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Christine had recently turned 40 and her husband had arranged a surprise birthday party for her at their 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 put the handbag underneath her car with the intention of putting it into her car when the party had finished.
Also at the party were Leon and Harriet who had been recently introduced to one another. Harriet did not 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 the fire was engulfing the house in the attempt to get out, she began smashing the large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine and kitchen. She also hit one of the other guests (Daniel) in the face, causing a broken cheek bone. Christine and her husband managed to calm Harriet down, and asked everyone to leave, upon leaving Paula picked up the designer handbag from underneath her car and placed put it in the foot well and drove home. A woman was charged with assaulting a police officer. The woman got stop by the police officer in an alleged prostitution activity. She walks away from the police officer, and the police officer intends to stop her by grabbing her arm in order to stop her from walking away. The woman struggle with the police officer within that she happens to scratch the police officer. She got charged with assaulting a police officer.
Paula could be held liable for theft under the theft act 1968. Under this act it is defined as permanently depriving the other of it. In this case, Paula act of taking Christine`s handbag without permission is considered dishonest and without Christine`s knowledge, and with the intention of permanently depriving her of the handbag. 
Paula planned this theft that well she had to take her time, calculated every movement Paula committed a theft in what has been explained in the statement. The men`s rea (latin guilty mind) of the theft committed by Paula.  when she intend of taking the bag and permanently keep it without the owner`s consent unlawfully. Where she will be permanently deprive of going to keep the handbag that was the actus reus (latin guilty act) which also completed the theft act 1968 section (1).A person is guilty of theft if he or she dishonestly takes property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving it.  of every individual that was  there in the party, her intention was to take the handbag home. The Actus Reus and the Men`s Rea of the criminal liability of the theft has been completed. The entire elements are present to make the classification of the offence. However if any of the elements are missing it may affect the classification of the offence. R v Morris [1983].This was where the defendants were convicted of theft under s.1 of the theft act 1968 for going to a supermarket and swapping labels at a lower price in order to purchase them and one of the defendants got caught before making the purchase, whilst the other ones got caught afterwards. According to Lord Roskill in this case it does not matter how best the law has been interpreted the law should appropriation of depriving the good and the intension is what the law should consider. Also in the case of Lawrence v Mpc 1972 when the Italian student gave the driver his wallet so that he can take the fare for the taxi ride but the driver took more than the amount charged. The driver got charge with theft but he argued that the Italian student gave him his wallet to take the money. As he argue, in which the driver`s defence was that, it was consented by the student.    
If Paula is found guilty of theft, she could face criminal penalties, including imprisonment or a fine depending on the evidence and other factors related to the theft. The exact penalties would be determined by the court based on the specific circumstances of the case and the value of the handbag with any applicable law.
It is also important to note that criminal liability can vary based on specific details, evidence and the interpretation of the law.
   Paula’s criminal liability of the theft offence has been completed, because of all the elements are present, however her defence is  to prove that she had legal right to be inside the property and owner had consented her to be in the property. Under the theft act section (1) subject to section (5), if a person dishonestly enters property without consent of its owner and with intention of permanently deprives it. The theft has to be proven, beyond reasonable doubts it has to be proven that Paula has taken the bag permanently. As it stands the handbag has been taken without being notice by anyone. Her defence will be that she was not the only one in the house, as it can be seen, it could have been any other person. Paula has got enough defence to be acquitted from the theft, there is no prove. However Paula could argue that she did not have the intention to permanently deprive Christine of her handbag. Perhaps she took it mistakenly or with the belief that Christine had given her permission. Paula could use duress as a defence due to the fact that she was coerced or threatened into stealing the handbag. The defence argue that she committed the theft under the influence of a reasonable fear of serious harm or death if she did not comply.
Harriet’s criminal liability would be criminal damage. Harriet  smashed the large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine`s kitchen could be considered criminal damage under the criminal damage act 1971. If the damage caused exceeds the threshold for criminal liability she could face charges related to criminal damage. A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damage any property belonging to another with the intent to destroy or damage shall be guilty of an offence. If found guilty the maximum imprisonment should not exceed ten years. In the case of Jaggard and Dickson[1981].The defendant had been out drinking in the evening and became stranded with no money to get home or no lift. She went to friend`s house and knocked on the door. There was no answer, so believing that her friend would have consented she broke into the house. The house does not belong to her friend. All her defence relies on her being intoxicated.
She also hit Daniel in the face, causing a broken cheek bone. Harriet action of hitting Daniel in the face and causing actual bodily harm in the face and causing a broken cheekbone could potentially amount to an offence of assault causing actual bodily harm under the offence against the person act1861. This offence involves the intentional or reckless infliction of actual bodily harm upon another person. However Harriet defence is lack of of intent due to her drink being spiked, she lacked the intention required for criminal liability. If she can establish that she did not have the necessary intention to commit the acts or cause harm, it could potentially be a defence. If Harriet can prove that she was acting involuntarily or without conscious control due to the effects of the spiked drink, she may be able to raise the defence of automatism. The defence asserts that the actions were not voluntary and thus may negate the necessary elements for criminal liability. If Harriet believed that she was in immediate danger of harm and acted in self defence, she may be able to raise a defence. However the force used must be reasonable and proportionate to the perceived. She was invited at the party which was conducted inside the house. There was a chain of causation to the criminal act. As far as we know Harriet is  allergic to alcohol which shows that, there is a medical issue when she drinks alcohol her actions was caused by Leon spiking her drink. Her defence will be involuntary intoxication (not knowing that you have taken something) which was cause by her drink being spike when she left her glass and went to the toilet.
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