Paula might be held criminally responsible for stealing Christine's luxury handbag for taking it without her permission. The actus reus and mens rea standards must be satisfied in order to prove theft.
The actus reus of theft is that it must be committed with the intent to take another person's property. Without Christine's consent, Paula grabbed the purse from her house, which is considered an appropriation.
The purpose to permanently deprive the owner of the goods is necessary for a theft to be considered mens rea. Paula had the necessary intent to commit theft since she intended to keep the purse for herself.
Paula may possibly use the claim of right defence if she truly believed that she was entitled to the handbag under the law. The claim of right defence, on the other hand, is frequently used in more complicated circumstances, such as when the defendant legitimately feels they have a legal claim to the property because of an earlier legal agreement or entitlement. Since there is no evidence of a valid claim of right, it is unlikely that Paula would be able to properly invoke this defence in this situation.
If Harriet hurt Daniel by breaking the glass in Christine's kitchen, she could be held accountable for criminal damage. The actus reus and mens rea standards must be satisfied in order to prove criminal harm.
The actus reus of criminal damage is the willful destruction or damage of another person's property without a valid justification. This criteria is obviously met by Harriet's actions in shattering the glass panes in Christine's kitchen's bi-fold doors.
To commit criminal damage, one must have either the intent to destroy or harm the property or be careless about whether it would be. Because of the hallucinations, she experienced from the laced drink, Harriet thought the house was on fire. Despite the fact that Harriet did not intend to cause harm, the mens rea standard for criminal damage was met by her careless behaviour in shattering the glass windows.
Harriet's possible defences include automatism if her acts were unintentional and brought on by something outside of her, like the laced drink. Harriet's drinking of the laced beverage may raise concerns about whether her state was self-induced, but in order for automatism to be a legitimate defence, it must be demonstrated that the actions were not self-induced.

The excuse of insanity is still another possible defence for Harriet. Harriet may be able to rely on the defence of insanity if she can show that she was experiencing a mental illness at the time of the incident that significantly hindered her capacity to comprehend the nature of her acts or to make an intelligent decision.


