Criminal liability is determined based of three elements, the actus reus, the mens rea and no relevant defence. The actus reus is the ‘guilty act’ or omission that needs to take place for a crime to be committed and the mens rea is the ‘guilty mind,’ this refers to the mental element of intent. In terms of defences, there are many different types such as involuntary intoxication. Karim in this scenario is seen to commit two criminal offences including Burglary a defined in section 9 of the Theft Act 1968 and Grievous Bodily Harm as defined in section 18 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861.
Burglary, is defined in Section 9.1 (a) of the Theft Act 1968 as “he enters any building or part of a building as a trespasser and with intent to commit any such offence as is mentioned in subsection (2)” with subsection (2) following on with “he offences referred to in subsection (1)(a) above are offences of stealing anything in the building or part of a building in question, of inflicting on any person therein any grievous bodily harm therein, and of doing unlawful damage to the building or anything therein.” This was the first criminal offence committed by Karim. This occurred when Karim entered Terry’s parents' bedroom which stated, “NO ENTRY” and took a shirt belonging to Terry’s dad without returning it. Entry as a trespasser was examined in the case of Collins [1973] where Collins, the defendant, climbed onto a womans bedroom windowsill during the early hours when she awoke, mistook him for her boyfriend and invited him inside. They then both engaged in sexual activities before the woman discovered that Collins was not her boyfriend. Collins was convicted for burglary under the theft Act 1968 but appealed his conviction on the grounds that ‘entry’ and ‘trespass’ were not clearly explained. Collins was welcomed in by the girl when she thought he was her boyfriend and therefore he thought that it was okay for him to enter the building. This would have meant that he did not believe he was a trespasser and would not have satisfied the mens rea of ‘entry as a trespasser.’ From this he could not have been convicted for Burglary without knowing that he was trespassing, and his appeal was quashed. Subsequently it was concluded that "Any intentional, reckless or negligent entry into a building will, it would appear, constitute a trespass if the building is in the possession of another person who does not consent to the entry. Nor will it make any difference that the entry was the result of a reasonable mistake on the part of the defendant, so far as trespass is concerned". Whether Karim entered that room knowing he would be trespassing or believing that it was okay for his to enter the room, his entry still amounts to trespass. This debate of trespass was also demonstrated in the case of Jones and Smith [1976] where the boys were convicted of Burglary after entering Smith’s father’s house and stealing two television sets. The boys appealed their conviction as Smith was said to have permission to be in the house, but their appeal was rejected on the grounds that a person with permission to enter a building may still be trespassing if he enters knowing in excess of the permission granted for entry. This is relevant to Karim’s case as, even though he was invited into the general house by Terry for the party, he did not have permission to enter Terry’s parents' bedroom let alone take a shirt belonging to Terry’s dad. It is concluded that Karim has committed ‘entry as a trespasser’ and therefore fulfils the Actus Reus or ‘guilty act’ of Burglary under Section 9 of the Theft Act 1968. Karim has also fulfilled the Mens Rea of the offence by entering as a trespasser with the intention to take a shirt from Terry’s dad. 
The second criminal offence that Karim is guilty of is ‘Inflicting bodily injury, with or without weapon,’ Section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861, which constitutes “Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously wound or inflict any grievous bodily harm upon any other person, either with or without any weapon or instrument, shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and being convicted thereof shall be liable to be kept in penal servitude". This occurred when Karim threatened the slash Simon with a smashed glass before proceeding to lunge at Simon with the smashed glass, inflicting a wound to Simon's neck which required stitches. The actus reus of grievous bodily harm under Section 18 would be to unlawfully wound or cause gbh on any person whilst the mens rea is intention to cause gbh (Bits of Law, 2011). A case to support this would be Eisenhower [1983]. The defendant shot an air rifle at a group of people and hit one below the eye causing injury but no breakage to any of the surrounding skin. The defendant was found not guilty of section 18 as it was determined that a charge under section 18 would require ‘that there be a break in the continuity of skin’ (Swarb, 2020). Karim has evidently caused a break in Simon’s skin as it is known that Simon required stitches, demonstrating the severity of the injury. Section 18 is a more severe charge than section 20 as there must be intention to wound present. Karim is seen to have intent has prior to the actual infliction of the injury; Karim had already threatened to slash Simon with the broken glass bottle. Karim has therefore fulfilled the mens rea of the offence as well as the actus reus. In this scenario, Karim was not provoked in any way by Simon and his actions were merely down to the fact that he was jealous of Simon.
Before committing the second offence, it is known that Karim had not been drinking but had taken alleged anti-depressants that were prescribed to his friend's father. Karim was not forced to take these, nor did he take them unknowingly. Despite intoxication sometimes preventing the defendant from forming the mens rea of an offence, intoxication cannot be used as a defence. Drug use is known to cause unpredictable behaviour or aggressiveness and Karim voluntary took the drugs that were not medically prescribed to him resulting in voluntary intoxication. The amount that Karim had taken is unknowing but there were no notable side effects to his usage of them not to say that there were absolutely no side effects. (The Crown Prosecution, 2018). Cadwell [1981] saw the defendant get drunk and set fire to a hotel as an act of revenge. No one was injured in the fire, but the defendant was on trial for two counts of arson. He pleaded guilty for the less serious charge of ‘intentionally or recklessly destroying or damaging the property of another’ but pleaded not guilty to the charge of ‘damaging property with intent to endanger life or being reckless whether life would be endangered.’ He defended his plea with the excuse that he was so drunk at the time that the thought of endangering others' lives did not cross his mind. The judge in this case informed the jury that drunkenness was not a defence in any case and the defendant was convicted of both charges (Swarb, 2021). This demonstrates that even though Karim was intoxicated his conviction could not be lessened as voluntary intoxication cannot be used as a defence.
In conclusion, Karim is guilty of Burglary under section 9.1 (a) of the Theft Act 1968 as well as Inflicting bodily injury, with or without a weapon under section 18 of the Offences against the person act 1861. Karim can expect to be charged for both of these offences as he has no relevant defence to the first offence and despite being intoxicated from taking alleged anti-depressants prior to committing the second offence, any form of intoxication and most certainly not voluntary intoxication cannot be used as a defence to any criminal offences. 
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