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In this assignment, a particular case study will be evaluated and based on the evaluation certain advice will be provided to the accused characters in the case study. In the case study provided it can be found that there are two people who have committed an offence and they need to be advised of their potential criminal liability. For each relevant offence how actus reus and mens rea requirements have been met along with any defence that might apply will be demonstrated. The case study and the task questions will be supported with some other cases as evidence. 
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Brief description of the case study
In the case study, several incidents occurred during Christine’s 40th surprise birthday party which have raised potential criminal liability for the two individuals: Paula and Harriet.  Paula harbouring jealousy towards Christine's extravagant gifts stole her present of a designer handbag and concealed it under her car with the intention to take it later. Harriet on the other hand was spiked by the drink with Vodka which caused her to experience hallucinations and energy in destructive behaviour resuscitating the damage of the host's property and injury to one of the guests named Daniwlele in the houses. 
Paula's Potential Criminal Liability and Defences
Paula's' act of stealing Christine’s designer handbag contributes to the offence of theft which involves dishonestly appropriating property belonging to another person and having an intention to permanently deprive of it. By taking the handbag without the consent of the owner of the items and intending to keep it with herself, Pauls fulfils the essential elements of theft. Paula facing criminal charges for theft might raise certain defences for mitigating or refuting her liability. 
Lack of intention: Paula could contend that she didn't have the important aim to deny Christine her purse forever. She might claim that she only intended to borrow the bag or make fun of Christine by hiding it for a while.
Mistaken belief: Paula could claim that the handbag truly belonged to her or that she had Christine's permission to take it. This defence is based on the idea that if a person truly believed they had the right to the property, they cannot be guilty of theft.
Harriet’s Potential Criminal Liability and Defences
Harriet’s actions namely being spiked by Leon on drinking the vodka potentially expose her to criminal liability for assault and criminal damage. Here assault on Daniel resulted in injuring him by breaking the cheekbone would lead to charges of bodily harm depending on the jurisdiction. 
In the defence of Harriet might argue that:
Lack of interest: Harriet could claim that she did not intend to cause any harm to Daniel or Christine's property as she had been spiked with vodka by Leon. She might also assert that she unintentionally drank vodka mistakenly as she was kissed by someone who had unethical interests to harm. Moreover, she can support her answer by saying that she did not drink alcohol at the party as she was allergic to it. As she drank the beverage accidentally she did not know the potential consequences.
Consent: Harriet can establish that she had given consent to spike her drink or engage in an act of the park game.  She can argue that her actions were not criminal and she had provided consent to do the same.
It can be noted that the success of these defences will depend on the specific laws and legal principles governing theft, assault and criminal damage in the relevant jurisdiction. Legal advice from a qualified professional must be sought to fully evaluate the situation and provide accurate guidance.
Advice to Paul and Harriet on their potential criminal liability 
Paula may possibly be responsible for the offence of theft for taking Christine's designer bag without her assent. The actus reus of robbery requires the dishonest appropriation of property having a place with one more with the aim to deny the proprietor of it forever. Paula fulfilled the actus reus requirement of appropriation by sneaking the handbag into her coat and taking it outside.
With respect to mens rea, Paula's activities show unscrupulousness as she expected to deny Christine her purse forever. She clearly intended to permanently strip Christine of the bag, as evidenced by her jealousy and the fact that she took it when no one was looking.
A claim of mistake or honest belief could serve as a defence for Paula. On the off chance that Paula truly accepted that she reserved a privilege to take the purse, maybe because of a misconception or disarray, she could contend that she came up short on fundamental contemptibility expected for burglary. However, Paula appears unlikely to be able to successfully establish an honest belief defence based on the information provided.
Based on her behaviour at the party, Harriet could be held accountable for a number of offences. The offence of criminal harm might apply because of her crushing the enormous sheets of glass in the bi-fold doors. The act of causing criminal damage necessitates maliciously and illegally causing damage to another person's property. The act of smashing the glass by Harriet satisfies the actus reus requirement.
Concerning mens rea, Harriet's activities show both unlawfulness and malignancy. The term "unlawfulness" refers to the absence of a legal justification or excuse for the harm done, and it is highly unlikely that Harriet had one. Vindictiveness, in this specific circumstance, doesn't need hostility towards the proprietor of the property yet rather an aim or foolishness with respect to the harm caused. Harriet's erroneous belief about the fire and hallucinations may be interpreted as a lack of intention, which may raise concerns about her level of recklessness.
Moreover, Harriet may possibly be at risk for the offence of attack occasioning genuine substantial mischief for smacking Daniel in the face, causing a wrecked cheekbone. The actus reus of this offence requires the curse of unlawful power that hurts someone else. The actus reus requirement is fulfilled by Harriet striking Daniel.
With respect to mens rea, the offence requires either an expectation to make the casualty capture prompt unlawful brutality or carelessness concerning whether such mischief would be caused. Harriet's actions may have been influenced by the spiked drink and her hallucinations, which may have affected how she acted or whether she was reckless.
The argument of automatism is one that Harriet might be able to use as a defence. Harriet may argue that she lacked the necessary actus reus or mens rea for the offences if she can demonstrate that her actions were the result of an involuntary and uncontrollable state, such as a hallucination brought on by the spiked drink. However, this defence's success would be contingent on the particular circumstances, medical evidence, and the court's legal interpretation.
The cases of Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd [2017] and Wheatley and another [2006] are quite relevant to the described scenario in terms of establishing the mens rea element of the offences. The Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd [2017] examined the tests of dishonesty in criminal law (supreme court, 2023). The court moved away from the subjective test, focusing on the defendant's own understanding of what was dishonest and adopted an objective test (LUSTY, 2017). This change in approach aimed in providing greater clarity and consistency in assessing dishonestly. Applying the principles of Ivey Paula’s actions of taking Christine’s handbag without her consent would be assessed based on the objective tests of dishonesty. Factors such as her knowledge of ownership of the handbag and her intention to permanently deprive the owner of it along with the circumstances surrounding the stealing would be taken into consideration for determining dishonesties. In Wheatley and another [2006], the House of Lords addresses the issue of automatism as a defence. The cases established that the defendant's actions are influenced and caused by external factors, the defence could be used to negate the actus reus element of the offence (case mine, 2023). 
Applying the standards of Wheatley in the given situation, Harriet's spiked drink and resulting hallucinations might actually be considered a condition of automatism. Harriet may use the argument of automatism to overturn the actus reus element of the offences if she can demonstrate that her hallucinatory state caused her to act in an involuntary and uncontrollable manner, such as smashing the glass and hitting Daniel. However, the specific evidence and the court's interpretation would ultimately determine whether Harriet's automatism was caused by an external factor or self-induced.
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In conclusion, from the above discussion and relating to the cases of the individuals in the case scenario, it can be stated that Paula and Harriet apparently have criminal offences as they have undertaken dishonesty and vindictive attitudes towards others. Thinking of the examples of the other cases in the UK, the objective tests for dishonesty can be applied to Paula’s state of mind and is taking the handbag as to whether an honest person would consider the actions as dishonest. The defence of automatism could potentially be invoked by Harriet as she demonstrated that her actions were involuntary and uncontrolled for the spiked drink-induced hallucinations.
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