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This paper will examine the offences using the concept of actus reus, or the physical elements, considering the scenario situation that has been provided. Men's rea, or the mental components, will also be considered pertinent case law. Vinnie committed various crimes and could be liable for some of the crimes if not all the crimes.  
 
 
1. Theft (Section 1 of the Theft Act of 1968): 
 “A person is guilty of theft if he dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it; and “thief” and “steal” shall be construed accordingly”. 
Actus Reus: Vinnie stole the watch to sell it after breaking into the elderly individual's bedroom without authorisation, indicating a trespass. Thus, this demonstrates that Vinnie took the watch rightfully belonging to another person and intentionally handled it as his own. Therefore, this action will be deemed theft by the Theft Act of 1968  
It would not constitute stealing if you borrowed something with the plan to return it. Here, the appropriation condition is satisfied because Vinnie clearly meant to trade in the watch and keep the money for himself.  
Mens Rea:  Dishonesty is a crucial theft component. Being dishonest extends beyond merely taking things without authorization. It should permanently take the thing away from the owner. In this instance, it is evident that Vinnie planned to trade in the vintage watch and retain the sales money for himself. He was taking advantage of the older adult's possession and using it for his purposes. Thus, this satisfies the condition of dishonesty. 
 
2. Criminal Damage (Section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act of 1971): 
“A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged shall be guilty of an offence”. 
Actus Reus: Thus, it is evident that Vinnie committed a criminal offence since he used his key to scrape Louise's automobile, leaving noticeable marks.  
Mens Rea: Louise, also a staff member, had her automobile parked purposefully and wrecked by Vinnie. The intentional action of taking his vehicle's key and scraping it on the exterior surface of Louise's car can only reasonably harm the vehicle. Vinnie's acts are more than just a tiny disturbance or inconvenience. Using a key to scratch an automobile can substantially damage the appearance of Louise's vehicle and possibly lower the vehicle's resale price. Thus, criminal damages satisfy the actus reus and mens rea requirements.  


3. Attempted Murder (Offences Against the Person Act 1861, Section 4): 
“Whosoever shall solicit, encourage, persuade, or endeavour to persuade, or shall propose to any person, to murder any other person, whether he be a subject of Her Majesty or not, and whether he be within the Queen’s dominions or not, shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and being convicted thereof shall be liable” 
Actus Reus: Normally, aiming and shooting another individual is a straightforward act which, when practical, possibly will lead to death. Furthermore, the leading case of R v Jones & Smith [1976] recognised that when someone is attempting any action that might result in death, even if this murder act fails, the individual can be charged with attempted murder. Thus, in this case scenario, Vinnie's action, which involves pointing and shooting a firearm at these police officers, fully contains the actus reus of attempted murder. 
Mens Rea: It is worth noting that Mens rea regarding murder characteristically necessitates malice aforethought; thus, this means an intention to murder or inflict serious physical injury. Therefore, in this situation, Vinnie's action of pointing the firearm at the first time indicates a determination to murder the law enforcement officer. However, the unintentional casualty by Vinnie was the death of Mrs Quinn. R v Woollin (1998) recognised a new assessment for murder initiated by recklessness through a greater degree of possibility of leading to a death. At this point, whereas Vinnie may not have precisely envisioned murdering the officer, directing a gun and shooting in an inhabited and populated neighbourhood indicates carelessness, which might partake in a high probability of triggering death. Thus, it is evident that these actions could be enough to fulfil the men's rea for attempted murder  
 
4. Murder (Offences Against the Person Act 1861, Section 1): 
Actus Reus: Vinnie's action of aiming and then later firing the firearm involuntarily led to Mrs Quinn's demise. Despite the shooting being accidental and unintended, Vinnie shall face charges for the crime of murdering Mrs Quinn. Vinnie himself possessed the gun, which he pointed and shot at Mrs Quinn. Nobody forced Vinny to carry out the shooting act; however, it is also worth noting that his intention was not to kill Mrs Quinn.  
Mens Rea: In this scenario, Mens Rea regarding murder or the malice aforethought is not present. Mrs Quinn and Vinnie did not have any prior altercations or grudges; thus, Vinnie lacked the malice aforethought to commit the murder. Since Mrs Quinn's death was accidental, it is worth noting that Vinnie's actions were not premeditated in any way. 
However, for this situation, the Felony Murder Rule may still be applicable. Felony Murder Rule, although it is dependent on the jurisdiction, clearly indicates that if an individual’s death arises through another crime, for instance, attempted murder, the offender might be charged with murder regardless of whether it was unintended or deliberate. Notably, R v Mitchell (1983) is a relevant case for this scenario.  
 
5. Further Considerations for the Case Scenario 
(I). R v Latimer (1886) and R v Meade and Belt (1823)  
It encompasses an individual’s recklessness and negligence when committing a crime or the actions that were carried out slightly earlier but directly affect the crime committed.  
(II). Fagan v Commissioner of Police for the Metropolis [1969] 
Here, it indicates the vital and practical nature of truthful certainty for mistake-based ultimate defences by the wrongdoer. Thus, the offender may be sincere and argue that he did not intend to commit the crime if accessed and found faithful. However, this might not stand relevant here in any of Vinnie’s case scenarios; this may be attributed to the nature and magnitude of his offences. 
(III). R v Darroux [2018] and R v Woollin (1998)  
This case law discusses the concept of intention for murder; for instance, was the murder premeditated or just an unavoidable accident? Thus, this is vital in Vinnie's situation, which has unintentional consequences as per the murder. Vinnie did not initially intend to shoot Mrs Quinn, but later, after pointing and firing the firearm, this unexpected event occurred, leading to Mrs Quinn's death. 
(IV). R v Cunningham (1957)  
Since it deals with the notion of shifted malice, it might be appropriate regarding the precise evidence of the case. In Vinnie's situation, it can be said that he had an altercation with Louise after she filed a complaint against him. However, Vinnie has never met Louise eye to eye, and he is envied by the complaint filed against him. Vinnie further goes to a point where he even damages Louise's vehicle using his keys when it's parked next to his. It is clear that despite not knowing one another physically, Vinnie has a grudge against Louise. If he did not possess shifted malice towards Louise, he could neither be begrudged nor damage Louise's vehicle. 
 
To conclude, it is vital to note that the specific set of charges that Vinnie might face will be subject to the jurisdiction in addition to the detailed facts regarding the case. Vinnie does not really know why the police officers were knocking on his door in the first instance. Vinnie had earlier wronged Louise by damaging her car; in addition, he entered the older adult's room unauthorised and stole a watch. After the police officers arrived at his doorstep, Vinnie also committed additional crimes. He threatened the life of police officers and attempted to kill them; in addition, he fired a gun and killed Mrs Quinn. Vinnie shouldn't say anything to the police before he has a lawyer present; the lawyer will give him informed and vital legal advice and probably come to you with a defence strategy.
. 
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