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Introduction:
In this assignment, we'll look at a situation involving two people, Paula and Harriet, and their criminal responsibilities and defenses. The case centers on a dramatic surprise party that Christine's husband threw for her 40th birthday. But while everyone is having a good time, some events have legal repercussions. We'll talk about Paula's actions first. She seizes the chance to steal Christine's pricey designer purse without her awareness since she is jealous.
Meanwhile, Leon manipulates Harriet into falling for his plan by adding vodka to her drink, leading her to have hallucinations. Harriet acts destructively when under the influence, causing harm to another visitor and property. We will examine the stealing offense, taking into account the actus reus and men's rea criteria as well as pertinent case law like Morris [1983], Ghosh [1982], and Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd [2017] to determine Paula's probable criminal responsibility. Additionally, we will investigate any potential Paula case defenses that might be available. We will also look into Harriet's behavior concerning assault and criminal mischief. We will assess the actus reus and men's rea factors and potential defenses pertinent to her situation by consulting pertinent case law, such as Cunningham [1957].
Paula's Case 
· Theft, as defined by the Theft Act of 1968, is the illegal taking of another person's property to deprive the owner of it permanently. We will consider the actus reus (Guilty Act) and men”s rea (Guilty Mind) requirements and pertinent case law to determine Paula's probable criminal responsibility for the theft.
Actus Reus of Theft  
· The dishonest appropriation of another person's property is the essence of stealing. The purse was taken by Paula without authorization in this instance, which meets the actus reus standard for stealing.
· Morris [1983]: It was determined in the Morris case that appropriation can happen when someone adopts any of an owner's rights, including the authority to use or manage the property. This idea is supported by Paula's stealing Christine's handbag without her permission. The Morris case supports the idea that Paula's activity qualifies as an act of appropriation.
· Ivey v. Genting Casinos Ltd. [2017]: In the case of Ivey v. Genting Casinos Ltd., the Supreme Court changed the criterion for determining dishonesty and explained it. It centered on determining whether the defendant's actions would be viewed as dishonest by the criteria of the average, sane person. Using this objective test, Paula's behavior of stealing the purse without asking would probably be perceived by common sense standards as objectively dishonest. The idea that Paula's action satisfies the criteria of dishonesty in the actus reus is supported by the case of Ivey v. Genting Casinos Ltd.
Men's Rea of Theft

· Men's rea for stealing encompasses both the dishonest appropriation and the purpose of permanently depriving the property owner. Paula took the purse without asking for permission, which shows dishonesty even though she didn't mean to keep it permanently. The men's rea for theft has so probably been satisfied.
· Ivey v. Genting Casinos Ltd. [2017] clarified that the criteria for dishonesty has changed to an objective norm, considering whether the behavior would be viewed as dishonest by regular, reasonable individuals.
· Ghosh (1982): The case of Ghosh introduced the two-limb test for dishonesty in stealing prosecutions.
· According to Ghosh, whether the behavior was objectively dishonest by the standards of reasonable and honest persons is the focus of the objective part of dishonesty.
· Subjective factor: The subjective factor investigates if Paula viewed her actions as dishonesty in her mind.
Defense 
Claim of mistake
· Paula could claim that she was mistaken in thinking she had a right to the handbag and that her mistake was honest and reasonable.
· This defense would include proving that the plaintiff's opinion was sincere and objectively reasonable in light of the facts.
· The Ivey v. Genting Casinos Ltd. case from 2017 highlights the significance of determining the plausibility of the belief in the objective test for dishonesty.
Lack of Intention
· Paula could claim that she didn't intend to permanently rob Christine of her possessions when she took the purse or did it accidentally.
· She may have a defense against being accused of stealing if she can show that her acts were negligent, such as by falsely assuming the purse belonged to her or another object.
Consent
· Paula can contend that Christine permitted her to steal or borrow the purse.
· It might be a defense if she can establish through testimony or documentation that Christine had authorized her to access the handbag.
· Ivey v. Genting Casinos Ltd. [2017] is a case that highlights the significance of determining the objective standard of dishonesty in light of the surrounding facts, including any permission granted.

Harriet's Case
Men's Rea 
· Criminal Damage: Either an intent to inflict damage or recklessness as to whether damage would occur satisfies the men’s rea for criminal damage.
·  If Harriet intentionally shattered the glass panes because she thought there was a fire and needed to get out, her desire to cause harm would have been present. Alternatively, recklessness about whether damage would happen could be proven if she knew that her activities might harm Christine's property but went forward with them.
· The desire to use force or the subjective recklessness to make someone fear using immediate, unlawful force constitutes the men’s rea for assault and battery. 
· If Harriet had purposefully hit Daniel in the face, she would have intended to use force against him. Alternatively, recklessness concerning the consequences could be proven if she knew that her acts might cause the use of force or the suspicion of immediate unlawful force against Daniel but went ahead with them.
Actus Reus – Guilty Act.  
· According to Morris (1983), this case has bearing on the actus reus of criminal harm. The deliberate or careless destruction or damage of another person's property was determined to constitute criminal harm.
·  In Harriet's case, the deliberate breaking of Christine's bi-fold doors' glass panes meets the actus reus standard for criminal damage.
· Wheatley and a Companion (2006):
· Wheatley and another [2006] is a pertinent case that explains the breadth of the offense of criminal damage while not having a clear connection to Harriet's case.
·  It was confirmed that even if the property being harmed belonged to the individual doing the crime, the actus reus of criminal damage might still be satisfied. 
· Therefore, even though Harriet broke Christine's property (the glass panes) to defend herself from a perceived threat, her actions constituted criminal damage.
· Cahill (1993) is relevant to Harriet's prospective legal justification defense. 
· The case established that a defense to a charge of criminal damage might be one's sincere and reasonable conviction that one has a legal justification for damaging property.
·  Harriet might make a case for a legitimate reason if she truly felt that there was a fire and that her actions were required to protect her or others.
· Despite not being immediately related to Harriet's case, Gayford v. Choulder [1898] is important to understand the actus reus of assault. 
· The case made it clear that if it is hostile or insulting, even the smallest touching of another person might be considered an assault. Harriet met the actus reus standard for violence and assault when she struck Daniel in the face.
Defense 
· Harriet asserts that she got inebriated involuntarily since the vodka in her drink was added without her knowledge or agreement.
·  Due to the involuntary use of alcohol, Harriet's mental condition and ability to make decisions were seriously compromised, which prompted her to have hallucinations and do subsequent actions that injured Daniel and damaged Christine's property.
· The Bailey v. Hardie case from 1984 is important for creating the involuntary intoxication defense. It was emphasized that the defense of involuntary intoxication might be used if a person drank alcohol without their knowledge or agreement. As a result, their mental state was affected. In this instance, Harriet's argument is supported because her drink was spiked without her knowledge or consent, leading to a changed state of mind that affected her behavior.
· Hardman v. Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset (1986): In this case, involuntary intoxication can be used as a defense when the involuntary consumption of an intoxicating substance significantly influences a person's actions. The concepts outlined in this case are supported by Harriet's altered mental state and subsequent behaviors brought on by the laced beverage.
