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The question asks the potential criminal liability of two individuals. One that had stolen a handbag and the other who had smashed property within a kitchen and broken someone's cheek bone. This question is going to be answered by discussing the actus reus, mens rea and any potential defence that may apply to each one of the defendants and to find out whether they are criminally liable for their offences. Starting off with Paula and ending with Harriet.
Paula in fact took an expensive handbag belonging to Christine. This fact suggests that theft is the first potential criminal offence that must be looked at. It cannot be a burglary as Paula had permission to enter the property before taking the handbag. What is theft? Theft is the appropriation of a property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving them of its Section 1(1) of the Theft Act (1968). Appropriation can be seen in the case of R v Darroux (2018). Appropriation is defined under s3(1) as the assumption of rights of another’s property or in other words treating something as your own. This can be seen carried out by Paula in the text as she placed the handbag underneath her car. Belonging to another is explained under Section 5(1) TA (1968). The phrase “belonging to another” suggests that a person needs to have full possession or control or having any right or interest of the property to be deemed as their property. Furthermore, it does not have to be stolen from the legal owner if, for example, there is no legal owner of a property, Smith (2011). In this case, heroin was stolen and as heroin is an unlawful possession. The court decided to close the case on “the appropriation of the prohibited drugs constituted theft.” This means that the actus reas of the equation in this case can be identified. All requirements for the actus reas with theft had been shown and explained. Next is the mens rea. Mens rea consists of two factors, these two factors need to be checked in order to prove criminal liability. These two factors are whether D committed the offence dishonestly or with intention to permanently deprive one’s property. The mens rea can be identified through the definition of theft “intention of permanently depriving them of.” Legistlation.gov.uk (2021). It stated that Paula was jealous of the handbag and had a direct intention of taking the handbag and putting it underneath her car. Later, she put the bag in her car and drove off. This suggests that Paula was so eager to take the bag that she went the extra step to put the bag under her car when she heard someone coming. In order to prove dishonesty in this case, tests are gone through from the past that were effective. The common law test was used in the Ghosh and Ivey cases as it is an effective way to determine whether someone is dishonest. In the R v Ghosh (1982) case a two-stage test was carried out. One being objective and subjective, both tests need to be checked in order to prove dishonesty. The objective test is whether D was being dishonest according to ordinary standards. Meaning to a normal sane person, would they think that taking someone's handbag without permission is dishonest? In this case, any reasonable person would think so. Therefore, the objective test is checked. The subjective test is whether D believes that what they did was dishonest. The subjective test is hard to answer. But we could answer this question by considering. Would D be angry or upset if the same happened to them? Therefore, dishonesty can be proven using the Ghosh test. The Ivey test is similar to the Ghosh test but easier to answer as an answer from the D does not have to be required. The test requires the jury to consider D’s states of mind as to knowledge or belief, facts and whether D’s actions are dishonest in the eyes of an ordinary person. To conclude, the Ghosh test is no longer in use, as the Ivey test eliminates the potential lies that D might say to disprove their dishonesty. Considering facts in this case and using the tests. Paula clearly understood what she was doing as she hid the bag underneath her car to not get caught. To conclude the mens rea, dishonesty can be proven using the Ivey test and arguably the Ghosh test. No defence can be applied as Paula had a direct intention of stealing the handbag, in fact she had done that out of jealousy. So, unless she was under the influence. No defence can be applied. To conclude, no further offences can be considered for Paula. which means that Paula is liable for theft under Section 1(1) of the Theft Act (1968). 
In the text, Harriet had smashed large panes of glass in Christines kitchen in an attempt of escaping the house due to her hallucinations. This means that Harriet can be accused of criminal damage. The definition of criminal damage is the unlawful excuse of damaging or destroying another's property whether that is with intention or being reckless, shall be guilty of criminal damage s1(1) Criminal Damage act (1971). To summarise, there are six elements that need to be checked to see whether D (Harriet) is guilty of criminal damage. Property is defined under S10(1) as real or personal tangible items, land, tamed wild animals or creatures under possession that belong to another Cresswell v DPP; Currie v DPP (2006). This means that the actus reas of the equation can be identified as Harriet smashed glass panes belonging to Christine without a lawful excuse. Harriet does not have custody or control, lease, or a charge over the glass panes therefore they belong to Christine. This case is similar to Lloyd v Dpp (1992) where both cases had property damaged to the point where it is rendered as unfit for purpose. You could consider smashing a glass pane as unfit for purpose. Harriet had on the other hand a lawful excuse as she had an honest but unreasonable belief that the house was in flames. Furthermore, in such a situation where a house would be in flames a reasonable person would assume that they would have consent to destroy anything to get out of the house. In this case a glass pane of a bi fold door was smashed. In reality, this was not the case. There was no fire, and the fact is that she did damage her property. The mens rea of the equation can be answered by the fact that Harriet recklessly tried to exit the house in the belief that it was in flames. Her intention was not to break anything within the house as any reasonable person would think that would be wrong. But under the circumstances that Harriet was in. She recklessly tried to exit the house. Harriet understood that she was going to Christines party so she cannot use the defence in Smith (1974) case where Smith had an honest belief that he owned the property. However, the facts state that Harriet did smash and destroy Christines property. She can use the defence of involuntary intoxication. As stated in the text, an individual of the name Leon. Leon spiked Harriets drink with alcohol unknowingly that she will have an allergic reaction Allen (1988). Involuntary intoxication can be Harriets' primary defence. Involuntary intoxication is when you consume a substance without your knowledge Crown Prosecution Service (2018). But also, she could potentially use the defence of automatism. Automatism is the unintentional performance of actions without consciousness LexisNexis (2021). In this case, Harriet was conscious, but her reality was different at the time from others. Meaning that potentially she could use automatism as she without consciousness hit someone. To conclude this case. Harriet did in fact meet the standards to prove the actus reas and mens rea, but under the circumstances that she was placed in. She can use the defence of involuntary intoxication and potentially automatism.
In the text, it states that Harriet hit one of the guests (Daniel) in the face and broke their cheek bone while she was hallucinating. Legistlation.gov.uk (2021) is looked at in this case to determine what type of assault Harriet can be responsible for. S18 and S20 are to be considered within this case as malicious wounding or grievous bodily harm happened. The difference between them is that S18 is with and S20 is without intent Qredible (2020). The actus reas can be identified as unlawful conduct is carried out by D, which led to another person suffering from a wound or grievous bodily harm. Actus reas is proven as Daniel’s cheekbone was broken due to D’s conduct. The mens rea for this case can be argued upon. Whether Harriet hit Daniel with or without intent. The fact is that Harriet tried to exit the building and as a result she hit Daniel. If Harriet was not under the influence, then she would have foreseen that striking someone with such force would cause serious harm. Any reasonable person would know that hitting someone with such force would cause harm therefore, Harriet sober would not have done it. In addition, Harriet can use the defence of involuntary intoxication. She can use this defence as if she were not under involuntary influence, she would not have hit Daniel. To conclude this case. Harriet did hit Daniel and caused GBH, but it was unintentional as she was trying to exit the building. Further to back Harriet. If she had not been spiked, nothing would have happened. 
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