Criminal Liability
Criminal liability is known as a person being responsible or even liable towards a crime that they have acted within criminal intention, as opposed to carrying out the act accidentally or lacking the capability to act knowingly (England, 2014). Within the many legal system individuals will only be punished for a crime if they have been convicted of a crime, which was found as criminally liable.
Mens Rea implies to criminal intent, which can be known as the guilty mind (Staff, 2017). In the case of Paula’s action through the case study, it can certainly be known that she indeed has the intention and the guilty mind in committing the crime of stealing Christine’s designer bag. Actus Reus is known as undertaking a criminal act (Crime Museum, 2013), in this case Paula has definitely committed a criminal and with intention too, so both Mens Rea and Actus Reus will be parallel with each other, but they have be proven before any actions can be taken. The only aspect that will tie Actus Reus to Paula is her criminal act and not physical harm. In regards Harriet, she has not committed any crimes with intention, even though she has taken few crucial actions, but she was not in her conscious state.  
The prosecution will have to prove that Paula and Harriet have committed a criminal act. In this case Christine will have to prove that Paula was the one who stole her bag, this could be through any reliable eyewitnesses or if any cameras has picked up Paula with the bag. Even if the bag is found in Paula’s possession, it can be said in Paula’s defence that she did not intend to take the bag and that she has picked it up by mistake, as there were alcohol present in the party so Paula may have been drunk. In Paula’s defence it can be said that someone else might have taken the bag and put it into Paula’s possession. These can rule out the Mens Rea.  
Out of Paula and Harriet, Harriet’s actions have caused the most damage towards Christine’s property and her guests. In Harriet’s defence, she is allergic to alcohol, and she was not aware of her drink being spiked. It can be said that Harriet did not have the intention of consuming alcohol, so the actions she has taken was because of the allergic reaction, which controlled and baffled her mind. Mens Rea will be ruled out for Harriet as she did not have any direct intention of committing those crime, but instead Actus Reus will fit her case. There will be an exception of Actus Reus upon Harriet, as her actions were involuntary. Involuntary criminal acts mean when a individual undertakes a action because of a spasm or convulsion, or unconscious, or actions that were done when an individual is under influence of hypnotic trance (Crime Museum, 2013). 
Morris [1983] case can be linked a little with Paula’s case as Morris has swapped price tags in order to save money or not to pay the full price, but it was considered as theft (Law Teacher, 2021). The connections can be that Paula could not afford a designer bag, so she stole it and in Morris case maybe he did not have the money to pay for the correct price, so he swapped the tag in order to have product in possession. They both have committed a criminal act so Actus Reus can be linked with them.
In R v Gomez – 1993 case Gomez was approached by individuals who came to purchase items with stolen cheque, Gomez was fully aware that those cheques were stolen, but he still encouraged the shop manager to carry out the transactions (Law Teacher, 2021). This automatically makes Gomez an accomplice of theft. In Paula’s case she was fully aware of what she was undertaking, even though she knows it would be regarded as theft she still went ahead with the act. Gomez and Paula Mens Rea are linked as both had the intention of committing the act, and upon Actus Reus they committed the act physically.   
Gayford v Chouler [1898] case can be linked with Harriet’s case as both have undertaken property damage. In this case the defendant trespassed and trampled the long grass, which was considered as property damaged (Anon, n.d.) (IPSA LOQUITUR, n.d.). Even though the damage was not severe in the courts it still turned out to be property damage. in Harriet’s case this could be linked even though Harriet did not intentionally damage Christine’s property, but it still will be considered as criminal act. There were eyewitnesses who saw the actions which were carried out by Harriet. If this was to go into court, then Gayford v Chouler [1898] case can be used against Harriet to prove her crime.   
Some aspects of R v Cunningham – 1957 case can be linked with Harriet’s case, both appellant and Harriet did not intend to cause harm to anyone but unfortunately in both cases someone was harmed. In R v Cunningham – 1957 case the mother-in-law got poisoned by the actions taken by appellant (Law Teacher, 2021), and in Harriet’s case one of Christine’s guests got a broken cheek bone. The intentions were not there but the actions have caused severe damage to individuals, which can be treated as Actus Reus.  
Some aspects of R v Fiak – 2005 can be linked with Harriet’s case, as Fiak was accused of driving the car while consuming alcohol (Law Teacher, 2019). Harriet did not consume alcohol intentionally but then again; she was under influence from the alcohol that she has been spiked with. Harriet can be accused of consuming too much alcohol that had let her to be drunk and undertake those criminal acts. 
There are many cases, which have occurred in the past that can used in order to find Paula and Harriet guilty of the actions they have undertaken. In one side Paula is guilty and she should be punished for her actions accordingly, and in Harriet’s case it is a tricky, as she has caused severe damage to property and an individual. In Paula’s case it would be difficult to prove her innocence, but then again can anyone including Christine prove of Paula’s action. If the designer bag is retrieved from Paula, then she will be questioned by the police and Christine can press charges and take it to court. If Christine cannot provide with solid evidence, then jury may favour with Paula but then again Paula can be trapped under the Theft Act 1968 as she has intentionally committed this crime of stealing (CPS, 2019).    
The person who spiked Harriet’s drink may not have been aware of the allergies Harriet had, but it can also be said maybe he knew about it and still went ahead with it to see what would happen. Leon should be the one who is questioned and punished, as he did intentionally spike the drink with alcohol. Medical reports can be gathered by Harriet in order to prove that she is allergic to alcohol, so she would not risk in drinking alcohol as it will cause harm to herself. This can also prove that the way she has acted was due to consuming alcohol unknowingly.     
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