In this scenario, Paula has the potential to be charged under the Theft Act 1968 section 1 (1). Paula put Christine’s handbag inside her coat and took this outside. The Theft Act 1968 states ‘A person is guilty of theft if he dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it.“ The Actus Reus of theft requires the establishment of three elements: appropriation, property and property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it. The definition of ‘appropriation’ is provided under the s3(1) assumption of the rights of an owner right to possess, right to use it, consume it, destroy it, sell it, give it away, lend it and move it. In this above scenario, Paula had the intention to permanently deprive the property, when Paula picked up the designer handbag and put it inside the coat and took this outside, this was Paula’s intention to permanently deprive. In the case DipKaur v Chief constable for Hampshire [1981] this demonstrates that all the rights of the owner must be assumed for there to be an appropriation. This is shown in the case R v MacPherson [1973] the defendant was charged with an offence of taking a conveyance without consent or other lawful authority, contrary to s 12(1) of the Theft Act 1968.  This is also proven in the case R v Lawrence [1972], this case a cab driver lied to Italian customer about money required to pay, charging and excess £6 pounds. The customer was unaware of the excess and there was no evidence available to suggest that the customer consented to being charged the excess. This was appropriation. In relaton to these cases, Christine wasn’t aware of her handbag being stolen and therefore did not consent to her property being stolen.  In Section 4(1) of the Thet Act 1968 Property includes ‘money and all other property, real or personal including things in action and other intangible property’. Christine’s handbag fits the criteria of the meaning  ‘property’. Christine’s handbag is classed as  personal property , Smith [2011] arranged to meet a drug dealer upon this meeting, Smith and his two o-appellants violently attacked him and stole around £50 worth of Heroin. In Section 5(1) Theft Act 1968 provides an extended meaning for the phrase belonging to another. Smith [2011] shows it does not have to be stolen from the legal owner.  Paula meets the criteria for the Actus Reus. 
The men’s rea of the Theft Act 1968 is an appropriation of property belonging to another, amounts to theft if it is done 1. dishonestly, and 2. with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it. In the Theft Act 1968 Dishonestly is not defined but does state what is dishonest. A common law test which has been developed over time started with a subjective and objective test. The test for dishonesty was used for many years, was as mentioned above the two-stage test, this was identified in Ghosh [1982], A hospital consultant falsely claimed that money was owed to him for an operation. This case was obtaining property by deception contrary to s15 Theft Act 1968 which is now repealed.  There was a subjective and an objective limb. Gilks [1972] the defendant kept an overpayment on a debt. It was held with this case that an individual is not dishonest if they honestly believe that they are acting honestly. This was the subjective test. The test was to show if the defendant realise that reasonable and honest people would regard what they did as dishonest. The objective test was shown in the case Feely [1973] where this looks at if the behaviour was dishonest according to the ordinary standards of reasonable and honest people. This was however, updated and developed with the case Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) ltd [2017]. This case decided that there was no logical or principal basis for the civil and criminal law to have different tests for dishonesty. Taking this into account, Paula acted in a dishonest way as when no one was looking she put the handbag inside her coat and later heard someone coming, placed the designer handbag underneath the car. This act was dishonest on Paula’s behalf and ordinary people would regard this as dishonest. Moving forward, the second part of the Men’s Rea is with the intention of permanently depriving of the property. There is not a requirement of theft if the individual fails in permanently depriving of the property. Vinll [2011] was convicted of Theft as his intention was to permanently deprive of the property, this also states that succeeding in permanently depriving of the property does not have to be done in order to be charged under the Theft Act 1968. This is also used in the case DPP v J [2002] which illustrates you don’t need to succeed to permanently deprive of the property. Paula meets the criteria of the Men’s rea due to the establishment that the appropriation was dishonest under the standards of reasonable people. Paula also meets the second part of the intention to permanently deprive due to placing the handbag under the car when someone was coming, and then succeeding in this by putting this in the car. Paula has no defence in this scenario and would be liable in court under the Theft Act 1968.
