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In this essay, we will examine the hypothetical criminal liability of Harriet and Paula based on the scenario presented. The events take place at Christine's 40th birthday party, where her husband had arranged a surprise festivity at their home. 
The evening took a troubling turn as Paula, fuelled by envy, took advantage of the situation to steal Christine's expensive designer handbag. Meanwhile, Harriet, who abstained from alcohol due to an allergy, fell victim to Leon's actions when he spiked her drink with vodka. Under the influence, Harriet experienced hallucinations and engaged in destructive behaviour, causing damage to Christine's property, and injuring another guest, Daniel. During the cheerful occasion, acts of misconduct and offence took place, leading to questions of legal responsibility. 
Considering the circumstances listed in this scenario, we will analyse the potential criminal offences committed by Paula and Harriet, exploring the actus reus and mens rea requirements of each offence. Furthermore, we will assess any potential defences that may apply, considering relevant case law. By examining these elements, we aim to provide an informed assessment of Paula and Harriet's potential criminal accountability and the defences they may raise.

Under the circumstances mentioned earlier, Paula may face potential criminal liability for theft and handling stolen goods. Paula's act of taking Christine's designer handbag without her consent fulfils the actus reus of theft. Theft happens, according to the Theft Act 1968, when there is an assumption of goods belonging to a specific person with the intention to take it permanently from the owner. (GOV(a), 1968).  Paula's action of putting the handbag inside her coat and taking it outside demonstrates the act of appropriation.
For the mens rea, Paula must have the purpose of permanently dispossessing Christine of her goods. Based on the facts provided, Paula's intention to keep the handbag for herself suggests the necessary mens rea for theft.
In Morris [1983], the defendant swapped price labels on products in a store with the purpose of paying less for the goods. It was held, by the House of Lords that the actus reus of theft happens when there is a supposition of goods which belong to another person. The court emphasized that the slightest interference with the rights of the owner, even if the property remains in the possession of the owner, can constitute an appropriation. (TIMES,1988).
Applying this to Paula's case, her act of taking Christine's designer handbag without her consent fulfils the actus reus of theft, as demonstrated in Morris [1983]. By placing the handbag inside her coat and taking it outside, Paula appropriated the property, interfering with Christine's rights as the owner.
Furthermore, the case of Ghosh [1982] is relevant to the mens rea requirement for theft. According to Ghosh, the test for dishonesty in theft involves both a subjective and an objective element. Subjectively, the defendant must have known or believed that their actions were dishonest. Objectively, the actions of the defendant must be considered insincere by rational values and authentic people. (Ormerod and Perry, 2022). 
Applying this to Paula's case, her intention to keep the handbag for herself suggests that she knew her actions were dishonest, satisfying the subjective element of the test. Moreover, her act of hiding the handbag indicates that she was conscious that her actions would be considered dishonest by reasonable and honest individuals, satisfying the objective element of the test.
After taking the handbag, Paula placed it in the footwell of her car and drove home. Her possession of the stolen handbag with the knowledge or belief that it was stolen satisfies the actus reus for handling stolen goods. Under the Theft Act 1968, handling stolen goods occurs when someone dishonestly receives, retains, or disposes of stolen property. (GOV (b),1968).
The mens rea for handling stolen goods requires that the defendant knew or believed the property was stolen. Paula's act of hiding the handbag under her car and taking it home indicates her knowledge that it was wrongfully gained. Therefore, she fulfils the necessary mens rea for handling stolen goods.
In Wheatley and another [2006], the defendants were charged with handling stolen goods after being found in possession of stolen property. The Court of Appeal clarified the requirements for the actus reus of handling stolen goods. It was held that the defendant must have dealt with the belongings in a way that is unpredictable with the entitlements of the right owner. (Lexis+, 2006). In this case, Paula's act of possessing the stolen handbag and placing it in the footwell of her car can be seen as handling the goods in a way that does not match Christine's rights as the right owner.
In defence, Paula might argue that she did not know or believe the handbag was stolen. However, her act of taking it without Christine's consent and subsequently hiding it under her car weakens her claim of ignorance. It is unlikely that Paula would successfully argue any defences against the charge of handling stolen goods.


Under the circumstance mentioned previously, Harriet may face potential criminal liability for criminal damage and assault.
Harriet's actions of smashing the glass panes in Christine's kitchen fulfil the actus reus of criminal damage. The Criminal Damage Act 1971 describes criminal damage as unlawfully and maliciously destroying belonging to a different person. (Stone’s Justices’ Manual, 2023). Harriet's act of breaking the glass panes constitutes damage to Christine's property.
For the criminal damage mens rea, Harriet must have planned or been irresponsible as to whether the property would be damaged or destroyed. The case of R v Cunningham [1957] recognised that the necessary mens rea can be satisfied by either intention or subjective recklessness. If Harriet genuinely believed there was a fire and her actions were a result of that belief, she may argue the defence of honest belief.
In R v Cunningham [1957], in the process to still money from an unoccupied house the defendant ripped a gas meter from the wall. The Court of Appeal clarified the actus reus of criminal damage. It was held that damaging property includes any damage to the property's worth or usefulness. The case established that the act of tearing the gas meter from the wall constituted damage to the property. (Seago,1997).
Applying this to Harriet's case, her actions of smashing the glass panes in Christine's kitchen can be seen as impairing the value and usefulness of the property, therefore under the Criminal Damage Act 1971, actus reus of criminal damage was met. 
Additionally, the case of Wheatley and another [2006] is relevant to the actus reus of criminal damage. The Court of Appeal, clarified, in this case, that the defendant must have dealt with the estate in a manner that is inconsistent with the rights of the true owner. Harriet's act of smashing the glass panes can be seen as dealing with Christine's property in a manner that is unfit with Christine's rights as the legitimate owner.

In defence, Harriet may raise the defence of honest belief if she genuinely believed there was a fire, and her actions were necessary to escape immediate danger. However, the rationality of her belief and the proportionality of her actions will be decisive in determining the success of this defence. The case of Cahill [1993] recognized that an honest belief, even if mistaken, may negate the necessary mens rea for criminal damage. (Jefferson,2009).
Harriet's act of hitting Daniel in the face constitutes an assault. The case of Fiak [2005] established that an assault occurs when there is an intentional or reckless application of force to another person. Harriet's striking of Daniel's face fulfils the actus reus of assault.
The mens rea for an assault requires either intention or subjective recklessness. Harriet's state of mind, influenced by the spiked drink, is crucial in determining her liability. If she can demonstrate that she was unable to understand the nature and consequences of her actions due to her impaired state caused by the spiked drink, she may have a defence based on her capacity or intoxication.
Additionally, the case of Fiak [2005] is relevant to the actus reus of assault. In this case, the Court of Appeal held that an assault occurs when there is an intentional or reckless application of force to another person. (Parpworth,2006). Harriet's act of striking Daniel's face satisfies the actus reus of assault as established in Fiak [2005].
Regarding the mens rea of assault, it requires either intention or subjective recklessness. If Harriet can demonstrate that she was unable to understand the nature and consequences of her actions due to her impaired state, she may have a defence based on her capacity or intoxication.
In such cases, the case of Bailey; Hardie [1984] established that if the defendant was involuntarily intoxicated and lacked the necessary mens rea, a defence may be available.

In conclusion, Paula may be liable for theft and handling stolen goods, while Harriet's liability could extend to criminal damage and assault. The application of relevant cases helps to establish the elements of each offence and potential defences. However, it is important to note that the final determination of criminal liability would depend on the specific facts and evidence presented in court.
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