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[bookmark: _Toc172904757]Introduction
This paper examines the potential criminal offences committed by two individuals, Linda and Michael, based on the given scenario. The analysis covers burglary, criminal damage, and assault occasioning actual bodily harm for Linda, as well as involuntary manslaughter and assault for Michael. Relevant statutes and case law are used to support the discussion, focusing on the actus reus and mens rea elements required for each offence.
[bookmark: _Toc172904758]Potential Criminal Offences for Linda
When investigating Linda's behaviour in the aforementioned circumstance, it is critical to look into possible criminal charges such as burglary, criminal damage, and assault resulting in actual bodily injury (ABH). This extensive examination will focus on each crime's actus reus and mens rea components, as supported by relevant statute provisions and case law.
[bookmark: _Toc172904759]Burglary by Linda
A person is guilty of burglary if they enter any building or part of a building as a trespasser with intent to commit theft, inflict grievous bodily harm (GBH), or cause unlawful damage as specified in Section 9(1)(a) of the Theft Act 1968. Linda's act of entering Aida's house without permission and taking the jewels fits the criteria for burglary.
Actus Reus
Entry: Linda entered Aida’s house. The common law has established that even partial entry of the body suffices, as seen in R v Ryan [1996], where the defendant's head and arm being inside was enough.
Building: The house qualifies as a building under the Theft Act 1968, as it is a structure with a degree of permanence.
As a Trespasser: Linda entered the property without permission, making her a trespasser.
Mens Rea
Knowledge or Recklessness as to Trespassing: Linda knew she was entering without permission, fulfilling this element.
Intent to Commit Theft: Linda’s intent to steal is clear from her actions of taking the jewels, satisfying the ulterior intent required under Section 9(1)(a).
[bookmark: _Toc172904760]Criminal Damage by Linda
Linda's cutting holes in Aida's clothing constitutes criminal damage under Section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Conduct 1971, which prohibits the destruction or damage of property belonging to another without legitimate reason. Mens rea refers to intention or recklessness in producing harm, while actus reus refers to property damage.
In the case of R v Pembliton [1874], recklessness was defined as acting while being aware of the danger. Linda's purposeful act of inflicting harm to the clothing is a clear example of recklessness since she would have foreseen the repercussions of her actions and acted nonetheless. The case of R v Smith [1974] supports the view that property damage, whether transitory or permanent, fits the threshold for criminal damage. Furthermore, in R v G and R [2003], the court ruled that recklessness requires the defendant to have anticipated a danger and have unreasonably persisted in their acts. Linda's acts are consistent with this definition of carelessness, making her liable for criminal harm. 
[bookmark: _Toc172904761]Assault Occasioning Actual Bodily Harm by Linda
Linda's conduct of hitting Aida, which resulted in a small abrasion, is considered assault occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH) under Section 47 of the Offences Against the Person Conduct 1861. The mens rea is the intention or recklessness to do damage, while the actus reus is an assault that causes true bodily harm.
The case of R v Roberts [1971] indicates that ABH occurs when the defendant's acts cause bodily hurt. Linda's strike, which injured Aida, satisfies this criteria. Furthermore, R v Savage [1991] indicates that the mens rea for ABH includes carelessness that causes some hurt, which applies to Linda's acts. The court in R v Chan-Fook [1994] concluded that "actual bodily harm" refers to any damage that is more than insignificant but not severe. This term includes the small abrasion created by Linda's hit. Furthermore, the case of DPP v Smith [2006] emphasises that the harm must not be severe but significant enough to impair the victim's health or comfort. In this case, Aida's slight abrasion meets the criteria.
As a result, Linda's conduct meets both the actus reus and mens rea criteria for the crimes of burglary, criminal damage, and assault causing actual bodily harm. These aspects are well supported by legislative legislation and case law, indicating her possible responsibility for these violations. 
[bookmark: _Toc172904762]Potential Criminal Offences for Michael
Michael's probable criminal responsibility needs a thorough examination of the circumstances that led to Billy's death. This analysis will focus on the crimes of involuntary manslaughter, especially illegal act manslaughter and assault, as supported by relevant statutes and case law.
[bookmark: _Toc172904763]Involuntary Manslaughter by Michael
Involuntary manslaughter is defined as the act of inflicting death without intending to kill or cause serious bodily harm. Michael's conduct that caused Billy's death might be termed an unlawful act of manslaughter. This implies that unlawful behaviour is harmful and results in mortality. The actus reus relates to illegal conduct, but the mens rea refers to the purpose of using force without expecting serious harm.
The decision of R v Church [1966] established that the action must be such that all sober and reasonable people would perceive the possibility of some harm emerging from it. Michael's violent push, although not meant to cause death, meets this condition since a reasonable person would recognise the probability of some injury from such an action. Furthermore, R v Goodfellow [1986] established that the illegal conduct must be a significant cause of death, which it was in this instance since Billy's death was directly traceable to the thrust.
The court's decision in R v Larkin [1943] gives more evidence that manslaughter is defined as an illegal conduct that causes injury to another person and results in death. Billy's death was directly caused by Michael's unlawful conduct of pushing him, which qualifies for unlawful act manslaughter. This is confirmed by the case of R v Mitchell [1983], in which an elderly lady died as a consequence of a shove in a post office line. The court decided that the push constituted illegal conduct that was dangerous and caused death, so establishing manslaughter. 
[bookmark: _Toc172904764]Recklessness by Michael
Michael's push might be charged with both recklessness and manslaughter if it is established that he intended or was reckless in using force on Billy. Crime is the intentional or reckless infliction of unlawful personal violence upon another person. The mens rea is the intention or recklessness in using force, while the actus reus is the application of unlawful force.


Actus Reus
Application of Force: The actus reus of recklessness is the unlawful application of force to another person. In Fagan v MPC [1968], it was held that any act that results in force being applied to another person constitutes recklessness. Michael's push, which caused Billy to fall and sustain fatal injuries, clearly involves the application of force.
Unlawful Personal Violence: The violence inflicted must be unlawful. In Cole v Turner [1704], it was established that the slightest touch could constitute crime if it is done in anger or with an unlawful intent. Michael's push, done in anger, fits this criterion.
Mens Rea
Intention or Recklessness: The mens rea can be either direct intention or subjective recklessness. In R v Venna [1976], the court held that crime can be committed recklessly. Michael’s push, even if not intended to cause serious harm, demonstrates recklessness as he disregarded the risk of causing injury.
Subjective Recklessness: As defined in R v Cunningham [1957] and reinforced in R v G and R [2003], recklessness involves foreseeing the risk and unreasonably taking that risk. Michael's push, knowing it could result in Billy's harm, fulfils the requirement for recklessness.
[bookmark: _Toc172904765]Conclusion
Linda's actions of entering Aida's house without permission and taking the jewels fulfil the criteria for burglary under the Theft Act 1968. Additionally, her deliberate act of cutting holes in Aida’s clothing constitutes criminal damage, and her physical assault on Aida meets the requirements for assault occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH). The analysis demonstrates that Linda's conduct meets both the actus reus and mens rea elements for these offences, indicating her potential liability for burglary, criminal damage, and ABH.
For Michael, his push that resulted in Billy's fatal fall can be categorised as involuntary manslaughter under the unlawful act manslaughter doctrine. The push also constitutes battery as it involved the intentional or reckless application of unlawful force. Michael's actions meet the actus reus and mens rea elements required for both manslaughter and recklessness, making him potentially liable for these offences. The analysis highlights the seriousness of Michael's conduct and its fatal consequences, underscoring his criminal responsibility.
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