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In this written assignment, I will be analysing the events which have occurred and will be advising both Paula and Harriet on their criminal liabilities. I will also be stating any defences, partial defences or previous cases which could have an impact on their criminal liability. In this scenario, the mens rea is of vital importance because even though it’s not the actual part of the crime, the intention is a massive role in if a charge can be given or if a defence is valid. The actus rea is also a massive part of the scenario as there is a lot of different crimes which have been physically committed.
At the start of the scenario, we are shown that Paula had been jealous of Christine’s gifts and following this, she placed the handbag inside her coat and then proceeded to take the handbag outside to her car, where she places it underneath her vehicle with the intention of placing it in her car after the party. Later in the scenario, we are told that Paula picks up the handbag and proceeds to place it in the footwell of her car. What we are shown in this scenario is that Paula fulfils both the mens rea and actus rea. The mens rea is completed when it is shown that she dishonestly took the handbag by hiding it in her coat then leaving the handbag under her vehicle and later placed it in the footwell and drove away, meaning there was intention for her actions.  One case with a similar intention is R v Morris (1983) where in this case Morris was caught changing labels on products in a supermarket in order to pay less for the products he was purchasing. Due to his awareness of what he was doing, and his knowledge that he would be permanently depriving the shop of their goods, we are shown that he had a direct intention and later he was found guilty under the section 1 (1) of the Theft Act 1968. This case also proves that Paula has a direct intention as she is fully aware that she would be permanently depriving Christine of her gifts and has every intention to do so (CPS, 2019). The actus rea however is completed upon Paula firstly taking the handbag from the party, and secondly picking it up and placing it in the footwell of her car as she proceeds to leave the property. Paula had a direct intention of stealing the handbag and would also have no defence as she had fulfilled the mens rea and actus rea. Due to this, Paula would be charged for theft under section 1 (1) of the Theft Act 1968.
Later in this scenario we are told that Harriet was allergic to alcohol, however, was spiked with vodka by Leon. After consuming the drink in which Leon had spiked with vodka, she proceeded hallucinate causing her to believe the house was on fire and following this committed several crimes. The first crime which was committed was criminal damage when she began smashing glass panes and the bi fold doors of Christine’s kitchen. The second crime was when she hit another guest named Daniel in the face resulting in him having a broken cheek bone. We are shown in this scenario that Harriet did not have the intention to cause criminal damage to the property. The reasoning for this is that Harriet was involuntarily intoxicated and did not fully understand that she was committing criminal damage. One case which supports this is Hardie (1985) where Hardie had taken out of date Valium in order to calm himself after being asked to leave the flat. Following this, he was unaware of his actions and committed arson by setting fire to a wardrobe inside the flat.  Originally he was charged with arson under Section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971, however his appeal was accepted due to the matter of whilst on the Valium, he was unaware of his actions which meant there was no mens rea behind the arson, leading to the conviction being quashed. Another case where intoxication has taken place is R v Allen (1988). In this case, Allen had drunk a bottle of home-made wine  of which the strength was unknown and the effect it would have on him. Following this he committed sexual assaults and then claimed that he was unaware of his actions and that he did not intentionally put himself in to that state, so he claimed it was involuntary. However, this was found to be incorrect as the court held a decision that regardless of him not realising the strength of the home-made wine, he still placed himself in the position which led to this case being taken as a voluntary intoxication. Due to these cases, Harriet would not be charged with criminal damage as although the actus rea was completed by breaking the glass panes and bi fold doors, the mens rea was not as she was involuntarily intoxicated, leading to hallucinations which meant she had no control over her actions. After this incident, we are told that Harriet also hit Daniel in the face,  where under other circumstances Harriet could have been charged with Section 20 Wounding or Grievous Bodily Harm, however due to this offence being a basic intent crime Harriet would not be charged as prior to this offence she was involuntarily intoxicated and suffering from hallucinations because she was spiked with vodka by Leon. (CPS, 2018) A case which supports this is DPP v Majewski (1977) where a man had taken a large number of drugs over a 48-hour period and then proceeded to get into a fight with two people at a pub. The landlord tried to break up the fight and he was also attacked by Majewski, later he then assaulted a police officer whilst being driven to the station, and lastly attacking a police inspector in his cell the next morning. Majewski said he had no recollection of anything which had happened, due to him being intoxicated. Regardless of this, he was found guilty on all accounts and later tried to appeal saying he didn’t suffice the mens rea to complete this. The appeal however was dismissed as he was voluntarily intoxicated. This supports Harriet’s case because he was voluntarily intoxicated meaning there wasn’t any defence. Harriet however was involuntary intoxicated meaning that she didn’t have any intention to commit the crimes which she committed and also had no choice about being intoxicated.  Due to this case, Harriet would not be charged for the crime committed as there was no mens rea behind this. If she had been intoxicated voluntarily then she could have been charged for Section 20 Wounding or Grievous Bodily Harm, but involuntary intoxication would be used as a defence against these charges as this was not her choice so she would not be charged. Leon however could have been charged with a lot of different offences if he was caught spiking Harriet’s drink. Currently in the United Kingdom, if you are caught spiking a drink you could receive up to 10 years imprisonment, longer if you are caught breaching any of the laws in the Sexual Offences Act 2003. Although Leon had recently been introduced to Harriet, he also put her life at risk by causing her to have an allergic reaction meaning that he also could have been charged with more than just spiking a drink.
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