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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, Section 1(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. However, upon entering the house of Ronan, Hadley could not find the trainers and instead, stole the “Kolex Watch”. This act has been considered one of the criminal offences that are categorised under Section 9 (1)(b) of the “Theft Act 1986” (Sentencing Council, 2023). According to this section, an individual with the intention of entering any building as a trespasser with an attempt of stealing is identified as a criminal offence. 
Furthermore, Hadley also tried to damage the dressing room of Ronan by setting it on fire in order to teach him a lesson about flaunting his over-expensive clothes and trainers. In this context, the act of Hadley has been considered under the “Criminal Damage Act 1971” as the criminal offence of damaging property which belongs to another individual. Section 1(1) of the “Criminal Damage Act 1971” states that a person is liable to face the consequences of a criminal offence if the particular person damages any property without lawful excuse that belongs to another and is thus, identifies to be guilty of the criminal offence of damaging property (Legislation, 2023). Moreover, Mens Rea of Section 1(1) of the “Criminal Damage Act 1971” states that the reckless intention of damaging property can be both direct and oblique (CPS, 2022). However, a person is not found to be guilty of the criminal offence of damaging property pertaining to the fact that the damage has occurred under the “mistaken belief” of possessing the property as their own. 
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. In accordance with the particular case law, it has been observed that during the operation the defendant surgeon, without the consent of the patient operated on the left ear instead of the right ear. In this context, the patient sued the surgeon in accordance with the “Tort of Assault” and lack of consent. In this context, the trial court awarded “damage to the patient” and also claimed that the damage that has been caused to the patient is excessive under the influence of prejudice and passion. 
Therefore, in this context, Hadley is more likely to face the criminal offence of both the “Theft Act” and “Criminal Damage Act” pertaining to the fact that the accused has both the intentions of stealing the limited edition pairs of “Bucci Trainers” of Ronan as well as tried to damage the dressing room of Ronan in an attempt to set the room on fire.  This can be attributed to the fact that Ronan had a habit of flaunting his over-expensive clothes and jewellery in order to flaunt his success in his business. However, Hadley attempted to steal the unlimited edition pairs of “Buccin trainers” from Ronan in order to teach him a lesson about being a poser. Thus, Hadley entered his property without permission and tried to steal the trainers. However, he was unable to find the trainers and instead, stole the “Kolex Watch”. This indicates the fact that Hadley can be criminally liable for the criminal offence of Theft under the “Theft Act 1986”. In addition, Hadley also set Ronan’s dressing room on fire which has been categorised to be another criminal offence and thus, Hadley is also criminally liable for causing damage to another’s property under the “Criminal Damage Act 1971”.                             
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It can be concluded from the above findings that criminal law is an act of the parliament that is associated with addressing criminal offences that are perceived as threatening as well as harmful. In accordance with the given scenario between Ronan and Hadley, it has been observed that Hadley, who is the main accused is liable to be held on the basis of both “Theft Act 1986” and “Criminal Damage Act 1971” pertaining to the fact that the accused not only had an intention of stealing the pairs of “Bucci Trainers” but also tried to damage the dressing room of Ronan by setting it on fire. This indicates the fact that Hadley will have to face the consequences of the criminal offence of both theft and damage on the basis of the actions of 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 section 428 (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.   
[bookmark: _6oredi3fjq1f][bookmark: _Toc123658591]Main Body
Automatism is defined as a part of the criminal law which states that a person’s actions are considered to be involuntary when the particular person is in a state of impaired consciousness or consciousness. According to the comments of Sgrò et al., (2019), the movement of the limbs of the person is also considered to be involuntary when the person is in a state of unconsciousness. In accordance with the given scenario, it has been observed that Freya has been diagnosed with epilepsy but has not experienced any seizures for the past ten years. Thus, Freya and Nicky drank alcohol at a nightclub. However, after the party, Freya started vomiting and also started to experience a seizure. During the same time, Mike, who tried to help Freya, experienced a punch from Freya that caused him to have a black eye. This is known as Automatism pertaining to the fact that the defendant wanted to protect oneself from a stranger while in a state of unconsciousness. Moreover, this act of Freya is also considered self-induced intoxication which states that the defendant lacks mens rea and thus, the intention of punching Mike is not associated with the actual intention of hurting a stranger. In addition, the state of self-induced intoxication is associated with “Sane Automatism”. 
Furthermore, in the context of the criminal responsibility of the defendant in terms of attacking a stranger, it has been observed that persons with self-induced intoxication are not criminally responsible pertaining to the fact that the movement of the limbs of the persons in an intoxicated state is considered to be involuntary. This indicates the fact that “A Drunken intent is still an intent”. However, as per the statements of R Yacoub and Briggs (2021), there is no separate defence for the actions that are committed in an intoxicated state along with the involuntary movements of the limbs. In accordance with the states of intoxication and automatism, the case law of “Watmore v Jenkins [1962] 2 QB 572” is considered to be a criminal case law that is concerned with the defence of automatism. According to the case law, it has been observed that the trial court has given the verdict that a diabetic motorist is not criminally responsible for dangerous driving pertaining to the fact that the diabetic patient was forced to do so during a “hypo-glycaemic episode”. This indicates the fact that the patient should be acquitted on the grounds of sane automatism and the involuntary control of the limbs.  
In accordance with the given scenario of intoxication and automatism, it has been observed that Freya who is the main defendant will be able to rely on the defences of automatism and intoxication. Moreover, in terms of punching Mike, Freya has been charged under section 47 of the “Offences Against the Person Act 1861”. According to section 47 of “Offences Against the Person Act 1861” states that it must be proved that the assault that has been committed by the defendant has been done internationally as well as recklessly and thus, has caused bodily harm to the victim (Legislation, 2023). In line with this context, Freya will be able to rely on the defences of intoxication and automatism pertaining to the fact that due to her epileptic issues and frequent episodes of seizures, the movement of the limbs was involuntary and thus, could not be controlled. This indicates the fact that although Freya was intoxicated with a high dosage of alcohol, considering the epileptic seizures it can be estimated that the punching action was involuntary through which the defendant had no control over the limbs. This action is known as “Sane Automatism”.                  
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It can be concluded from the above findings that intoxication and automatism are two closely related aspects of criminal law according to which the actions of the defendants are not considered to be criminally responsible due to the fact that they are involuntary in action. This state is also known as “Sane Automatism”. In accordance with the given scenario, it has been observed that Freya in an intoxicated state, punched Mike and thus, has been charged under Section 47 of the “Offences Against the Person Act 1861”. In this context, it has been observed that Freya will be able to rely on the defences against intoxication and automatism stating the fact that her actions were not in control due to the epileptic seizures.  
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