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The case pertains to the induction of a criminal liability. Christine's husband had planned a surprise party for her on her 40th birthday. Christine was excited to display the fashionable handbag she'd received as a birthday present to her friends that night. While everyone else was inside, Paula slipped the purse in her coat and brought it outside. She had always been envious of Christine's husband's costly presents. When Paula heard someone approaching, she dropped her purse on the ground in front of her vehicle with the idea of retrieving it later. Leon and Harriet, who had just met, were also present at the celebration. Because she was allergic to alcohol, Harriet never drank. To make up for the fact that Harriet had gone to the bathroom, Leon spiked her drink with vodka. The wine gave Harriet hallucinations when she returned and drank it. Harriet assumed the home was on fire, so she started shattering the enormous panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine's kitchen in an effort to escape out of there. Another visitor (Daniel) had his cheekbone fractured when she punched him in the face. Harriet was calmed down by Christine and her husband and everyone was asked to leave. Paula picked up the luxury handbag from beneath her vehicle, put it in the footwell, and drove home. 
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In the given case the issue arose when Harriet drank alcohol, considering that she was allergic to it. It implied that she was deceived to drink alcohol, that lead her to suffering hallucinations. She was then in a delirium, and could not think as a person of ordinary prudence would. Hence, the liability is on Leon who gave her the drink with alcohol. However, still she was not in her senses and the incident was primarily caused by Leon, by spiking her drink. Harriet's drink was spiked with vodka by Leon. The wine gave Harriet hallucinations when she returned and drank it. Harriet assumed the home was on fire, so she started shattering the enormous panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine's kitchen in an effort to escape out of there. Another visitor (Daniel) had his cheekbone fractured when she punched him in the face. Harriet was calmed down by Christine and her husband and everyone was asked to leave. It also implies that Leon is liable for the damage  that is caused to Christine’s house and also to Daniel who suffered a physical injury. In addition to this, Daniel can also claim and report Harriet or Leon for causing him a physical damage and also a vindictive damage. It will further induce a liability on Christine as she had arranged the party and it all occurred in her premises. 
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Offenders who are severely or partly inebriated, whether as a result of willingly eating alcohol or via the abuse of (other) drugs, are more prone to commit crimes of violence in general. In this way, drunkenness defences are not just a legal problem, but also a matter of public policy and social values that must be addressed. This may have an impact on the victim's and his or her family's perception of whether or not justice has been served. The existing state of the law on the legality of voluntary intoxication, as well as numerous of our reform proposals, raise a number of challenging problems. When it is argued that Harriet is responsible for an offence done by another person, such as Leon, the prosecution will often have to demonstrate that Harriet actively aided or assisted Leon in committing the exterior part of the crime. Daniel is an example of this. One point must be made very apparent right from the outset. In either common law or statute law, there is no such thing as a "defence of intoxication." When it comes to this alleged offence, it does not matter whether or not Harriet was under the influence of alcohol at the time of the claimed crime(Ivey v. Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd). The fact that Harriet acted involuntarily and unconsciously while inebriated does not give Harriet the right to use the defence of automatism to excuse her conduct. The fact that Harriet was inebriated at the time of the crime does not absolve her of responsibility. In order to escape criminal liability, the subjective defect required under the definition of crime must be of a particular sort (Freitas, et al., 2019); that is, it must be one of the guilty states of mind categorised by the courts as having a "specific aim," which is a perplexing designation. The first ingredient of murder, the intention to kill or inflict grave bodily damage, is an example of a state of mind referred to as a "specific intent" in criminal law. Because of the evidence of the defendant's intoxicated condition, the prosecution must always demonstrate that Harriet acted in one of these two states of mind; if this cannot be done, Harriet will not be found guilty of murder and will instead be sentenced to death. Basic intent has evolved to refer to offences for which the prosecution does not have to prove that Harriet had a "specific goal" when she committed the conduct. When the subjective fault required by the definition of the offence charged has not been labelled as "particular intent," it makes no difference whether Harriet was under the influence of alcohol when she is claimed to have committed the crime. Would Harriet have behaved in a way consistent with the definition of the crime if she had not been under the influence of alcohol? This means that the jury (or other fact-finding panel) will be required to consider this hypothetical problem. It is not possible to simply dismiss the necessity to demonstrate subjective guilt in the presence of intoxicated individuals. Due to the fact that Harriet can never rely on her state of purposeful drunkenness to diminish or hide her inhibitions or moral vision, the preceding analysis demonstrates that she is unable to rely on it(ex parte Hawthorn, 1 All E.R). All of these implications of Harriet's intoxication are completely immaterial to the court's determination of her liability. However, if the external element of an infraction with the fault essential for culpability is demonstrated, Harriet is guilty of the crime, even though Harriet's inhibitions were not reduced and his or her moral vision was not impaired by the deliberate use of an intoxicant.
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Alcohol is a cortical depressant that impairs the brain activities that are related with orderly communal behaviour and the ability to make fine critical judgements. Drugs that depress the central nervous system, such as heroin and morphine, may cause sleepiness and an inability to focus, as well as alleviate concerns in certain people (Turki, et al., 2016). Depressants, on the other hand, may cause psychosis and violent behaviour if used in excess. When Harriet is under the influence of alcohol, he or she may only feel a sense of increased self-confidence and reduced inhibitions. In this case, Harriet recognises what is happening and the potential consequences of his or her actions, but is less inclined to act in accordance with the constraints that would normally keep Harriet within the bounds of civilised behaviour when sober. As a result, it is possible that Harriet meets both the external and blame aspects of an offence, and Harriet's sole claim to exculpation is that he or she would not have done the offence if he or she had been sober. It will mean that Harriet will have to prove beyond reasonable doubt that she was in delirium and could not think like a person of ordinary prudence (Jargar, 2020). Furthermore, it also implies that Leon will either have to prove it beyond all reasonable doubts that he was not aware of the allergy of harriet and it was a mere mistake to give her alcohol. On the contrary he will be liable to Daniel for indirectly causing him a physical injury, to Christine for causing damage to her house and to Harriet to cause her a mental injury, falling under vindictive damages. 
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The defence of automatism may also be used by Harriet if she was in a state of involuntary intoxication at the time of the incident. If Harriet's condition of automatism was caused by involuntary drunkenness, the rule that prohibits her from relying on the defence does not apply to her situation. In the same way, Harriet's general defence to escape culpability is based on a faulty interpretation of the facts that was induced by involuntary drunkenness, which is also correct. Aside from that, juries and magistrates' courts have yet to create a consistent criterion for evaluating whether Harriet's self-induced intoxication is significant in assessing his or her criminal liability. Our criteria is unambiguous, and it is supported by a number of appellate court rulings. However, the case law as well as some academic authors propose an alternative criteria that, if true, would be hard to put into practise. We believe that a more straightforward, easier to comprehend, and more comprehensive test should be developed to evaluate whether or not drinking is a factor in criminal liability. 
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