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The purpose of the study is to deliver legal advice to Paula and Harriet about the misconduct which has been done by them. The legal backgrounds of their actions have been described in the study and the related legislations and legal provisions which can emphasise their responsibilities and can elaborate on the consequences of their actions have been mentioned and explained in the study too. The situation has been justified for them and references to the concerned law of that phenomenon of the UK have been evaluated as well. 
The offence of theft has been elaborated in the legislation of the Theft Act 1968 and it has been defined as a dishonest appropriation of any property which belongs to someone else with the intention of conducting permanent harm. The concept of theft has been mentioned in section 1 of the legislation. There are five important features which have been covered by this definition and before labelling any action as theft it is highly important to consider that all those essentials are present in that action. There is another clause that the material which is being taken must be for the gain of the theft himself or related. If one is proven to be guilty of theft, then he must be imprisoned for a term of seven years maximum (Melissaris, 2007). 
The very first feature is dishonesty which has been discussed in section 2 of the Theft Act 1968. Dishonesty is an element which is related to all sorts of acts of appropriation including theft, robbery and burglary. As per the case of Ivey v Genting Casinos [2018] AC 391, while judging the presence of dishonesty of the defendant, it is important to identify how much acknowledged he or she was regarding the fact that moral principles are being violated. If it is proven that the fact was known to the defendant, then the question comes to the scene after knowing the facts and the moral values, was the conduct honest or not? In the case of theft, some conditions must be proven to identify the act of the defendant was completely an attempt at dishonesty. Firstly, it was necessary to clarify that though there is any legal right of the defendant to grab the property or not and or was there any sign of permission to the owner regarding the appropriation of the property or not (Lexisnexis, 2023).
The concept of appropriation must be clear before judging an act as theft. If the rights of an owner will be grabbed, that will be caused by appropriation and it is essential to be a materialistic good. As per the case of Lawrence v MPC [1972] AC 626, the consent of the owner is not a logical defence for appropriation. In the case, permission was provided by the plaintiff to the defendant to remove cash from her wallet, and still, his action was counted as theft because the amount which was appropriated by him was more than what he deserved (CPS, 2022 and Lexis Plus, 2023).
The act of theft fits with those cases only where the concentrated material can be considered property. According to section 4 of the Theft Act 1968, the idea of property includes money, and others which are real, personal and intangible as well. Land cannot be considered as property to steal unless the person who is blamed for the theft is the trustee or Owens the power of attorney or personal representatives or the liquidator of the company which belongs to someone else and instead of selling it he appropriates the land or part of it, then it will be considered as theft also though the materials do not come under the definition of property as per the Theft Act.  Besides that wild creature also comes under the head of property (Legislation.gov.uk, 1968). 
The feature of "Belonging to another" is a highly essential provision and intimidation that some conditions are required to perform. A property will be considered belonging to others only when the person who is climbing his right of ownership on it has legal possession of that or control of that. If the owner has given the property to the defendant for any particular reason and the defendant has appropriated it illegally then also the claim of theft will prevail as giving something to someone for any particular reason does not transfer the ownership. If by mistake any property has come to the possession of the defendant, then also it will be considered as belonging to others. The beneficiary of trusts is also considered as the owner of the property and if the defendant will deprived them of their benefits then also it amounts to theft. Possession is an important aspect of theft as in the case of R v Turner (1971) 55 Cr App R 336  the defendant was accused of theft of his own car as he took it from the garage without paying the bills. As the benefits of the garage owner were related to the possession of the car, it was considered theft (CPS, 2022 and Lexis Plus, 2023). 
The last essential of theft is the intention of doing permanent harm and that is equivalent to depriving the owner of his possession or enjoyment of the property permanently. Borrowing or lending will not come under this clause but if the defendant fails to give the property back which has been borrowed by him as per section 6 (2) of the Theft Act, 1968, it amounts to theft. In the case of R v Vinall [2012] 1 Cr App R 29 it has been stated by the judge that the intention to permanently deprive is something by which the rights of the owner on the property are disposed of. It has been mentioned also that disposing of the goods is not mandatory to prove the theft (CPS, 2022). 
In the provided case, Paula has reached all the essentials of theft and therefore, it is not a tough job to identify the criminal liability of her conduct. Firstly, the taking of the handbag into the court was an act of appropriation and a dishonest attempt also. The handbag can be considered as a property as it was a materialistic good and it belonged to Christine and before taking it her permission was not sought by Paula. Therefore, her act can be claimed as dishonest appropriation. The bag belonged to others as it was a gift for Christine and Paula has no right of possession. Besides that at the end of the party, the bag was put on the floor by Paula and she drove away from it which permanent destruction was caused to the bag the act was completely intended by Paula and reflects her permanent intention to deprive Christine of the possession and enjoyment of the handbag. Therefore, no doubts are left to comment on it as the criminal liability of theft under section 6 of the Theft Act 1968 will be taken by Paula (Legislation.gov.uk, 1968).
The Theft Act, 1968 has been enacted to provide material protection to the people of the UK. and the act has come into force by replacing the Larceny Act 1976. In the previous act, there was another essential which was included in the definition of theft which made it clear that the goods or the product which have been stolen must be carried by the performer who is being assumed for conducting the theft. The change which has been brought in the new legislation has been a better help for the court's interpretation of appropriation has become simpler for that. As the subjective element is not enough to establish the intention of the appropriation, therefore, such change was highly required (Legislation.gov.uk, 1968).
Section 19 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 has elaborated that if a person has been hurt by another with or without a weapon which has caused to him her any kind of grievous bodily harm that will be considered unlawful and the person who will conduct such will be guilty and liable for penalty. For such action maximum years of imprisonment can be ordered by the court as per section 20 of the act (Legislation.gov.uk, 1861). According to section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971, if property belonging to others will get damaged or destroyed by a person with reckless behaviour that will amount to unlawful offence as well (Legislation.gov.uk, 1971). Intoxication even if it is involuntary will not be counted as a defence in such cases. The intoxication or hallucination as a result of intoxication will be accepted involuntarily only when the alcohol or the drug has been put on the food or the drink of the defendant without his knowledge. But still, the act or harm which has been caused by him which might not be done by her in his natural sense will not come under any defence (CPS, 2018). As per the case of R v Kingston [1995] 2 A.C. 355, the defendant will be guilty even if he was not in the required mental elements while committing the offence (Lexis Plus, 2023). 
In the provided case also, the intoxication of Harriet was involuntary as the vodka which made him intoxicated was not consumed by him in his own wish and he was unknown to the fact also that alcohol had been mixed with his drink while taking it. But the harm or destruction which has been committed by him will not accept the defence of involuntary intoxication and therefore he will be liable under section 19 of the Offence Against the Person Act 1861 and section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971. 
The study has identified that Paula has performed theft and she has achieved all the essentials of theft as per the legislation therefore, she must bear the criminal liability for that. It has been outlined that the damages and hurt caused by Harriet come from the Criminal Damage Act 1971 and Offences Against the Person Act 1861 respectively and no defence for involuntary intoxication will be provided to him.  
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