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[bookmark: _Toc139417123]Introduction:
The scenario in question focuses around a surprise birthday celebration that resulted in a number of incidents, some of which may have involved illegal activity. Paula and Harriet, the material's two main characters, have taken actions that could result in legal repercussions.
Paula made the decision to steal the host Christine's birthday present, a fancy handbag, likely because she was jealous. She moved the purse under her car covertly with the intention of retrieving it later. On the other hand, when Leon contaminated Harriet's drink, she unintentionally drank alcohol and experienced a severe allergic response. The resulting hallucinations drove her to hurt another visitor physically and damage property.
The debate that follows will examine Paula and Harriet's probable criminal responsibility as a result of these deeds. It will look into the actus reus and mens rea factors in relation to potential offences committed and potential defences that might be applicable. Additionally, it will support these evaluations with pertinent statutes and case law, giving the reader a solid understanding of the probable legal ramifications of their conduct.
[bookmark: _Toc139417124]Advice for Paula:
Theft is defined by the Theft Act of 1968 as the dishonest appropriation of another person's property with the intent to permanently deprive the other party of it (Theft Act of 1968, s. 1). Paula's activities appear to be consistent with this description.
Paula must appropriate someone else's property in order for a theft to occur. According to the theft act of 1968, section 3, appropriation is the assumption of the owner's rights. When Paula grabbed the purse from the party and stashed it under her car, it was claimed as Christine's. It's important to remember that, as was determined in Morris [1983], the appropriation need not always be done without the owner's permission.
The purpose to permanently deprive the other party of the property is required for the mens rea for theft. Paula's plan to take the handbag home, inferred from the fact that she hid it beneath her car to find it later, would probably meet the criteria for having the intent to permanently deprive (see Theft Act 1968, s.6).
It's important to assess dishonesty. Two criteria were established in the Ghosh [1982] case: whether the defendant's actions would be considered dishonest by the common standards of reasonable and honest persons, and whether or not the defendant was aware that their actions were dishonest by these standards. It was recently decided that the second, subjective limb of the Ghosh test is no longer required in the case of Ivey v. Genting Casinos (UK) ltd [2017], which changed the original Ghosh test. Simply determining whether the action in question violates the (objective) standards of reasonable, honest, and ordinary people should be the sole function of the court.
Potential defense:
For the crime of theft, the Theft Act of 1968 lists a few potential defences. One such argument is provided by Section 2(1)(a), which states that appropriating property in the assumption that one has the legal authority to deny the other of it does not constitute dishonesty. A person who appropriates property in the belief that the person to whom the property belongs would consent if they knew about the appropriation and the circumstances of it will not be found dishonest under Section 2(1)(b), which provides another defence.
· An acceptance of the right to deprived (Theft Act 1968, s.2(1)(a)): If Paula had really felt she had the right to take the purse, then this defence might be applicable. She may not have had any legal claim to the bag, but based on the stealthy way she took it and hid it and her overt attempt to avoid being found by waiting until no one was looking, it appears she was aware of this. It is therefore improbable that this defence would succeed in court.
· Belief that the owner would consent (Theft Act 1968, s.2(1)(b)): Paula may be able to use this defence if she can show that she had a sincere belief that Christine would have given her permission to take the bag if Christine had been aware of the facts. Once more, Paula's secrecy implies that she was aware that Christine would not have approved of her stealing the bag. Furthermore, Paula probably couldn't legitimately claim that she believed Christine would agree to her stealing the bag because it was a gift and worth a lot of money.
In conclusion, given Paula's clearly intentional and covert actions, and the context of her actions, it seems unlikely that she would be able to successfully use any of these defences.
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During her hallucinations, Harriet may have committed two crimes: criminal damage and assault causing actual bodily harm (AOABH).
Criminal Damage
Criminal damage is defined as the deliberate or careless destruction or damage of another person's property (Criminal Damage Act 1971, s. 1). This is against the Criminal Damage Act of 1971.
Property destruction or damage is the crime of criminal damage. When Harriet started breaking the big pieces of glass, she damaged the bi-fold doors to Christine's kitchen. This action appears to satisfy the crime's actus reus. In Hardman v. Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset [1986], the idea of damage was examined. It was determined that damage is not confined to permanent or obvious injury and may also include temporary damages to the use or value of property.

