In order to ascertain the potential criminal liability and applicable offence for both Paula and Harnett, it is necessary to analyse the constituent elements of the crime with which they are charged, as well as the available defences. Firstly, in order to secure a conviction, the prosecution bears the burden of establishing each element of the alleged offence and doing so with a high degree of certainty, surpassing any reasonable doubt. Given that Paula did not engage in the alleged criminal activity, she has the legal right to defend her innocence. various forms of defences exist to address criminal liability, including the defence of innocence, self-defence, and defence of others. Nevertheless, given Paula's intent to commit theft, she incurs legal responsibility for her actions. Liability for a crime can be established by the prosecution when it successfully demonstrates that an individual both committed the criminal act, such as theft and possessed the necessary intent to be held responsible, such as the intent to deprive the rightful owner of their property. To begin with, the legal offence of theft is defined in section 1(1) of the TA 1968. According to this provision, a person can be held accountable for theft if they commit the deceitful act of taking ownership, as well as, the act of taking possession of another person's property with the intention of permanently denying the rightful owner access to it. This is similar to the case of Oxford v Moss [1979] where there was a lack of evidence indicating the defendant's purpose to deprive indefinitely the University of its property. The Divisional Court rendered a verdict of non-guilt for the accused individual in the theft case, citing the rationale that information is not susceptible to being stolen. According to Section (2) of the TA 1968, it doesn't matter whether the theft is for the thief's own gain or benefit. However, this offence isn't a strict liability crime, so it's crucial to establish a criminal defence and provide evidence for both Actus Reus (the criminal act) and Men's Rea (the culpable mentality) to secure a conviction (UWTSD Moodle 2022/23, no date). The following section will begin with an analysis by establishing the Actus reus, a legal concept that refers to the culpable action of "appropriating property belonging to another."  It is imperative to ascertain the authenticity of the assertion, that the aforementioned property has been procured in a legal manner and is presently held by a distinct individual. To achieve a thorough comprehension of the offence in question, it is essential to subsequently analyse the relevant legislation. As stated under Appropriate- S.3(1) of the Theft Act “ (1)” Any assumption by a person of the rights of an owner amounts to an appropriation, and this includes, where he has come by the property (innocently or not) without stealing it, any later assumption of a right to it by keeping or dealing with it as the owner “(Participation, no date). Conversely, the presence of evidence demonstrating appropriation and establishing ownership by another party is crucial in substantiating the charge of theft. In particular, is whether they presume the entirety of the rights or merely a limited portion thereof. To elaborate, it is not necessary for them to assume all the rights, rather, they only need to assume one of the rights. The act of assuming a singular entitlement to property is commonly regarded as an act of appropriation. However, for appropriation, it is imperative for individuals to possess the property in question (UWTSD Moodle 2022/23, no date b).In the case of R v Morris [1984]  for example,  the appeal has been dismissed on the grounds that the assumption of certain rights by an individual is deemed adequate to establish the act of appropriation. As noted under S.4(1) of the Theft Act -‘’(1)“Property” includes money and all other property, real or personal, including things in action and other intangible property” (Participation, no date b). With this in mind, the subsequent criteria must be identified. Under S.5(1) of the TA – Belonging to another; ‘’(1)Property shall be regarded as belonging to any person having possession or control of it, or having in it any proprietary right or interest (not being an equitable interest arising only from an agreement to transfer or grant an interest). (2)Where property is subject to a trust, the persons to whom it belongs shall be regarded as including any person having a right to enforce the trust, and an intention to defeat the trust shall be regarded accordingly as an intention to deprive of the property any person having that right’’. Another aspect that necessitates verification is the notion of Men's Rea, which refers to the cognitive state or consciousness of responsibility in relation to criminal behaviour, as distinguished from the mere act of participating in unlawful conduct. Then, S.2(1) of the TA Reads as follows;
(1) A person’s appropriation of property belonging to another is not to be regarded as dishonest.
(a)If he appropriates the property in the belief that he has in law the right to deprive others of it, on behalf of himself or a third person”
However, since the term "dishonesty" lacks a clear definition, it becomes necessary to examine common law to determine whether the action was an honest mistake or not. As demonstrated by the case of Ivey v Genting Casinos [2018], which was adopted in the case of R v Barton and Booth [2020] (Booth & Anor v R. [2020] EWCA Crim 575 (29 April 2020). Also, need to be considered the behaviour of the average person and the objective evaluation of what a reasonable person would do. To illustrate,  R v B [2020] – demonstrates its continued application and relevance in contemporary contexts (UWTSD Moodle 2022/23: no date b)).On the whole, the defendant may argue, that although she had the intent to steal and actually took the property, it was not theft because she returned it. On the other hand, despite Harriet's lack of intention to cause Daniel's broken cheekbone under the influence of being intoxicated, there remains the possibility of imposing criminal liability upon her. However, even in the state of being intoxicated, involuntary means do not inherently serve as a legal defence. Nevertheless, in cases where an individual is under the influence of alcohol or drugs and engages in criminal behaviour, the extent of their intoxication may hinder their ability to develop the requisite mental state (men’s rea) required for the commission of said crime. In contrast to, the case of R v Hardie[1985] Who burned a wardrobe drunk and has been charged with arson conviction. The CA found him involuntarily inebriated because he used Valium to relax. (Buy and Sell study notes by the Top Tier of Students | Oxbridge Notes, 2020). Whereas in cases where the consumption of a beverage or substance resulted in the defendant's diminished inhibitions, leading them to behave in a manner they would not have exhibited while sober, the defendant may still be held accountable for their actions if they were capable of and indeed did possess the necessary mental intent required for the offence. For instance, the case of R v Kingston [1995] refers to a legal proceeding that took place in a court of law. The aforementioned principle is contingent upon the acknowledgement that an intention formed under the influence of alcohol remains a valid intention case of R v Sheehan and Moore [1975] is another example. (Intoxication | The Crown Prosecution Service, 2018). Next, the offence of causing grievous bodily harm (GBH) means the assault has caused serious physical harm. It does not have to be permanent or dangerous. For example, a broken cheekbone, in this case, would amount to GBH – it might heal without leaving any long-term effects, without intent carries a maximum penalty of five years of imprisonment. The range of sentencing options for this offence extends from a community order to a custodial sentence of up to four years and six months. According to legislation, Offences against the Person Act 1861 under Section 20, serious physical harm, with or without a weapon; Intentionally and unlawfully inflicting severe physical harm on another person, with or without a weapon, is a misdemeanour. These people will be liable if convicted. In summary, the jurisdiction where the alleged crime happened will determine the law and applicable criminal legislation. For instance, criminal statutes vary by jurisdiction. Examine criminal behaviour to do so. Depending on the offence, seek for intent, knowledge, carelessness, or negligence. However, many crimes need cognitive awareness, deliberate action, or intentional misconduct. Assess whether the offender was mentally fit. In the same way, knowing the elements needed to prove a crime. In particular, actions, consequences, or circumstances define the crime. Namely, consider self-defence, lack of intent, duress, or necessity. The offence and jurisdiction determine these defences. Then, assess the evidence for criminal responsibility. This may include testimony, actual proof, documentation, or security footage. Finally, review key legal precedents and judicial decisions. This can clarify how similar cases have interpreted the law. In all, finding criminal liability is complex and requires a comprehensive study of each case's facts and circumstances.
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