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Introduction:
This assignment is based on criminal liability and defences that can apply to any given realistic scenario. The assignment gives a complex scenario where there are multiple people involved who have potential criminal liability so in this assignment there will be breakdowns of each person’s story and the criminal liability that they may face. This assignment will also be linking the offences and defences to real life cases and how they may impact the person’s liability. 
Actus Reus:
Actus reus is a term that means an act or omission that makes the crime what it is or in other words the defendant must have gone through guilty conduct, though it is only an omission if it is evident that the defendant had to act and didn’t act or acted in a way against the decided outcome, he/she was tasked with. In basic terminology actus reus is based on the physical side of the offence or ‘actus reus/objective’ (Hajdin, 2021)
There are three categories in the topic of actus reus, and these are conduct: causation and circumstance. Conduct in this topic would mean as stated previously, a failure to act. Causation means that what the defendant did would have had to have led to the following events of an offence. Finally circumstance in law means the facts that base around and possibly justify the defendants’ actions.
Mens rea
As previously stated, that actus reus is the physical side of the offence, Mens Rea is very different to actus reus because instead of dealing with the physical side, it deals with the mind or mental health side of the offence. What this means is that it asks the question of what was going through the mind of the defendant at the scene of the offence. Everyone who studies criminal law define ‘mens rea as the particular mental state provided for in the definition of an offense’ (Marcia, 2020). The main reason why this is vital to consider in court is that it is a defence that the defendant can use to possibly ease their sentence for example in a case that involves the unlawful killing of another most people would assume that the defendant is guilty and gets the appropriate sentence but if the defendant has a proven medical illness that may class them as insane they will not have the same punishment as someone who was mentally stable.
A great way to prove criminal liability is to show the actus reus, show the mens rea and ensure that they have no valid defence. If all of these apply to the case then criminal liability has been proven.





Paula’s criminal liability:
The first offence that Paula committed was theft which occurs when she first takes the handbag outside, ‘Theft is defined by section 1 of the 1968 Act as dishonestly appropriating property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it’ (CPS, 2019). What this explains is that at this point in the scenario Paula has appropriated Christine’s property which is her handbag because she willingly took the handbag outside with the intent to deprive Christine of what is hers without Christine’s permission. This is also the actus reus of the offence as it is shown that she is ‘dishonestly appropriating property belonging to another’. The mens rea part of this offence is when she has the intent to take the handbag from Christine. Although later on in the scenario Paula changes her mind at the last minute and places the bag in Christine’s footwell, this does not change that much for Paula as it is clearly shown that she took the handbag out of Christine’s property and made an attempt to take it home. The reason why Paula is committed of theft is because as shown in section 1 of the 1989 act Paula does appropriate property belonging to another with the ‘intention of permanently depriving the other of it’ so because of this the mens rea of the offence has been proven. A way that this relates to a real life case begins with the case of Morris (1983). This case is a case that is based on theft that happened when Morris decided to switch the labels on an item in order to pay less for it. The point of this was that Morris acknowledged that he was technically appropriating property because the owner did not give consent to allowing them to pay as much as it was and it was shown that the appropriation took place the moment he switched the labels rather than taking the items. The way that this links to Paula’s situation is that it shows that there is a specific point where the appropriation happened, in Paula’s case the appropriation happened the second she took Christine’s bag. This is because this is the point where Paula dishonestly appropriates property belonging to Christine and it is shown that she had the intention of permanently depriving Christine of what is rightfully her property. The only defence that Paula could try and use in court is that she returned it before taking it home with her. Regardless of that as previously said, she still took the handbag without Christine’s consent and intended to deprive her of what is rightfully hers. So, because of that using that defence would not help Paula that much if at all. To advise Paula I say that her criminal liability is very likely to be proven in the court because of the facts stated previously. The actus reus of the offence has been proven, the mens rea of the offence has been proven and as there is no valid defence this means that criminal liability has been proven.
Harriet’s criminal liability:
The first offence that Harriet committed was that she damaged Christine’s property by smashing her windows in an attempt to escape the house, the reason as to why she was trying to escape the house was because she was adamant that the house was engulfed in flames so naturally it’s no question as to why she tried to escape the house, she was just trying to survive. The reason why she was under the influence that the house was on fire was because Harriet is and always has been allergic to alcohol and when she was away a person at the party named Leon spiked her drink. The spiked drink caused her to hallucinate and vision the house on fire. The definition of criminal damage is from section 1 of the criminal damage act 1971 which is ‘A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such property’ (UK Government, 1971). What this means is that depending on if the court sees the spiking and allergy as a valid defence then for that particular offence Harriet should not be punished. The actus reus of this offence is the point where she destroys or damages property belonging to another. The mens rea of this offence is the part where the intention to smash Christine’s windows was a part of the Harriet’s plan. The way that this links to a real life case is in the case of Gayford v Chouler in 1898 when the defendant trampled on a person’s grass which technically the defendant trespassed but then damaged something that belonged to the opposing side therefore damaging someone’s property therefore committing criminal damage. Later on in that same scenario, another real-life case is a case known as Hardie (1985) and in this case a man by the name of Hardie consumes a large amount of Valium which caused him to be in an intoxicated state, later on he damaged a woman’s property, the way that this links to this is that things changed for Hardie because he was not in the right state of mind. Harriet does commit another offence which is to cause grievous bodily harm to another guest at Christine’s party. Harriet as a part of the hallucinations she is facing decides to hit a man named Daniel which happened to break his cheek bone. Harriet also did this because of the hallucinations that she was going through. Because of this it is known that Harriet committed an offence known as inflicting bodily injury, with or without weapon. The definition of this offence is ‘Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously wound or inflict any grievous bodily harm upon any other person, either with or without any weapon or instrument’ UK Government, 1861) this originates from section 20 of the offences against the person act 1861 which tells us that the actus reus for this case is that Harriet did unlawfully inflict grievous bodily harm upon Daniel without a weapon. The mens rea of this offence cannot be met as she was not in the right state of mind when she did it because of the past events. If Harriet hadn’t been spiked, then there would be no hallucinations which would mean that she intended to break his cheek bone. 
Harriet does not have any criminal liability as she does meet the actus reus of the offence although she does not meet the mens rea of the offence because of the proven involuntary intoxication.
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