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Introduction
Suppose a friend, Paula, steals Christine's expensive handbag and hides it under the car. Leon spikes Harriet's drink since she is allergic to alcohol and she is experiencing hallucinations, which causes her to destroy the venue's property and hurt another visitor. Before considering Paula and Harriet's probable liability for an offence, this study covers the offences on which they have been convicted, actus reus, men's rea or any of their defenses.
Paula's Potential Criminal Liability and defense 
Whether the parties are criminally responsible for their theft activities, as well as if they have any defence available to them where appropriate, is one of the issues that arise under UK law in such situations. In Paula's case, theft is defined as the unlawful taking of another person's property for permanent deprivation according to s.1(1) of the Theft Act of 1968. This luxury purse is defined under Section 4 of the 1968 Stealing Act as property which Paula deliberately stole from Christine without her permission. Paula stole Christine's expensive wallet, and she could be charged with a crime. It is the theft act of 1968 that governs this crime. Paula's motives are dishonest because she did not ask Jasper for help and did not tell him she'd taken it. Paula, too, has no intention of paying him back (Wronka, 2022).
Paula has satisfied the Actus Reus criterion since she willingly took the hanger belonging to someone else, resulting in a banned outcome of stealing. Paula, on that occasion, was unlawfully taking Christine's purse and hiding it under her car. By hiding it to satisfy the actus reus criterion for theft, she demonstrated her authority and control over that object.
The elements of the men's rea standard for theft are required to permanently destroy the property owner's property and dishonesty. The defendant must be considered dishonest if he knows that his activities are contrary to the law or morality. In the present case, Paula's action showed that she knew it was dishonest to steal Christine's purse and keep it for herself. It was clear to her that what she was doing was wrong at both a moral and legal level. Therefore, Paula has proven that deception is a prerequisite for stealing (Eboibi, 2021).
As evidenced by her behaviour, Paula seems to be intent on permanently stealing Christine's purse. The circumstances surrounding the crime, such as hiding the purse to retain it for oneself, might be used to infer the intention to permanently deprive. Paula's actions indicate she did not intend to give Christine back her purse. Thus she conforms with the men's rea requirement for theft, which has the purpose of permanent confiscation (Lockwood and Nath, 2020).
The criteria focus reus and men's rea are set out in the Theft Act 1968, section 2, together with the definition of theft. According to Section 2(1), stealing occurs when one person is dishonestly taking property from the other to rob them of it permanently.
The claim of right defence enables a defendant to contend that they had a sincere belief that they were legally entitled to the items they took, negating the dishonesty requirement of the men's rea for stealing. For the defence to be relied on, however, the defendant's views must be sincere and reasonable (Button, 2020).
Case law defines the requirements to be met to claim a right of defence. One of the relevant cases is Ghosh, 1982: QB 1053. The court in this decision emphasised the importance of both the objective element of reasonable belief and the subjective element of honest belief in respect of the claim of right defence.
In Paula's situation, she will have to show in court that she has a legal entitlement to Christine's purse. There is no indication or evidence that Paula has any legal claim in respect of the purse, based on the information provided. She is unlikely to be able to maintain her right of defence since she does not have a strong foundation on which to base her convictions (Narkowicz, 2023).
In addition, an account should also be taken of the judgment in Ivey v Genting Casinos United Kingdom Limited 2017 UKSC 67. The Supreme Court held that to ascertain whether a defendant's conduct is likely to be perceived as being unfair by a reasonable and honest person, it was appropriate to use objectively relevant criteria. This decision highlights the claim of the right defence's objective component and emphasises the necessity of a sensible certainty in a legal right (Rougeaux et al., 2020).
The case of Morris, 1983 is relevant to consider the purpose of permanent derogation. The Court found, however, that the action was capable of being seen as an expression of a desire for permanent revocation even if the defendant intended to restore the property in due course. Following the guidelines established in Morris, Paula's act of stealing the purse without permission and concealing it with the purpose to retain it for herself satisfies the mens rea criterion for larceny.