Intention or carelessness towards the destruction of any property is the mens rea for criminal damage. Even though Harriet had no intention of causing harm, her careless behaviour as a result of hallucinations while she was oblivious to the potential harm may have met the requirements for recklessness as determined in R v Cunningham [1957]. In this instance, the court determined that recklessness might be assumed when the defendant took a risk despite anticipating that a certain type of harm might be caused.
Potential defence:
Given that she did not voluntarily ingest alcohol, Harriet may be able to use drunkenness as a defence. When intoxication results in an offence that calls for particular intent, such as criminal damage, the defence of involuntary intoxication may be invoked. It was recognised in the case of Bailey v. Hardie (1984) that involuntary drunkenness might be used as a defence where the defendant was unaware that their conduct would have negative effects.
[bookmark: _Toc139417126]Mens Rea Analysis for Paula:
The mens rea for theft, as defined under section 1 of the Theft Act 1968, includes dishonesty and the intention to permanently deprive the owner of the property.
The dishonesty factor in Paula's case can be supported by the fact that she grabbed Christine's designer purse without her permission while fully aware that it wasn't hers. Over time, the criteria for defining dishonesty have changed. The Ghosh test, an objective-subjective test, was initially employed. The second component of the Ghosh test—whether the defendant must have understood what he was doing was dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people—was, however, deemed unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in Ivey v. Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd. [2017]. The test for dishonesty is now completely objective; it concerns whether the defendant's actions violated the lay standards of reasonable, honest, and ordinary people. Paula hid the bag under her car with the purpose to take it home after the party, so intending to permanently deprive. This makes it plain that the goal is to permanently deny Christine access to her fancy purse. According to the ruling in R v. Morris (1983), it is sufficient to prove that the defendant meant to treat the owner's rights as being disregarded rather than that they planned to permanently deprive them of their property by keeping it.
Therefore, it could be claimed that Paula's acts satisfy the mens rea standards for stealing in light of these points and the supporting case laws.



[bookmark: _Toc139417127]Assault Occasioning Actual Bodily Harm (AOABH):
AOABH needs an attack that results in Actual Bodily Harm (ABH). In one instance, Harriet struck Daniel in the face, breaking his cheekbone. This harm could meet the concept of ABH as stated in R v Chan-Fook [1994] because it goes beyond being merely momentary or trivial.
Mens Rea: The desire to provoke imminent, unlawful personal violence in the victim or arrogant disregard for whether such apprehension will occur constitute the mens rea of AOABH. It is questionable whether Harriet's hallucinations and her conviction that she was in immediate danger met the requirements of intent or recklessness in this situation. The R v. Savage; Parmenter decision from 1991 made clear that only the assault was required; the defendant did not need to have meant or anticipated the harm. It can be alleged that Harriet anticipated impending unlawful bodily violence because she swung violently, striking Daniel.
Again, Harriet may use involuntary intoxication as an excuse. As mentioned above, the defence of intoxication can be used to defend against offences requiring specific intent, including AOABH. If Harriet can show that her intoxication caused the loss of control that culminated in the assault, the fact that she did not voluntarily ingest alcohol may help her case.
[bookmark: _Toc139417128]Conclusion:
Finally, because of their behaviour at Christine's party, Paula and Harriet find themselves in legal binds. Both Paula and Harriet may be charged with crimes for their ostensible stealing and for their assaults that resulted in actual bodily harm.
For Paula, the actus reus and mens rea for stealing as stated by the stealing Act 1968 are likely satisfied by her covert actions and obvious desire to rob Christine of her pricey designer purse. Although there are defences such the right to deprive and the assumption that the owner would approve, it is unlikely that Paula would be able to use them given the circumstances of her acts. On the other hand, Harriet, who unintentionally drank alcohol and acted under the effect, may be able to use the defence of involuntary drunkenness. Although her activities were hurtful and detrimental, they were carried out because of her intoxication, which may have exonerated her from criminal responsibility.
The specific facts and circumstances of a case, however, can frequently affect how the law is applied. As a result, even though this guidance offers a broad overview based on current statutes and case laws, the results when presented before a court of law can differ greatly.
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