Moving on, the defendant in question Harriet began to smash large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christines kitchen. Harriet could be liable for Criminal damage under S1 (1)  of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 this basic defense is when ‘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 damages shall be guilty of an offence’
The Actus Reus of this offence is ‘without lawful excuse, destroys or damages property belonging to another’. Under s10(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 ‘property’ includes tangible nature, whether real or personal. In the case Grayford v Chouler [1898] there was only a slight physical damage where grass was trampled down. Roe v Kigerlee [1986] held that physical damage can be temporary or permanent. Following these cases, Harriet caused serious physical damage by ‘smashing’ the large panes of glass causing permanent damage. The second part of the Actus Reus of s1(1) CDA 1971 is without lawful excuse in s5(2)(a) CDA 1971 ‘Believes that the person entitled to consent to the damage or destruction either had consented or would have consented’ Jaggard v Dickinson [1980] was acquitted because she honestly believed that the person could consent and have no objection. However, Harriet meets the criteria for the Actus Reus and would be liable under s1(1) CDA 1971 due to damaging Christines kitchen by smashing the panes of the doors and s5(2)(a) CDA 1971 Christine would not have consented in Harriet smashing her property and therefore acted without lawful excuse.  The Men’s Rea of s10(1) CDA 1971 is the ‘intention to destroy or damage property or be reckless to this.’ G and Another [2003] is the test for subjective recklessness. In this scenario, if Harriet was not intoxicated the intention to destroy or damage might not be there. However, due to continuing the act Harriet acted in an unlawful excuse and by smashing through the panes Harriet knew what her actions caused. Harriet meets the Actus Reus and Men’s Rea of the s1(1) Criminal Damage Act 1971 and is potentially liable. 
Harriet potentially could be liable for Grievous Bodily Harm (GBH) s20 Offences against the persons Act (OAPA) 1861. The actus reus of wounding and inflicting GBH without intent is ‘with or without a weapon, D unlawfully causes either a wound or GBH to another person’. Smith [1961] caused GBH onto a police officer by accelerating instead of stopping for the constable. Men’s rea is ‘maliciously. Harriet, hit Daniel in the face, causing a broken cheekbone, however Harriet is open to the defense of involuntary intoxication due to Harriet not meeting the Men’s Rea of s20 OAPA 1861. Involuntary intoxication is where an individual is spiked and has no control on their actions. Kingston [1995] was involuntary drugged by a friend. This resulted in Kingston conducting sexual act on a 15 year old boy. Involuntary intoxication was applied in this case and conviction was reinstated. Harriet, in this scenario was allergic to alcohol and was spiked at a party which resulted in suffering hallucinations. When Harriet suffered hallucinations, Harriet thought the fire was engulfing the house and hit one of the guests named Daniel in the face which caused him to have a broken cheek bone. Hardie [ 1985] the defendant set light to a wardrobe after consuming out of date Valium which was prescribed to his partner. This resulted in starting a fire and being charged with arson. The elements of the defense Harriet meets and the lack of control over her actions was out of her hands due to the external factors alongside involuntary intoxication. Harriet can use in her defense involuntary intoxication. 


Case Law 
Dipkaur c Chief constable for Hampshire [1981]
R v MacPherson [1973] 
R v Lawrence [1972]
Smith [2011]
Ghost [1982]
Gilks [1972] 
Feely [1973]
Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) LTD [2017]
Vinll [2011]
DPP v J [2002]
Grayford v Chouler [1898]
Roe v Kigerlee [1986]
G and Another [2003]
Jaggard v Dickinson [1980]
Smith [1961]
Kingston [1995]
Hardie [ 1985] 

Legislation 
Theft Act 1968 
s 12(1) of the Theft Act 1968
s15 of the Theft Act 1968
s4(1) of the Thet Act 1968
S1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971
s10(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971
S20 Offences against the persons act 1861] 
s5(2)(a) CDA 1971