Paula's actions seem to comply with the standards of actus reus and menes rea for stealing, based on the information submitted, and the claim of rights does not appear to have been an adequate defence in this case. Thus, Paula is liable for theft in law (Middleton, Antonopoulos and Papanicolaou, 2019).
Harriet's Potential Criminal Liability and Defence 
Harriet could be charged with a crime for causing harm to Daniel and property damage. Assaults and criminal trespass are included in the related offences. Harriet breaks the windows in Christine's kitchen because of her hallucination and thinks it is a fire (Martinich and Crimmins, 2019). 
Criminal damage is, by definition, the intentional or negligent destruction of another's property. In one instance, Harriet's hallucinations caused her to assume that the home was on fire. That was why she deliberately shattered the glass in Christine's kitchen, which inflicted damage to her house (Aldy et al., 2021).
The Fiak case (2005 case) has a bearing on the actus reus of criminal harm. The defendant, in this case, was accused of causing criminal damage after he allegedly destroyed things in a hotel room while having a hallucinogenic episode. According to the court, the defendant deliberately damaged the property to satisfy the actus reus of criminal damage (Palombo, 2019).
The men's rea criterion for unlawful damage may be met where the defendant is intent on damaging the property or has an unreasonable concern about whether it will happen. In this case, Harriet's hallucinations caused her to sincerely believe that the home was on fire. It is clear from her behaviour that she intended to break the glass windows, even though her claim was unfounded.
Regarding the men's rea for criminal damage, the Hardman v. Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset case from 1986 offers pertinent insight. In this instance, the defendant was accused of causing criminal damage after lighting a fire in a hotel room while having a diabetic hallucination. The court found that the defendant's conduct, even though he was unable to understand their nature or character because of his physical condition, constituted a purpose and satisfied the requirement for man rea (Varvastian and Kalunga, 2020).
It follows that, based on the information provided, Harriet's conduct is under the actus reus and menses rea standard for criminal damage. She damaged Christine's property by purposefully smashing the kitchen's glass panes; this action may be deduced from her conviction that the home was on fire.
Depending on the details and supporting proof, Harriet can use automatism or involuntary drunkenness as a defence. These reasons suggest that due to unforeseen external circumstances, Harriet had no means of controlling her behaviour (Healy, 2020).
Automatism is a state of involuntary behaviour in which a person is not aware of their actions. On the other side, involuntary intoxication happens when a person's behaviour is affected by chemicals without their awareness or consent. Either defence can disprove the essential elements of a criminal offence.
Hardman v. Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset (1986): In Hardman v. Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset (1986), the defence of automatism or involuntary drunkenness is applicable. In this instance, the defendant was accused of causing criminal damage after lighting a fire in a hotel room while having a diabetic hallucination. It was held that, where an individual acts involuntarily as a result of external forces beyond his control, such as automatization or involuntary drunkenness, he is not liable for criminal liability (Richter and Wilson, 2020).
To be able to consider whether automatism or involuntary intoxication defence has been successful, it is necessary to remember that specific circumstances, the evidence submitted and the relevant jurisdiction all play a role. To prove that they have not influenced their conduct as a result of those factors, the offender must present sufficient evidence (Halson and Liu, 2019).
Conclusion 
Paula's actions fit into the standard of actus reus and mense rea as regards theft based on the information provided. She committed a theft offence by removing Christine's purse without her consent, concealing it, and attempting to permanently rob Christine of it. Therefore, Paula could be liable for theft under the law.
Based on the information provided, Harriet's actions are under the men's rea and actus reus standards of assault. She can, however, claim automatism or involuntary intoxication to refute that she lacked control over her conduct because of the hallucinations brought on by the laced beverage. The effectiveness of these defence measures would be determined by the facts and supporting evidence.
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