When analysing the fictional scenarios presented, there are numerous potential offences Vinnie may be liable for; throughout this essay, the appropriate offences will be identified by considering pertinent legislation, the actus reus and mens rea and any applicable case law to gain a comprehensive knowledge of each offence and ascertain Vinnies potential culpability.

Due to Vinnie's financial situation, Vinnie took it upon himself to go into one of the bedrooms of an elderly person he cares for to locate a stash of money they had foremost mentioned; despite this, Vinnie was unsuccessful in finding the money he instead uncovered a vintage watch he took in longing of selling it. Disregarding criminal offences, this is immoral; Vinnie had a duty of care to the elderly he looked after and was in a position of power by working at the care home and abused this power. Vinnie may have behaved irrationally due to his financial burden-induced stress; it is integral to regard Vinnie's circumstances and why he did such actions.

The first offence Vinnie could be liable for is theft; according to the Theft Act 1961 (s.3.1), theft is when someone assumes ownership of something that amounts to appropriation, whether the person stole it or not; additionally, if the person later assumes they own the object or keep it, it is also considered appropriation. The actus rea of theft is appropriating property that belongs to another, and the mens rea is a dishonest intent to deprive permanently. Vinnie meets the actus reus of this offence due to taking the watch despite not being the person it belongs to for financial gain. The dishonesty element of the mens rea was specified in ‘Ivey V Genting Casinos’ (2017). The test contains two elements: a subjective test and an objective test; the subjective test questions whether the defendant acted dishonestly based on their own beliefs, and the objective test is used to grasp whether a reasonable, standard individual would perceive the individual's actions to be dishonest. Regarding the subjective test, it can be deduced that Vinnie would find his actions dishonest; working in a care home postulates that Vinnie does not have a previous record of crime; it would be a paradox if Vinny stated that what he did was not dishonest. Vinnie would also meet the objective test; as previously mentioned, it is immoral to perform such acts, and an average person would perceive stealing as dishonest.

The subsequent potential offence is aggravated trespassing (The Criminal Justice and Public Order Act, 1994). The actus reus would be trespassing with the intent to commit a crime, and the mens reas is intent to intimidate, obstruct or disrupt the lawful activity of others. ‘Director of Public Prosecutions v Bailey & Ors’ (2022) highlights there is not a mens rea for the trespassing element. However, ‘R v Jones and Smith’ (1976) concluded that despite the defendant having permission to be in the room or building since they stole and used their permission unlawfully, it is still trespassing; this substantiates that Vinnie was trespassing by stealing from the individual's room. Vinnie meets the actus reus of this offence due to going into the room intending to steal; he also meets the mens rea as he disrupts the elderly person by stealing his watch.

However, burglary found in section 9 of the Theft Act 1968 may be more applicable to the nature of Vinnie's actions. It has already been established that Vinnie has trespassed despite being in the building of his job, and the actus reus of burglary is that the defendant entered a building or part of the building as a trespasser. When Vinnie enters the room, he meets the part about the building aspect of the Actus rea. The mens rea of burglary is intent to steal, inflict GBH or commit criminal damage while knowing or being reckless as to trespassing. Vinnie had the mens rea for burglary as he had the intention to steal and, despite not finding what he was looking for, proceeded to find another thing to take; Vinnie trespassed recklessly as it is pragmatic to presume Vinnie did not recognise, he was trespassing. Burglary would, therefore, be the offence Vinnie met by taking the watch. 

The next part of the scenario declares that a manager informed Vinnie that Louise had made a formal complaint against him. Vinnie and Louise never saw eye to eye, and since Vinnie's car was parked next to Louise's, he decided to run his keys along the side panels of her car in wrath, which induced visible damage. Vinnie can now be held liable for another offence due to causing criminal damage to Louise's car. This is not ethical, but Vinnie may have had a lot of built hatred against Louise as they have never got along so that the complaint may have pushed him over the edge. However, the manager is liable for disclosing who filed the complaint against Vinnie, which should have been kept secret. 

The Criminal Damage Act 1971 section 1.1 conveys that criminal damage is any person without a lawful excuse destroying or damaging property that belongs to another or having the intent to destroy or damage property, being reckless to if the property would be damaged/destroyed, also falls under this offence. The Actus reus is destroying or damaging property that belongs to someone else. The mens rea is the intent to damage property that belongs to someone else or be reckless and damage property. The case of ‘Roper v Knott’ (1898) depicts that despite the car still being in use, the men's rea is still there due to the car's value diminishing. Vinnie met the actus reus for this offence as they intentionally damaged Louise's car; Vinny also met the mens rea as he had the intent to damage the car.

Next, another aspect of the scenario is that police knocked on Vinnie's front door and asked him to open the door as they needed to speak to him; Vinnie thinks the police had come to arrest him due to the watch and took out his gun and threatened the police that he would shoot if they do not move away from the door. Vinnies threatening a person is not normal social behaviour and should not be directed at anyone or the police. There is no reason for anyone to threaten someone with a gun; this could put someone in jeopardy if he accidentally shot someone or potentially himself. 

Vinnie could be liable for assault occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH). This offence falls under the Offences Against the Person Act 1861, section 47. The actus reus is when the defendant has committed an assault or battery, which has caused the victim to suffer ABH. ‘DPP v Parmenter’ (1992) determined that the mens rea is the same as the mens rea for battery; this is intention or recklessness that leads to unlawful violence. Initially, words alone could not amount to ABH, as seen in ‘R v Meade and Belt’ (1823); however, in ‘R v Constanza’ (1997), it was determined that words alone without physical force could amount to ABH, so Vinnie may be held liable for ABH depending on if the officers were fearful or believed Vinnie was going to carry out the threat. Vinnie met the actus reus as he committed an assault when he threatened the officers and met the mens rea for the battery as he intentionally caused unlawful violence. 

The last part of the scenario is when Vinnie puts the gun through the letterbox and aims it at the police officer; he then shoots the gun, which results in the bullet missing the police officer and hitting Mrs Quinn, who is declared dead. Vinnies acts were unnecessary, and Vinnie foresaw the risk of severe harm and even murder; this is undeniably wrong and goes against all societal norms. 

Murder is one offence Vinny may find himself liable for; ‘R v Latimer’ (1886) displays that even though Vinny did not want to murder Mrs Quinn, he did intend to cause the same level of harm to the police officer; therefore, transferred malice applies. The definition of murder is the unlawful killing of a reasonable person under the king's peace with malice aforethought (Coke, Sir. E. 1644). The actus reus is the unlawful killing under the king's peace, and the mens rea is the intention to kill or cause GBH. ‘DPP v Smith’ (1961) established that GBH means really serious harm. Despite the mens rea in ‘R v Woollin’ (1998), it was decided that the defendant can be liable for murder even if the defendant foresaw death or serious harm could be the result of their actions, even if it was not their intent. Vinnie meets the actus reus as he murders Mrs Quinn. The mens rea was met due to Vinnie intentionally pointing the gun at the police officer and shooting it, highlighting that he did have the intent to kill or at least cause really serious harm. 

In conclusion, Vinnie is liable for several offences, including burglary due to stealing from the elderly person's room, criminal damage as Vinnie intentionally scratched Louise's car in anger, causing the car to lose value, ABH as Vinnie threatened the police officer and ultimately, murder due to transferred malice and the murder of Mrs Quinn. 
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