Paula’s potential criminal liability: Paul's action of taking Christina’s handbag without her permission and later driving away with it may potentially amount to theft under the theft act 1968 in the UK. Section 1 of the act defines theft as dishonesty appropriating property belonging to another with intention to permanently deprive other of it. the case of R V.Morris (lawTeacher.net, 2013)[ 1983 ]3 WLR 697 provides guidance on definition of appropriation in theft cases .Paula took Christina’s handbag out of the house without her permission .Paula’s action could amount to act of theft ,there are five elements to theft ,which must be proven to be found guilty.
Mens Rea of theft. 
1. Dishonesty.
2. Intention to permanently deprive.
Actus Reus.
      3.Appropriation.
      4.Property.
      5.Belonging to another.
1. Paula has deliberately taken the hand bag out of the house and placed it underneath her car so she could discreetly retrieve it and place it in her car, this shows how much planning was involved therefore the Mens Rea and actus rear was completed to constitute a theft additionally the case of RV Ghosh 1982 1053 (lawTeacher.net, 2013) stablish the two stage test for dishonesty in criminal law which is used to determine whether an individual action are considered dishonest within the context of theft offence the test under the 1968 theft act was both subjective and objective first jury must decide whether the defendant's conduct was dishonest according to the reasonable honest person the [objective test ]if the defendant was not that would be the end of the matter if the defendant was dishonest by those standards the jury then had to decide whether the defendant himself realised that's what he has done was dishonest by those standards objective test if he was then the defendant is guilty of dishonest under the 1968 act. LawTeacher. November 2013. R v Ghosh - 1982. [online]. law teacher November 2013.
2.  Paula’s Possible Defence:[ A] Paula may argue that she mistakenly believed the handbag belonged to her.[ B] Paula may argue that she did not intend to permanently deprive Alison of her handbag but only wanted to borrow it temporarily or play a prank however the specific circumstances and Paul's action would be considered when determining intent .[C ] if Paula can demonstrate that Christina gave her consent to take the handbag it could potentially be a valid defence however it would be important to establish that Christina’s consent was clear and voluntary. 
3. Necessity in rare circumstances:Paula may argue that she had a necessity to take the handbag to prevent harm to herself or others. however, the defence is typically limited to situation where the harm being prevented is imminent and substantial.
4.   Harriet’s potential criminal liability: Her action of smashing the glass door and causing injury to Daniel could potentially lead to charges of criminal damage and assault under the criminal damage act 1971 and the offences against the person act 1861.
Harriet’s possible Defence: Involuntary Intoxication.
If the defendant become Intoxicated through no fault or knowledge of his own, it will be complete.
Defence, long as it is proved that the defendant lacked the men’s rea, he cannot form the intention to commit the specific intent offence and because he became Involuntary Intoxicated and 
Therefore, not formed the men’s rea for a basic intent offence.DPP v Beard [1920]: D was charged with murder and pleaded that he did not form the necessary mens rea. Lord Birkenhead made it clear that if the D was “so drunk that he was incapable of forming the intent required” then he could not be convicted. (WJEC, n.d.) In the case’s of Involuntary Intoxication, the mens rea element may be affected. If the accused can demonstrate that they were Involuntarily intoxicated and that it negated the required intent for the crime ,it may lead to a reduced charge or dismissal of the case . Diminished Capacity: Involuntary intoxication can also be relevant to the concept of diminished capacity. Diminished Capacity refers to a state where a individuals mental capacity is impaired, but not to the extent that they can assert a complete insanity defence .In the cases of Involuntary intoxication, if it can be proved that the person mental state was significantly impaired due to the intoxication, it may be considered in evaluating their mental capacity to form criminal intent. Defence of Non-Insane Automatism:
Harriet’s another defence could be Non-Insane Automatism, this type of defence is available for defendant who has no control over their mind or body due to Involuntary Intoxication which has caused the defendant to lose control of their action, where there is no men’s rea for a basic intent.
The main differences between Insane-Automatism and Non-Insane Automatism, the defect of reason must be caused by internal factor. Harriet suffers from allergic reaction to alcohol therefore 
She had no control over herself. In the case of R V Whoolley , the defendant suffered from sudden sneeze attack while driving on motorway and losing control of his vehicle which in turn caused a domino effect collusion involving 7 vehicle , the defendant was allowed Non- insane Automatism
By magistrate. the appeal court held that magistrate was right, the sneezing could amount to Involuntary action for the purpose of Non-Insane Automatism.
To successfully rely on pea of non-automatism, it must be shown that {a] there was a involuntary action arising from external force. R v Kemp [b] the action was completely involuntary.[c] The Automatism was not self-induced.



