In terms of legal liability, Paula would be found guilty of Theft as she has wrongly taken a possession that doesn’t belong to her and appropriated the role of the owner. Section 1(1) of the Theft act 1968 (TA 1968) states that “A person is guilty of theft if they dishonestly appropriate property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it”. (Legislation.gov.Uk, 2011) Although in some cases the “actus reus” is only present. The element of actus reus is highlighted in section 3(1) where it states, “any assumption by a person of the rights of an owner amount to appropriation, and this includes where they have come by the property (innocently or not) without stealing it, any later assumption of a right to it by keeping or dealing with it as an owner”. (Legislation.gov.Uk 2011) In Paulas' case she has done this but as to the question as to whether she believed it was an innocent thing to do, the answer is simple. No as in the actions Paula has committed, she has also included the Mens Rea of Theft. It's clearly stated that Paula had “always been extremely jealous of the lavish gifts that Christines husband bought her”. This to me highlights that she was intentionally going to attempt to permanently deprive Christine of the property that belongs to her. Also, the fact that Paula had to conceal the bag inside her jacket to exit the house and head towards that car proves she knew what she was doing was wrong and was incredibly dishonest by doing this. To add when she heard somebody coming, she hid the handbag under her car with the intention of putting it in the car later in the evening. So, to conclude, Paula intentionally took the handbag, which was someone else’s property, then tried to conceal the fact she was stealing it and lastly hid the bag to fully steal it later in the night. This to me has no possible defense as it is clear to see Paula had the intention to steal the handbag and even went out of her way to hide the bag and then, as stated later in the evening put the handbag in the footwell and drove off. Paulas intense jealousy of the gifts Christine had been receiving has led to her potentially being charge with the act of Theft. There is one possible defense that could be claimed as “It will be a defence to a theft charge if you can show that you had a genuine belief that you had the legal right to appropriate the property; the owner would have consented; or the owner cannot be discovered by taking reasonable steps”. However, in this case I think Paula doesn’t have genuine belief that Christine would have consented so this defence wouldn't apply in this certain scenario. This defence is explained in Section 2 1968 (Great Britain, 1968). 

For Harriet there are two different potential crimes she has committed being criminal damage and assault. First, I will explain her criminal liability on the criminal damage part. As we can see from text on the events that took place Harriet had smashed the glass panes in the bi-fold doors of Christine's kitchen. Although Harriet was under the influence of alcohol and though it wasn't of her own accord I will still look at the events that took place and then discuss the possible defences. It is clear to see that Harriet was obviously very scared due to the hallucinations and then proceeded to smash the glass panes. However, I would say it was done recklessly since Harriet didn’t think about the other people in the room before she smashed the glass and didn’t think about the possible consequences. In section 1 (1) of the criminal damage act 1971 it states that *A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged shall be guilty of an offence.” (Criminal Damage | The Crown Prosecution Service, 2022) The actus reus part of this statement is covered in section 10(1) of the criminal damage act 1971 and it defines property in which this case would be a tangible item, being the glass panes inside the bi-fold door. Section 10(2) (Criminal Damage Act 1971, 2022) is also covered as we can clearly tell that this property is owned by Christine meaning she has the full custody or control over the property. As seen in Lloyd v DPP Whitely 1991 damaged property is classed as damaged if rendered unfit for purpose and in this case the door would be rendered unfit for purpose as it now has smashed glass panes which will be not only incredibly dangerous but also wouldn’t allow the door to function properly anymore. So, in this case the Actus Reus is present as there is property that does in fact belong to another. Harriets conduct led to damage on the property and was reckless in doing so. I also believe there was a certain amount of intention involved as she feared the hallucinations so intended to break the doors to escape what she thought was impending doom. In this certain case I do not believe that the mens rea has been fulfilled. Although she had put people in danger, she had done this out of unreasonable belief due to the hallucinations caused by her drink being spiked with vodka. In this case I believe Harriet would say it was an unreasonable mistake and apologise for her actions in which case would result in a defence being valid for her. As Harriet wasn’t in any fit state to make any rational decisions and that wasn’t down to her. She knew she was allergic to alcohol so purposefully didn’t drink to avoid these situations. But was unfortunately spiked. In Section 5 (2)(B) it states that “Defendant believed that property belonging to himself, or another was in immediate need of protection so damaged or destroyed property to protect it. Defendant believed that the means of protection used were reasonable” (Criminal Damage Act 1971, 2022) This also backs up the point in which Harriet may have been trying to protect the people by evacuating the house and perhaps stop the spread of the fire that was all happening in her mind but to her was all very real. Thereby providing a possible defence. Harriet also hit Daniel in the face and caused a broken cheekbone. I believe this would come under section 47 of offences against the person act 1861 which states “whosoever shall be convicted on indictment of any assault occasioning actual bodily harm shall be liable to imprisonment for not more than five years” (S.47 OAPA 1861 Actual Bodily Harm, 2022). The fact Harriet had struck Daniel in the face shows there was conduct on Harriets part in this situation. I also believe the victim in this case Daniel would have apprehended immediate unlawful personal violence. Which was caused as a result of Harriets actions, this tells me that an assault had occurred as all the actus reus elements are present. This is shown in section 39 of the criminal justice act 1988 (Criminal Justice Act 1988, 2022). The reasons for me believing this assault, is assault occasioning actual bodily harm is because all the elements are also present. The defendant committed an assault in which the victim suffered actual bodily harm (broken cheekbone), and this was as a result of the assault by Harriet. In the case of Taylor v Granville, it is said that actual bodily harm will always be established if an injury is occurred. (A Law Reform Commission report on Non-Fatal Offences Against the Person, 2022). (“A Law Reform Commission report on Non-Fatal Offences ...”) Although the actus reus is present I don’t believe the mens rea was not as Harriet has not understood the risk due to the condition she was in and was also not her fault why she was in that situation. I know Harriet would be able to attempt two distinct types of defences. One being insanity and the other involuntary intoxication. Or under these circumstances I believe both can cross over as firstly Harriet was spiked meaning she was involuntary intoxicated similar to Kingston (1994) which then caused her to severely hallucinate meaning she wasn't mentally stable to understand her actions. On the case of involuntary intoxication, I believe she will not be found guilty as no mens rea was to be found in the criminal damage charge or in the assault charge meaning it is possible for it to act as a complete defence regardless of the crime. As Harriet was unaware of what she was doing at any given point after the spiking.
To conclude, I believe Paula will be found guilty of theft due to her having obvious actus reus and mens rea elements of theft and no obvious choice of defence. And Harriet will not be found guilty of criminal damage or assault as she can rely on the defence of voluntary intoxication.
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