem. The court will never give a decision that will ignore the mental state of the accused while committing the crime. If a person commits a crime, he or she thinks about it first and then executes it. They have a purpose of committing such an act. The court will see primarily the fact why the individual has committed such an act which became a threat to the life of the other person. When that criminal thought and purpose of committing such an act is proved along with evidence then the accused will be convicted or acquitted in the case. The person is intoxicated or there is another disease to him or, this fact can be made clear through medical examination as the symptoms of both are different. Here it seems that the girl was suffering from epilepsy so it cannot be said that she intentionally attacked him. She was not able to perceive his presence properly. She got frightened and she attacked. But she had no plans to attack him at all. This fact will not be ignored by the law.
Conclusion:
It can be concluded that she had no intention of attacking Mike. It all happened accidentally.  The importance of intention for the commission of an act cannot be ignored. An accused gets convicted when the intention is proved in an honourable court of law. Medical examination can help a lot so that it can be proved that her behaviour was not due to intoxication but due to epilepsy. The purpose of considering the intention is to make sure that justice has prevailed. No innocent is convicted and no criminal is acquitted in a court of law. The only aim is justice which will not include men’s rea along with actus rea. After when the intention is proved then the crime of assault will be proved in the honourable court of law. It is obvious from here that law never supports wrongful acts.
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