“Christine had recently turned 40 and her husband had arranged a surprise birthday party for her at home. On the night of the party, Christine was very keen to show her guests the expensive gifts she had been given for her birthday, one being a designer handbag. One of Christine’s friends, Paula had always been extremely jealous of the lavish gifts that Christine’s husband bought her and when no one was looking she put the handbag inside her coat and took it outside. When Paula heard someone coming, she placed the handbag underneath her car with the intention of putting it in her car when the party had finished. Upon leaving, Paula picked up the designer handbag from underneath her car, placed it in the footwell and drove home.”
In the United Kingdom, theft is a serious criminal offense that carries significant legal consequences. To determine Paula's criminal liabilities for theft, it is essential to examine the elements of this offense and analyse her actions accordingly. Theft, under UK law is defined as dishonestly appropriating property belonging to another with the intention to permanently deprive them of it. In Paula's case, if she took someone else's property without their consent and with the intent to keep it permanently, she may be held liable for theft.
Paula's act of taking Christine’s property without her permission constitutes an appropriation. Whether Paula physically removed the item or exercised control over it in any way, Paula’s actions fulfil this element. Paula must have acted dishonestly. If Paula knew that taking the property was against the owner's wishes or if she failed to believe that she had a legal right to take it, her actions can be considered dishonest. Paula intentionally wanted to permanently deprive Christine of her property. If Paula had no intention of returning the item or believed that keeping it indefinitely was acceptable, this element would be satisfied. If all three elements are proven beyond a reasonable doubt in court, Paula could face criminal liability for theft under UK law. The severity of her punishment would depend on various factors such as the value of the stolen item and any aggravating circumstances surrounding its theft. 
 Paula’s actions satisfy the Actus Reus and the Mens Rea of theft because not only did she appropriate property belonging to another, but she did also do it dishonestly with the intention to deprive Christine. In the case of R v Ghosh, Ghosh was a surgeon. who was convicted of four offences under the Theft Act 1968 sections 20(2) and 15(1). During his work as a surgeon, he was paid one set of extra wages and attempted three times to obtain such wages by claiming variously: for work that others had carried out and for work reimbursable to him via the NHS. The jury found him guilty. He appealed on the basis that the trial judge had told the jury to use their common sense to determine whether the accused's conduct had been dishonest or not. His defence team argued that the judge should have instructed the jury that dishonesty was about the accused’s state of mind (a subjective test) rather than the jury’s point of view (an objective test).
The definition of appropriation raises the question “What are the rights of the Christine?” Christine has the right to let the authorities know as soon as possible. When speaking to the police, she needs to explain all the details because this will make a difference if they know where and when the items were stolen. This will aid measures in retrieving Christine’s stolen property. She also has the right to press charges once she finds out that it was Paula that had appropriated her property.

“Also at the party were Leon and Harriet who had been recently introduced to one another. Harriet didn't drink alcohol due to the fact that she was allergic to it. When Harriet had popped to the toilet, Leon spiked Harriet's drink with vodka. When Harriet returned and drank the drink she began suffering from hallucinations. Harriet thought that fire was engulfing the house and, in an attempt, to get out, she began smashing the large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine's kitchen. She also hit one of the other guests (Daniel) in the face, causing a broken cheekbone. Christine and her husband managed to calm Harriet down and asked everyone to leave.”

Harriet was responsible enough to not drink alcohol because of her allergies. Harriet was more than likely aware of the consequences from a previous experience. Even though there is no single offence that covers spiking, spiking offences are covered by more than one law. Most spiking cases are offences under the ‘Offences Against the Person Act 1861’. This covers the use of harmful substances.  The fact Harriet drank alcohol unknowingly would mean Leon could be charged with administering a substance with intent.
Harriet finds herself in a distressing situation where she has been spiked and subsequently assaulted someone. In such circumstances, Harriet has legal obligations that she must consider. To analyse her obligations, it is important to compare two aspects: criminal liability and self-defence.
Harriet may face criminal liability for the assault committed while under the influence of being spiked. Being intoxicated does not absolve an individual from responsibility for their actions. Therefore, Harriet could be held accountable for her assault on another person regardless of her state at the time.
On the other hand, self-defence is an aspect that can be considered in Harriet's case. If she reasonably believed that she was in imminent danger of harm or further assault, Harriet may have acted out of necessity to protect herself. However, it is crucial to note that self-defence laws vary; some require a reasonable belief of imminent harm while others demand a proportional response.
 Harriet's legal obligations after being spiked and assaulting someone involve potential criminal liability for her actions as well as considering whether self-defence can be invoked based on the circumstances surrounding the incident. It is essential for individuals like Harriet to consult with legal professionals who can provide guidance based on specific laws and regulations to ensure they understand their rights and responsibilities in such situations.

Harriet also must consider her legal liabilities for causing criminal damages whilst she was Spiked. Harriet may still be held legally liable for her actions. While being under the influence of drugs or alcohol can impair judgment and lead to unpredictable behaviours, it does not absolve an individual from their legal responsibilities.
It is important to establish whether Harriet had knowledge of her spiked drink. If Harriet was unaware of the substance in her drink and its potential effects, this could be a mitigating factor in determining her liability. However, if Harriet willingly consumed drugs or alcohol knowing the risks involved, it becomes more difficult to argue diminished responsibility.
Harriet's actions leading to criminal damages will be assessed based on intent. If Harriet intentionally caused harm or damage while under the influence, this would likely result in criminal charges such as vandalism or assault. However, if Harriet’s actions were a direct consequence of being spiked and were unintentional, this may be considered when determining her level of liability.
Harriet's legal liabilities may also depend on jurisdiction-specific laws regarding intoxication and criminal responsibility. Some jurisdictions have specific provisions that consider an individual's impaired state when assessing liability.
While being spiked can affect one's judgment and behaviour, it does not automatically absolve an individual from their legal liabilities for causing criminal damages. The circumstances surrounding Harriet's knowledge of being spiked and her intent will play crucial roles in determining the extent of her liability.

In conclusion theft in the UK carries significant criminal liabilities. Based on Paula's actions and intentions described above, if proven guilty in court beyond a reasonable doubt for all elements required for theft under UK law were met; then she could face legal consequences commensurate with her offense. If Paula was to have a change of heart Christine might not want to press any charges.
 While each case is unique and subject to individual circumstances, Harriet may face legal liabilities for causing criminal damages and assault while being spiked. The outcome will depend on various factors such as intent, knowledge of being drugged involuntarily, and the extent of damages caused. It is crucial for authorities to thoroughly investigate all aspects before determining Harriet's legal liabilities and the appropriate course of action.

 




