To my understanding, within this scenario three offences have been committed with one defendant requiring a plea. Each criminal offence is made up of two components, being the Actus Reus and the Mens Rea, as presented in Taylor (2018). Actus Reus is the Latin term which refers to ‘Guilty Act’ and Mens Rea, the Latin term which refers to ‘Guilty Mind’, to be prosecuted on the grounds of these offences the Actus Reus and Mens Rea must be proven present.
The first obvious offence is Theft via S6[1] Theft Act [1968] which was committed by Paula when stealing Christine’s handbag. The defendant (Paula) was invited over by the victim (Christine) for her 40th birthday in her home, where the victim went on to show her friends what she had been given for her birthday, including a designer handbag from her husband. It has been stated that the defendant had always been jealous of the gifts the victim had received from her husband, leading her to steal the designer handbag when no one was looking.
[bookmark: _Hlk90405921] According to Legislation.Gov (1991) the definition of section 6 (1) of the Theft Act [1968] states that the defendant must have the intention of permanently depriving another person of a property. In this case, the defendant, did in fact satisfy the Mens Rea by having the intention of permanently depriving the victim of the property (the handbag) as she took the property from the house, and hid it underneath her car with the intention of coming back to the car, after the party and taking the property home with her. This indicates that the defendant’s criminal liability, according to E-Law Resources (2011), is direct intent as the defendant embarks on a course of conduct to bring about a result which in fact occurs, the conduct achieves the required result. 
In a similar case, Velumyl [1989], the defendant had stolen a bicycle but later became bored and decided to abandon the bicycle in a nearby street, although the defendant didn’t remain in custody of the bicycle, he still could have been prosecuted on behalf of intention to permanently deprive another in terms of appropriation. As stated, by CPS (2019) S3(1) of the Theft Act [1968] handling the property as if s/he was the owner highlights appropriation within the case and indicates that the defendant did in fact assume she had all rights of the owner which were identified in the case of McPherson [1973]. Although the case of Velumyl [1989] is very similar to Paula’s, when leaving the 40th birthday party the defendant proceeded to steal the handbag by putting the property in her car and leaving the victim’s house, therefore fulfilling the actus reus of the offence, just like in the case of DPP v J [2002].
Due to the defendant fulfilling the Actus Reus and the Mens Rea of the offence and having appropriation in terms of owners’ rights and portraying direct intention it will be possible for the defendant to be prosecuted on grounds of S6(1) Theft Act [1968].
The next offences have been committed by guest Harriet, who also attended victim, Christine’s birthday. The offences occurred due to Harriet’s drink being spiked with vodka whilst she was in the bathroom by Leon, who she had briefly met at the occasion. 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 cheek bone.
The first offence committed by Harriet within this situation is criminal damage via Section 5(2)(a) which was committed when the defendant smashed the bi-fold glass doors of the victim’s kitchen due to a hallucination of a fire. The basic offence of Criminal Damage S5(2)(a) is defined by The Law Pages (2021), which states that the defendant must have been in belief that the person who is entitled to have consent to the damage or destruction either had consented or would have consented. 
Whether the Actus Reus and the Mens Rea of this case are at hand is difficult due to the defendant being spiked, although both are present. As stated by Herring (2019) the Actus Reus of this offence states that the defendant, without lawful excuse damages property belonging to another and the Mens Rea being, the defendant must have intended to damage or destroy the property or have been reckless to this.
Just like in the case of Jaggard V Dickinson [1980], where the defendant drunkenly smashed her way into a friend’s house yet, mistakenly but honestly believed that the victim would have fully consented to the damage made on their property, just like in this case. Due to the defendant honestly believing a fire had broken out she believed that the victim would consent in the bi-fold doors being smashed as it would have led to their safety. As indicated by Padfield (2014) this proves that the defendant had direct intention of criminal damage. Although the defendant had good reason as to why she damaged the victim’s property it is down to fact that the Actus Reus and the Mens Rea is present with a contributing factor of direct intention, the defendant would require a plea to not be prosecuted for the offence. 
The next offence that Harriet has committed is S20 of the Offences against the persons Act [1861]. As stated by The Law Commission (2015) the defence is defined as unlawfully and maliciously wounding or inflicting any grievous bodily harm upon any other person with or without the use of a weapon. This offence was committed when Harriet hit guest Daniel in the face, causing a broken cheek bone, which satisfies the Actus Reus according to Legislation.gov (2009). On grounds of the Mens Rea, which is presented by E-Law Resources (2011), of this case, the House of Lords held that the Mens Rea for this case is that the defendant must foresee that because of his or her conduct some physical harm might result. The liability for the defendant within this case is recklessness, as the defendant was aware that some physical harm may result yet was reckless into carrying out her act. Just like in the offence of Criminal Damage the Actus Reus and Mens Rea have been satisfied with a high level of criminal liability leaving the defendant relying on a plea as to a lesser charge. 
The defence Harriet, the defendant, will be advised to take will be a plea of Automatism. The plea of Automatism is based on the foundation of an external factor, Science Direct (2003). For the defendant’s plea to be successful it must be shown that the defendant’s inability to control his factor was due to an external factor. Due to Harriet’s involuntary alcohol consumption, she has ended up with the potential prosecution of offences against the persons act [1861] and criminal damage [1968], both of which would not have occurred if it wasn’t for her involuntary intoxication. 
The elements which need to be proven for the plea to be successful, are an external factor, results in involuntary conduct by the defendant and where the defendant is not at fault. As stated by Minister Law (2009) an example of an external factor is alcohol consumption which the defendant in fact was involuntary intoxicated. This goes on to indicate that the defendants conduct was involuntary due to her involuntary intoxication, as the defendant did not want to be intoxicated as she is allergic to alcohol and the fact of the defendant being allergic to alcohol goes on to stat further that her conduct was in fact involuntary. Finally, the defendant is unable to be at fault, once again, due to her involuntary intoxication. Like the case of Falconer [1990] the defendants both committed actions unintended by their selves yet somewhat provoked by another party. 
In conclusion the defendants within these three cases were proven to have the highest accounts of criminal liability along with one case provided with recklessness. Although both defendants have satisfied the Actus Reus and Mens Rea of their offences, defendant Harriet will not face prosecution as her defence of automatism will plea successfully due to her involuntary intoxication. The defendant Paula, however, will be prosecuted on grounds of her offence due to direct intention and successfully satisfying the Actus Reus and Mens Rea of her offence with no qualifying defence. 
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