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Introduction 
Billy and Aida celebrate their anniversary while out on the town. When they returned, they found that Aida's jewellery had been taken by Linda (the neighbour) and some of Aida's clothes had been cut. Upon protesting, Linda slaps Ada and when Michael intervenes, he pushes Billy, causing a severe head injury and subsequently dies. He claimed that he had no intention of causing serious harm, saying that his actions were to address the situation. The paper will examine the scenario, firstly writing down the issue that arises, then the rule that can be applied in the case, after the rule will be examined that will be applied with respect to the scenario based on the crimes committed, and finally after investigation a conclusion will be drawn. To develop criminal liability, mens rea and actus reus components of an offence has to be satisfied and proven. 
Issue
Whether Michael and Linda committed criminal offenses, they could potentially be liable.
Rule 
According to the Criminal Damage Act 1971, section 1(1) demonstrates a person who without lawful or valid excuse damages or destroys any property belonging to another person, intending to damage or destroy any such property of another person, or being reckless as to whether any such property would be damaged or destroyed will be guilty of an offence. As per section 1(1), actus reus involves damaging or destroying someone’s property that belongs to another person without legal excuse. Mens rea involves an intention to destroy or damage the property belonging to another or recklessness involved when the property would be damaged/destroyed as supported in R v Caldwell (1982) case. In Regina v Castle, recklessness and intention have the same meaning as for the prime offence. Actus Reus (physical element) involves actions, behavior or conduct that comprises a criminal offence. Conversely, mens rea is the criminal intent. It refers to the state of mind statutorily needed to convict a specific defendant of a specific crime. In R v Woollin (1999), the case developed the “foresight” test, which elucidated that recklessness can be equated to intent in various situations. While in Jaggard v Dickson (1980), 
In R v Smith (1959) 2 QB 35, the defendant got in a fight and stabbed another soldier. On the medics' way, the wounded soldier was dropped 2 times. Once there, the provided treatment was palpably wrong. They overlooked the fact that he had a ruptured lung. The injured soldier died. The court convicted the defendant on the ground of murder. But he plead that if the victim had got the right medical treatment he would not have died. The court held that the stab injury was an operating death cause and thus the conviction was upheld. 
Causation
Causation is the enquiry as to whether the omission (or conduct) of the defendant caused damage or harm. In criminal liability, causation is divided into: 
Factual causation: It is usually alternatively called ‘but for’ causation. The interrogation arises whether ‘but for’ actions of the defendant, the damage or harm to the victim would have arisen.
Legal Causation: Legal Causation means that the harm has to result from a culpable conduct. 
Criminal offences 
Theft: According to the Theft Act 1968, appropriation of property belonging to another, dishonestly, and intent to permanently deprive the property’s owner (actus reus) and dishonesty (mens rea). In Ivey v Genting Casinos (Crockfords Club), it was essential to give proper force to the principle that dishonesty, and particularly criminal duty for it, has to rely upon the actual state of the defendant’s mind. In R v Briggs, there should be an appropriation that requires a physical act instead of a remote action. 
Assault: The offence is committed when an individual recklessly or intentionally assaults another person, thus causing Actual Bodily Harm. It encompasses a series of actions, from adopting threatening terms to a serious physical attack that leaves victims enduringly disabled. Under the actual bodily harm, section 46 of the Offences against the Person Act 1861, the assault (which could be reckless or intentional) has to cause some physical harm to victims. It does not require to be permanent or serious but has to be more than transient or trifling. In A. v the United Kingdom, if a person unjustifiably and deliberately hits another and causes some bodily injury, swelling or brushing, he or she is guilty of actual bodily harm. 
Battery: It is the reckless or intentional infliction of illegal personal violence upon the V. Elements – there was some conduct on the part of D. V suffered illegal personal violence. This was inflicted because of D’s conduct. D was reckless or intended to cause illegal personal violence. In the case of Haystead v DPP (2000) 3 AII ER 890, a police officer punched a baby’s mother, and as a result, the baby being dropped. The court stated that the police officer was found guilty of battery. 
Unlawful act manslaughter is charged when death arises because of a criminal act (but not an omission) which a reasonable individual would realise has to subject some other individual to a minimum of some physical harm risk. Mens rea requirement is the intention to commit the unlawful act, but unessentially to cause harm. Actus reus shows an unlawful act which is dangerous and results in death. 
Application
In regard to criminal damage, Aida’s jewellery (property) was taken by Linda, which is identified as appropriation. Linda could have acted in a dishonest way by taking the property of Aida without permission and for her own benefit. Aida did not return the jewelry which demonstrate her intention to permanently deprive Aida. Linda cut holes in some of the clothing of Aida, which comprises damage to property of Aida. Under section 1(1), damaging property (clothing) belonging to another (Aida) is an offence which also comprises Actus reus. This comprises both destruction and damage of the property belonging to Aida. Linda’s action clearly demonstrates the actus reus of criminal damage as they resulted in physical damage or destruction of Aida’s property. Further, Linda have intended to harm or damage the clothing or been reckless because her actions of cutting some of the clothing would cause damage. The mens rea requirement is probably met. 
In the context of theft, Linda entered Billy and Aida’s home and took their jewellery without informed consent. She also cut holes in Aid’s clothing which constitute actus reus. Her intention could be signified by her actions of taking Aida’s jewellery. Her action of entering Aida and Billy’s bedroom and removing jewellery shows a dishonest appropriation. It can be said that her intention was to enduringly deprive the jewellery, which demonstrates the mens rea for theft is satisfied. The CCTV footage clearly shows Linda taking the jewellery which raises an inference of dishonesty, and her actions of escaping the jewellery indicate an intention to deprive them permanently.
In regard to manslaughter, Billy was pushed by Michael, causing him to fall and hit his head, resulting in Billy's death. Pushing Billy could be recognised as dangerous, particularly if it results in a fall leading to death. There is a direct causal connection or causation between the subsequent death of Billy and Michael’s push. These elections and actions satisfy actus reus requirements. Besides, he admitted to pushing Billy, signifying his intention to commit pushing conduct. Although the court would check if he foresaw the serious consequences of his action. However, Michael may likely be liable for manslaughter because of his unlawful action which led to Billy’s death. 
In the context of Battery, Linda slapped Aida on her face when they confronted each other. Slaps involve physical contact that may be sufficient to impair battery. Linda did not consent to the physical contact which makes it illegal. Linda’s action of slapping shows an intention to the application of force. Although Linda did not intend to cause harm, her action of slapping was reckless, despite knowing that her act could result in physical contact. Therefore, she may be liable for battery because of her intention and unlawful force application contrary to Aida. 
In regard to Assault, Linda intentionally slapped Aid which caused her to fear immediate force. This comprises unlawful force applied to Linda which satisfies the actus reus of assault. Michael's action of pushing Billy also falls into the category of assault because it involves the use of force on another person (Billy) without legal justification. This action also comprises actus reus. Moreover, the mens rea for assault needs recklessness or intention concerning the force application. Slapping someone (Aida) is usually recognised to be the deliberate application of force. Similarly, due to Michael's frustration over the argument between Billy, Ada, and Linda, he pushed Billy which indicates deliberately committed an act of force, thereby satisfying the mens rea. 
Conclusion
Michael and Linda will face severe criminal charges occurring on their conduct or actions. Linda may be liable for battery and theft because of her actions (slapping and taking away jewellery). On the other hand, Michale may probably face charged with assault and unlawful act manslaughter because of his push that led to fatal injury to Billy. The investigation into the mens rea and the actus reus of all crimes reveals that Michael and Linda have committed criminal acts for which they will face serious consequences.
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