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Introduction 
Various circumstances can emerge in criminal law where people could be punished for their activities. Based on their distinct behaviors, this assignment examines the probable criminal culpability of two people, Paula and Harriet, in a hypothetical scenario involving a birthday party that takes an unexpected turn. The scenario offers the chance to evaluate and put into practice pertinent legal theories and defenses while presenting a captivating narrative involving theft, alcohol, property destruction, and bodily harm. We shall determine each person's potential liability by investigating the offenses' mens rea and actus reus requirements, considering relevant legal precedents and principles. The task will start by closely examining Paula's conduct, particularly her appropriation of Christine's luxury purse. We'll look at the crime of stealing, determining if the actus reus and mens rea requirements have been met, and taking into account any potential defenses that might be relevant in Paula's case.
Paula's Potential Criminal Liabilities
What is the actus reus of Paula's actions?
· Appropriation: "Appropriation" describes a property owner's ownership rights assumption. It includes any action that gives someone ownership rights or control over a property. In this case, Paula unlawfully seized possession of Christine's luxury purse.
· The Court of Appeal considered the definition of appropriation in R v. Morris and determined that it involves the assumption of an owner's rights. It was decided that even if the defendant had meant to return the property or exchange it for something equivalent, taking over the owner's rights even momentarily counts as an appropriation. The court underlined the defendant's intention to restore the property as not negating the actual act of appropriation.
·  Removing Christine's luxury purse without her permission constitutes appropriation. Even though she intended to return the purse someday, Paula took ownership of it and exercised her ownership rights. She hid the purse behind her car, which lends credence to appropriation.
· Property: The thing in question must be someone else's property. In this instance, the expensive handbag belonged to Christine, not Paula.
· An essential component of Paula's potential legal liability for theft is the idea of property. Analysis of the actus reus of theft requires knowledge of the type and ownership of the relevant property R v Turner [No 2] [1971].
· Paula took Christine's expensive purse without anyone's knowledge or consent. Since Christine did not consent to Paula taking the purse, this lack of permission increases the theft case.

What is the mens rea?

· The mens rea requirement for theft calls for taking into account two elements: dishonesty and a desire to permanently rob the property's owner.
· The 1982 case of R v. Ghosh developed a two-step test for determining dishonesty.
· Question 1: Were Paula's acts dishonest by the usual norms of reasonable and honest people?
· The fact that Paula took Christine's handbag without asking permission and then hid it raises questions about her sincerity. It may be claimed that these behaviors would most likely be seen as dishonest by the common norms of rational and honest people.
· Step 2: Was Paula aware that, by those criteria, her behavior was dishonest?
· The scenario doesn't say anything specifically about whether Paula is aware of the dishonesty in her behavior.
· Without more information, it is difficult to say whether Paula was aware of the dishonesty.
· It's crucial to remember that Paula would have possessed the required men's rea for stealing if she had intended to rob Christine of her handbag permanently.
· The fact that Paula hid the handbag, intending to take it home later, suggests that she intended to rob Christine of her belongings permanently.
· A thorough examination of the circumstances and any new evidence would be required to demonstrate Paula's men's rea more convincingly.
Paula may have specific mens rea concerning the stealing violation and may be aware of dishonesty based on additional considerations, such as earlier words or actions.

Defense R v Williams [1984 ]
· Lack of dishonesty: Paula may use this as a defense if she can show that her acts did not violate the norms of reasonable and honest individuals. It might be challenging to establish this defense based on the information given.

· A defense might be available if Paula mistakenly thought she owned the purse or had a legitimate claim. The R v. Williams case from 1984 applies to this situation. In this instance, the defendant wrongly seized a coat he thought belonged to him. According to the court, the defendant lacked the mens rea for stealing and essential dishonesty.

· Paula may assert the defense of drunkenness if she can show that she was impaired at the time of the offense and that it prevented her from forming the essential mens rea. However, unless it eliminates the mens rea necessary for the act, voluntary intoxication is typically not a defense for crimes of basic intent, such as theft.

