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Introduction
A constitution can be defined as a set of laws created to guide how people within a country should work and operate. It provides guidance on some issues that are legal and illegal in nature. Each individual within a country no matter the stature is answerable to the guidelines provided. In this essay, we describe some of the laws that have been broken and the type of defense to be applied in order to avoid being sentenced or a favorable sentence. They include theft of property, Destruction of property, Physical assault and bodily harm. All this cases attract different penalties. 
Theft is defined under the Theft Act of 1968 in the United Kingdom as the dishonest taking of another person's property with the purpose to deprive them of it forever. From the case study provided, Paula’s actions can be described as theft, although she did not take Christine’s bag on the journey home. It is clear she had such intention, this is because she carefully hid the bag in his coat and walked out without informing the owner. According to Morris [1983], the defendants were convicted after exchanging products on labels in a supermarket with the aim of obtaining the products at a cheaper price. Both defendants were caught although at different times. The defendants appeared before the House of Lords whereby the decision by a previous court that found them guilty according to the theft act was upheld. Similarly, in the Ghosh [1982] scenario, the jury found a surgeon guilty by trying to get money dishonestly, this is after the surgeon falsely represented the he indeed was the actual person that conducted the surgery. In his defense, the surgeon argued that the fee obtained was equal to consultancy usually paid. In this case two phases were evident in which, the defendant may be found guilty or not guilty. 
Paula in her circumstance may be similar to Dr Ghosh, in the first scenario it is evident she left with the bag. On the other hand she left the venue leaving the bag besides the foot well, this may be an afterthought decision and might save her from the harsh sentence of the courts. In her defense Paula might argue she lacked the intention to permanently deprive the owner her property. If the jury finds Paula guilty, the maximum sentence might be up to seven years. According to Morris [1983] it was made clear that appropriation can occur even if the defendant initially has the owner's consent but later assumes the owner's rights without the owner's knowledge or consent. In this situation, we see that a physical taking of property is not necessary for an appropriation to occur.
The Supreme Court abandoned the Ghosh test in Ivey v. Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd [2017], placing more weight on the subjective aspect of dishonesty. The court ruled that an accused person must decide for themselves whether their activities constitute dishonesty. Under this defense, Paula is given the ultimate option to save herself from the hook and walk free without any sentences. As was made clear in Wheatley and another [2006], appropriation need not the actual seizing of property in order to occur; rather, the defendant need only to take on the rights of the owner. The precedent set by this case greatly expanded the parameters of what constitutes an appropriation.
The primary legislation regarding the crime of property destruction is the Criminal Damage Act of 1971. The consequences for property destruction without justification are laid out in this statute. The law differentiates between two categories of criminal damage: basic and aggravated. Basic criminal damage can be defined as to commit this crime, one must intentionally cause physical harm to another's property without justification. Examples of this kind of behavior include spray-painting graffiti on walls or destroying property on purpose. This can be proved in Harriet’s case as she started destroying the kitchen windows. Aggravated criminal damage can be described as damage to property that poses an imminent threat to human life. The consequences for this are harsher than those for vandalism. In both instances, Harriet’s actions can be held for both counts.
If the defendant can prove that they damaged the property in self-defense or to protect their possessions from a possible danger, this may be an acceptable defense. However, force can only be used if it is warranted and match to the level of danger. Harriet’s defense might argue that, the actions of that night were due to intoxication. As explained lengthy in the short excerpt she was not used to drinking and under such circumstances she felt as if her life was at stake.
The lack of intent to cause harm to the property or the accidental nature of the damage may also be used as a defense. Without proof of intent, it may be impossible to establish criminal liability. A first time drunk person that didn’t know that a friend had spiked her drink might use that circumstances to get off the hook. However to prove the argument the jury might decide to conduct test to prove the testimony given by the defendant, afterwards a final ruling on the case will be made. Having a valid reason for damaging the property might be used as a defense in some instances. It may be possible to mitigate or dismiss an offense if the defendant can prove they were within the law when they caused the damage. The defendant might argue that she wanted to act due to the situation she had found herself.
The defendant may assert error or honest belief as a defense, if they were under the mistaken impression that they were entitled to inflict the damage in question. A true and sincere misunderstanding is required though. The defendant might argue that due to the intoxication caused by the alcohol, she felt the need to save herself from an imaginary danger that had suddenly emerged. Lastly, the defense of duress may be raised if the defendant can show that they were threatened with death or significant bodily harm and were therefore forced to do the crime. A reasonable individual would have reacted similarly, if they had been faced with the same urgent threat. Harriet might as well use this defense in front of a jury, with respect to the intoxication incident. The jury might decide to acquit her as a result of the mistake committed by the friend.	
The Offences against the Person Act 1861 and other pertinent legislation govern physical assault and bodily harm offenses in the United Kingdom. Assault and causing bodily harm are crimes that fall under the jurisdiction of the Offences against the Person Act 1861 and other similar statutes in the United Kingdom. Assault in the common usage means to intentionally or carelessly put another person in fear of imminent criminal violence. The victim is put in dread of imminent physical danger by the use of force or the threat of force. Depending on the circumstances, common assault can be charged either as a summary misdemeanor or an indictable offense. Common assault carries a maximum sentence of six months in jail or a fine. 
Causing substantial bodily injury to another person is considered grossly harmful, if it is done on purpose or with reckless abandon. Acts that lead to significant physical harm are included, such as those that result in broken bones, internal injuries, or deformity. Under the Offences against the Person Act 1861, GBH can be prosecuted as either a Section 18 (with purpose) or Section 20 (without intent) violation. The possible sentence for violating Section 18 GBH is life imprisonment, while that for violating Section 20 GBH is five years in prison.
In her defense, Harriet will argue that she committed the action with the intention of defending herself. The law states that, in the event of an immediate threat of physical injury, a person has the right to use reasonable force to try and defend themselves. In the act of defence, it must be necessary to protect oneself from an actual threat and in proportion to that threat. Further she will claim that after the intoxication, she felt the need to protect herself hence the need to act violently and save herself from the situation. The essential question, then, is whether the accused was so impaired by alcohol that she did not intend to commit the crime for which she is being tried. The issue isn't whether she was so drunk that he couldn't have had that intention. According to Littlejohn, 2021 if the jury has any uncertainty regarding whether or not the defendant had the necessary purpose, they must find him not guilty of that offence. Another possible defense is lack of intent, an accident or lack of malicious purpose are put out to refute liability in this argument. The defendant in this case Harriet will inform the jury that his activities during that night was an accident and she harbored no intention of causing harm to the people at the party.	
In conclusion, the defendants in both instances had broken the law. Their cases were not that serious as there was room for defense as provided in the law. However to maintain public order and defend human rights, the law provides specific punishments for the crimes. Culprits of theft are held accountable with punishment ranging from cash fines to jail time, depending on the weight of their crime. Crimes involving property destruction are point out, and punishments are issued according to the degree of damage done. Lastly, Crimes that may injure or threaten the lives of individuals fall under the purview of the Offenses against the Person Act 1861 and other laws passed after it. Punishments for such offences range from cash fines to jail time, depending on criteria including the seriousness of the harm done and the perpetrator's motivations.
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