The act can be constituted as a criminal offence only if the conduct is clear and accessible described by statute and common law (Monaghan,2018, p.3). In order to answer the scenario question, it is essential to establish and analyse the issues of the case, then apply the relevant area of law and answer the question of any potential criminal liability for the parties, along with any defences that may apply. The problem question that has been given includes several legal issues, therefore they will be discussed below separately (Finch and Fafinski, 2018, p.335-339).
The first legal issue involves the property offence which Paula (the potential defendant) did to permanently deprive Cristine (the potential victim) of her property without her knowledge and with dishonesty and intention to keep it for herself, legally defined as theft. The relevant law that applies is the Theft Act (TA) 1968 and case law as a result of a further judge analysis and interpretation of complicated cases.  Theft is defined under s.1 of the TA1968 and has five essential elements which must all be proved by the prosecution. There are three actus reus requirements- appropriation; property and belonging to another; and two men’s rea, including dishonesty and intention to permanently deprive. In order to examine Paula’s criminal liability for theft, it is important to prove them all (Monaghan, 2018, p.231-233). 
The definition of appropriation can be found in s.3 of the TA 1968. The meaning of the term has arisen considerable disputes in the appellate courts and three main questions have been outlined: 1) must the defendant appropriate all the rights of the owner; 2) whether there is a consensual appropriation between the parties; and 3) whether the property was given by the victim to the defendant as a valid gift. S. 3 of the TA 1968 clearly states that assuming an owner's rights will result in appropriation. The case ‘R v Morris’ (1984) proved that the assumption of any property right will be enough to complete the appropriation. Paula assumed that the bag belongs to Christine because she demonstrated it at the party as a birthday present, gifted by her husband. Further, the first element of actus reus of theft is satisfied because Paula took physical possession and control of Christine’s bag and started treating it as her own. The appropriation started and finished when Paula touched the bag, concluding before she even took the item outside (Child and Ormerod, 2017, pp.330-332). Consent or non-consent of the victim is an irrelevant fact for the theft proved in cases ‘DPP v Gomez’ (1993).  The bag which was subject to appropriation satisfied the definition of personal property given under S. 4(1) of the TA 1968. Christine’s bag is her personal property because it was a gift from her husband. Next, the third element of the actus reus of theft, the property belonging to another person, is defined under s.5(1) of TA 1968 and is treated as belonging if the victim has either possession or control of the item at the time of appropriation. In the scenario when the appropriation took place, the control and possession of the bag was Christine’s right, not Paula’s (Macdonald, 2018, pp. 290-294). 
The actus rea elements discussed above are broadly defined, therefore the defendant’s criminal liability will mostly depend upon proof of the two men’s rea elements of the theft: dishonesty and an intention to appropriate property belonging to another person. Dishonesty is the most sufficient requirement, and many of the theft prosecutions will rest on its proof. S.2(1) TA 1968 provides three situations in which the defendant will not be dishonest and has an honest belief in the situation as it is, but none of them applies to Paula’s act (Monaghan,2018, pp.251-252). Since dishonesty is only partially and negatively defined under the TA 1968, it is important to refer to case law to provide additional clarity. The leading case in this area of law is ‘R v Ghosh’ (1982) providing a positive test of dishonesty which was overruled by the Supreme Court in a civil case ‘Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd t/a Crockfords’ (2017). The positive test has two approaches: subjective and objective and if both are answered positively, dishonesty applies. Paula’s dishonesty is satisfied because the honest and reasonable person would regard what she did as dishonest and next she recognised that objective matter. The evidence that she realised her dishonesty derives from the facts of the case: ‘‘when no one was looking, she put the handbag inside her coat’’; next, she put it ‘‘underneath her car’’ when she ‘’heard someone coming’’ and finally, she ‘‘placed it in the foot well’’ (Ormerod and Laird,2018, pp. 871-876). The next men’s rea element of theft is the intention to permanently deprive, stated under s. 6(1) TA 1968. According to Child and Ormerod (2017, p. 343), the defendant's intention is legally relevant only in the moment of appropriation and the question is not whether the victim was deprived permanently. At the time of appropriation of the bag, Paula disregarded Christine's rights to the property and had the intention to treat it as her own to dispose of, as considered in the case of ‘R v Cahill’ (1993) (Monaghan, 2018, p.257). Additionally, s.1(2) of the TA 1968 clarifies that the reason for the appropriation of property is also irrelevant to justice whether it is made for a profit or the defendant’s benefit. 