Harriet 
Mens Rea Of Harriets Action

· Examining Harriet's mental state concerning the acts she may be held accountable for, such as administering poison, causing criminal damage, and assault/battery, might help determine whether she had mens rea (guilty intent) when she took certain activities. 
· Let's examine the mens rea for each offense and provide support from pertinent legal precedent:
The mens rea for this offense is the intent to administer a substance to harm, aggravate, or irritate another person. 
· It entails an intentional act with the express purpose of hurt. R v. Hardie [1984] is an important case law supporting this mens rea.
R v. Hardie (1984):
· In this case, the defendant was accused of delivering poison by putting poison in another person's drink. The court ruled that the defendant had a clear intention to harm the victim. Thus the mens rea requirement of intent to harm was satisfied.
· Criminal Damage: The mens rea for criminal damage requires either intentional destruction of property or irresponsible damage to it. It necessitates being mindful of the potential for harm. 
· The mens rea for this offense is demonstrated by the case of R v. G and Others (2003).
· R v. G and Others [2003]: The defendants in this case were accused of causing criminal damage by setting a police car on fire. The court decided that the defendants' deliberate setting of the car on fire proved they had the required mens rea for criminal damage.
· Assault/Battery: To commit an assault or battery offense, a person must have either the purpose of using force or the recklessness to do so, depending on the situation. An illustration of the mens rea for assault can be found in the case of R v. Venna [1976].
· In R v. Venna (1976), The defendant was accused of assault resulting in bodily harm. The defendant intentionally used unlawful force on the victim, causing injury, according to the court, which satisfied the mens rea requirement.
Actus Reus Of Harriet's Action 
· Administering a Toxic Substance: The act of administering a substance to harm, aggravate, or annoy another person constitutes the actus reus for this offense. 
· The physical act of giving the medication satisfies the actus reus requirement. R v. Hardman [1986] provides a pertinent case law to establish this actus reus.
· R v. Hardman (1986): In this case, the defendant was accused of delivering poison by putting poison in a drink. According to the court, the defendant physically put the substance into the drink, which determined that the actus reus requirement was satisfied.
· Criminal Damage: Destroying or harming another person's property is considered to be causing criminal damage. By physically causing the property's destruction or damage, the actus reus requirement is satisfied. 
· The R v. Cunningham case from 1957 serves as an illustration of the actus reus of criminal harm.
· R v. Cunningham (1957): The defendant in this case intentionally damaged gas pipes to steal gas. The court decided that because the defendant physically harmed the property, the actus reus of criminal damage was met.
· The actus reus for assault is purposefully inciting immediate and unlawful aggression toward another person. In contrast, the actus reus for battery is purposefully or recklessly inflicting physical harm on another person. By physically carrying out the actions of apprehending or using force, the actus reus ingredients are satisfied. 
· The R v. Martin case from 1881 illustrates the actus reus for assault and battery.
R v. Martin (1881): In this case, the defendant blocked a theater's exit with an iron bar, resulting in injuries and fear. The defendant physically blocked the exit, causing apprehension and hurt, the court ruled, establishing the actus reus of assault and battery.

Defense 

· Lack of intent: Harriet may raise this defense if she can show that she didn't intend to conduct the crimes. This defense is especially pertinent to crimes when intent is a key component. One case that addresses the topic of intent is R v. Woollin (1999). In R v. Woollin (1999), In this situation, the House of Lords clarified what constitutes murderous intent. Although not immediately relevant to Harriet's situation, the case helps to highlight how important purpose is as a component of criminal acts.
· Automatism: Harriet may invoke automatism as a defense if her acts were the product of an involuntary act or a state of automatism. The term "automatism" describes the execution of acts without conscious awareness or control. The defense of automatism, it should be noted, can be challenging and may call for specialized medical or psychiatric proof. The 1973 case of R v. Quick has a bearing on the automatism defense. R v. Quick (1973): In this case, the defendant, who had hypoglycemia, drove erratically due to a hypoglycemic attack, causing a traffic accident. The court acknowledged that the automatism defense might be used where the defendant's conduct resulted from an outside force or circumstance beyond their control.
· Drunkenness: If involuntary drunkenness had a role in Harriet's behavior, it might be used as a defense. It may be possible to argue against the mens rea requirement for some crimes in situations of involuntary intoxication, where the intoxication was brought on without the person's knowledge or against their will. The defense of involuntary drunkenness is shown by the case of R v. Kingston [1994]. R v. Kingston (1994): In this instance, the defendant drank an accidentally drugged beverage, which led him to commit a crime. The mens rea required for the offense committed was not there; hence the court accepted the defense of involuntary intoxication.

.




