

[bookmark: _i97wxc2icuju]
[bookmark: _8rni6kw8av7w]
[bookmark: _otrldgeh4mlf]



[bookmark: _rxpj0tcazf18]BMPL4009 - Criminal law


By


Student Name: George Gabriel Abrani
Student ID: 2244462





Introduction
This essay provides an analysis of the potential criminal liability for Paula and Harriet in the scenario described above. It will examine the relevant offences committed by each individual, identify the necessary elements of actus reus and mens rea, and present any possible defences that may apply (Walters, 2022). Based on the scenario provided, the learner discusses the possible liability in terms of crime and the possible defences that can be taken into consideration which can be presented. Through this discussion the learner plans to explore the different segments of criminal laws and how it can affect an accused with appropriate evidence and statements. 

Paula's Criminal Liability
Paula unlawfully took Christine's designer handbag with the intention of keeping it for herself. In doing so, she committed the offence of theft. Paula may potentially be liable for the theft of the designer handbag. Taking someone else's property without their permission with the intention of permanently depriving them of it constitutes theft. Her actions of putting the handbag inside her coat and later hiding it under her car demonstrate this intention. If caught, Paula could be charged with theft. As for Harriet, Leon may be liable for several offences. Firstly, spiking Harriet's drink with vodka without her knowledge or consent could potentially be considered assault or administering a noxious substance. These offences involve causing injury or harm to another person without their consent. The intentions of Paula was unjustified and should have not been thought to do so. There are many case studies which can be related to this scenario and comparing those cases with the present study only suggests that Paula can be considered as guilty in this crime. Christine's fancy handbag was illegally taken by Paula with the purpose of keeping it for herself. She broke the law by doing this, which is theft. The theft of the luxury purse might be Paula's fault. Theft is the unlawful taking of another person's property without that person's consent with the purpose to permanently deprive them of it (Zilka, et al., 2022). Numerous case studies can be used to analyse this situation, and comparing them to the current study only serves to reinforce Paula's guilt in this crime. 

Paula’s Actus Reus
The actus reus of theft requires Paula to dishonestly appropriate property belonging to another without the owner's consent. Paula fulfilled this requirement when she took the handbag from Christine's house without her knowledge or permission. Taking a property of someone else without the permission of the individual is considered as a theft in law and is punishable as per the depth of crime. 

Paula’s Mens Rea
For theft, Paula must have the intention to permanently deprive Christine of her handbag. This is evident as Paula intended to keep the handbag for herself.

Possible Defences
a. Necessity: If Paula argues that her action was necessary to prevent serious harm or danger, she might be able to use the defence of necessity.
b. Lack of intent to permanently deprive: If Paula can prove that she did not have the intention to permanently take the handbag and only meant to demonstrate her jealousy, she could argue a lack of intent to permanently deprive.

Harriet's Criminal Liability
Harriet spiked Harriet's drink with vodka, resulting in her suffering from hallucinations and causing damage to the party venue and injuries to another guest. Harriet could potentially face criminal liability for two offences: administering a noxious substance and assault. Additionally, Harriet's actions resulting from the spiked drink, such as damaging the property (breaking the glass) and causing injury to Daniel, could potentially lead to charges of criminal damage and assault respectively. However, both Paula and Harriet may be able to raise certain defences depending on the circumstances. Paula could potentially argue that she did not intend to permanently deprive Christine of her handbag if she returned it later. This defence is known as the claim of right, where someone genuinely believes they have a right to the property and intend to return it. As for Harriet, she may be able to raise the defence of intoxication if she can prove that she was not aware of Leon's actions in spiking her drink. This defence could reduce her criminal liability if she was unaware of what she was doing due to being intoxicated. 
It should be noted that the specific laws and available defences may vary depending on the jurisdiction in which the events took place (Feinman, 1994). It is advisable for Paula and Harriet to consult with a criminal defence attorney to get accurate advice based on the relevant laws in their area. As a result of Harriet adding vodka to her drink, another partygoer was hurt and the party venue was damaged, and she experienced hallucinations. Two things that Harriet might be charged with include giving drugs to someone and assault. If she was intoxicated and didn't realise what she was doing, this defence could lessen her criminal guilt. It should be emphasised that depending on the country where the incident occurred, different laws may apply and other defences may be available (Blais et al., 2022). Paula and Harriet should speak with a criminal defence lawyer for accurate legal counsel based on the pertinent local legislation.

Harriet’s Actus Reus
a. Administering a Noxious Substance: Harriet committed this offence by spiking Harriet's drink with vodka without her knowledge or consent.
b. Assault: Harriet engaged in physical violence by hitting another guest, Daniel, in the face, resulting in a broken cheekbone.

Analysis
Understanding the fact that Harriet was under the influence of drugs being spiked by Leon, the accused can be Leon also here since the drug was spiked by Leon resulting in aggressive behaviour by Harriet leading to physical violence on Daniel. Under these circumstances, Daniel can also register a complaint against  Harriet and Leon and can claim compensation. 

Harriet’s Mens Rea
a. Administering a Noxious Substance: Harriet's mens rea requirement involving this offence might differ depending on jurisdiction. Generally, she must have either intended to cause harm or been reckless as to the potential for harm by administering the spiked drink.
b. Assault: Harriet must have intended to cause Daniel harm or have acted recklessly in causing the injury.

Analysis
It is essential to understand the root cause of the situation which can help the accused (Jones, 2022). Based on other case studies, it can be considered that the individual who spiked the drink is more likely to be accused, which is Leon in this case. However, it can also be considered that Harriet took advantage of the spiked drink and hit Daniel intentionally in the hope that she might be considered for being hallucinating. 

Possible Defences
a. Mistake of Fact: Harriet may argue that she mistakenly believed Harriet would not suffer any harmful effects from consuming alcohol due to her allergy.
b. Intoxication: If Harriet can establish that her actions were a result of involuntary intoxication or that she lacked the required mens rea due to voluntary intoxication, she may be able to use this defence.



Analysis
Although the possible defences can be considered as an argument in the scenario. The chances of debating in favour of the situation can be dicey as it is not favourable for the accused since the crime was intentional and can be traced easily (McAra and McVie, 2022). Hence, it can be taken into consideration that the situation can be against the accused. Paula and Harriet may be able to raise certain defences depending on the circumstances. Paula could potentially argue that she did not intend to permanently deprive Christine of her handbag if she returned it later. This defence is known as the claim of right, where someone genuinely believes they have a right to the property and intend to return it (Zeoli et al., 2023). As for Harriet, she may be able to raise the defence of intoxication if she can prove that she was not aware of Leon's actions in spiking  her drink. This defence could reduce her criminal liability if she was unaware of what she was doing due to being intoxicated. It should be noted that the specific laws and available defences may vary depending on the jurisdiction in which the events took place. It is advisable for Paula and Harriet to consult with a criminal defence attorney to get accurate advice based on the relevant laws in their area.

Conclusion
In conclusion, both Paula and Harriet potentially face criminal liability for their actions in the scenario above. Paula may be liable for theft, while Harriet may face charges for administering a noxious substance and assault. However, it is important to note that any potential defences raised by both individuals may affect their criminal liability. It is advisable for Paula and Harriet to consult legal professionals to assess their potential defences and criminal liability for the offences committed. Based on the discussion it can be stated that with the help of other cases, Paula might be at fault and Harriet as well. The learner also discussed the situation of Daniel and Leon to bring out a better understanding of the scenario. 
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