Turning now to the second legal issue, it refers to Harriet as a potential defendant, who was suffering from hallucinations while damaging ‘‘the large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine’s kitchen’’. This offence of criminal damage corresponds to simple criminal damage under s.1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act (CDA) 1971, triable either way. The actus reus includes a property belonging to another person which was damaged or destroyed without lawful excuse. The men’s rea of the crime is the intention to destroy or damage the property or be reckless to the fact that the property is destroyed or damaged (Monaghan, 2018, p.285). Harriet began smashing the property belonging to Christine and the damage occurred without any need to be proved as permanent according to the case ‘Gayford v Chouler’ (1898). Additionally, the potential defendant’s unlawful act can be qualified as sufficient damage because the circumstances that had taken place were capable of amounting to criminal damage as seen in ‘Hardman v Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset Constabulary’ (1986) and this is a question of fact to be determined by the magistrates or jury, depending upon where the case is triable (Murdie, 2004). Moreover, the loss of a property's usefulness or value, referring to the exam question, also constitutes damage as seen in the case ‘R v Fiak’ (2005). Property as an element of actus reus of criminal damage is defined under s.10(1) of the CDA 1971 as real or personal property ‘‘of a tangible nature’’, qualified the glass of panes in the bi-fold doors as property. The next actus reus requirement includes belonging to another meaning that the defendant cannot be guilty of criminal damage if he owns the property. Without a doubt, Harriet damaged Christine’s property, clearly stated in the scenario. Now focusing on the two men’s rea elements, it is important to note firstly whether Harriet intended or was at least reckless to cause damage to the property and secondly, she must also have intended or been reckless as to the fact that this was someone else’s property (Child and Ormerod, 2017, p.373). The evidence overwhelmingly shows that there is a lack of both men’s rea requirements because Harriet had no intention and had not been reckless to damage Christine’s property. Moreover, she had been unable to appreciate the risk as laid down in the case ‘R v G and another’ (2003), referring to the subjective test for recklessness. Harriet had not been aware that she was consuming alcohol and during the hallucinations, she thought ‘’that fire was engulfing the house’’ and damaged the property in her attempt to rescue herself with no intention to commit the property offence. The fact is that her drink had been spiked with vodka and the court should regard this as involuntary intoxication, as proved in the case ‘R v Hardie’ (1984). Without intention and recklessness, Harriet will not be guilty of the criminal damage because the men’s rea elements have not been proven. 
The third legal issue derives from the direct injury committed by Harriet to Daniel, which caused him a broken cheekbone. The unlawful act satisfied the actus reus requirements of inflicting grievous bodily harm (GBH) offence, set out under s. 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861(Sentencing Council, 2018). It is a crime of basic intent, meaning that the potential defendant inflicted grievous bodily harm to the victim without the intent to the specific result, but the foresight of some harm is still necessary for the liability (Child and Ormerod, p.235). The case ‘R v Cunningham’ (1982) established the subjective recklessness test, which required the prosecution to prove that the defendant had foreseen the risk themselves. The evidence in the context of the exam question shows that Harriet did not act ‘‘malice’’-intentionally or recklessly, moreover, she had not foreseen any risk of serious bodily harm to the victim because she suffered from hallucination caused by involuntary intoxication. Therefore, the men’s rea elements of the GBH are not satisfied (Ormerod and Laird, 2018, p. 690). 
In conclusion, Paula is criminally liable for theft and has no defence, because the actus reus elements coincident with the men’s rea elements formed by her at the same time (Monaghan, 2018, p.75). Whereas Harriet can rely on the general defence of involuntary intoxication for the criminal damage and the GBH offence to negate her men’s rea because she didn’t form it. Harriet was unaware of her alcohol consumption and its effect on her mind (Monaghan, 2018, p. 365). 
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