This essay will be addressing what happened at the Terrys party in question, assessing how it came to be and also advise Karim of his potential criminal liability alongside any defences that he could use in to assist him in his case. This will be done by using accessible information and assessing what laws Karim has broken and applying the mens reus and actus reus with examples of different cases that might have similarities to this case and then apply defences that could be used by Karim. 
The party in question was held at Terrys house while his family were out of town. He was told not to have anyone round but still went through with inviting some friends over. Karim started off his night with someone spilling red wine on his white top, so he had to go change, however it says that the top he changed into was Terrys fathers which was in Terrys parents’ room which was off limits, this was known and evident because terry had put a sign up telling “NO ENTRY” which clearly suggests that Terry doesn’t want anyone to enter this room and that its off limits. Within this statement it can be argued that Karim has committed the crime of burglary and could be charged under the s9(1)(a) Theft Act 1968. 
A person can be found guilty of burglary if they enter any building or part of a building as a trespasser with the intent to commit any of these offences which include firstly stealing anything in the building or part of a building, inflicting GBH on any person inside or doing unlawful criminal damage to the building or anything inside. For burglary the actus reus is that the person in question entered a building or part of a building as a trespasser, this can be seen through the actions of Karim when going to change his top and entering Terry’s parents’ room which was completely off limits for everyone and in the current law its stated that only entry need be effective and that its irrelevant that in this case Karim is unable to steal and as mentioned earlier it’s stated that Karim did enter the part of the building that was off limits proving the actus reus. The mens reus for burglary is knowing or being reckless that he was a trespasser and does so with intent to steal, inflict GBH or cause criminal damage to the property or anything inside, for Karim firstly to be counted as a trespasser the permission to enter was never given, this can be applied therefore due as mentioned earlier Karim entering the room that had “NO ENTRY” on the door and the intent to steal  can be seen when Karim stole one of Terry’s father’s tops to replace the one that had wine spilled on it and did not return it after the night was over or mention to Terry what he had done and also didn’t seem to have any intention to do so either and therefore could be charged under the section 1 of the Theft Act 1968. A case example of burglary is that of R v Brown (1985), “The defendant, Brown, broke a shop window and stuck the top half of his body through the hole while rummaging about inside the shop in order to steal the contents. His lower half remained outside the shop. He was arrested and convicted of burglary under s.9 of the Theft Act 1968”, However “the defendant argued that he had not ‘entered’ the building” but, “entry had to be ‘effective’ but the word ‘substantial’ was not considered to be of additional help. Therefore, all that was required was either an ‘effective’ or a ‘substantial’ entry. Here, the entry was ‘effective’. Therefore, the offence was complete.” (LawTeacher, 2013)
After Karim changes his top, it’s said that because “Karim did not drink alcohol, he had taken some tablets that were given to him by a friend. His friend had told him that they were anti-depressants that had been prescribed for his father”, shortly after it states that “Simon arrived at the party with Dee, who was the ex-girlfriend of Karim.” This leads to “Karim felt very jealous” and then “a row broke out between the two which resulted in Karim smashing a glass and threatening to slash Simon with it” which was followed by “Karim then lunged towards Simon with the broken glass in his hand, causing a wound to Simon’s neck which later required stitches” this can be prosecuted as GBH which stands for Grievous Bodily Harm. Under S20 OAPA 1861, GBH is described as 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. For GBH to be applied one of these elements of the offence must take place, the person in questions conduct was unlawful if another person suffered a wound or grievous bodily harm and lastly if they maliciously inflicted the wound or GBH. To find the actus reus for GBH it must be found that with or without a weapon, Karim unlawfully causes either a wound or GBH to another person, this can be seen when with the broken glass Karim is stated to lung towards Simon and actually gave him a wound which is said to have later required stiches, this gives the actus reus because there is use of a weapon and Karim has Karim has dealt a wound to a dangerous part of the body which could have ended a lot worse than it and since it required stiches can therefore be counted as GBH. When assessing the mens reus it must be found that the person in question must foresee that as a result of their “actions some physical harm to some person, albeit of a minor character, might result” said from the House of Lords. From this and looking at Karim’s actions it is clear that the mens reus is me due to Karim firstly threating Simon to slash Simon with the glass he smashed showing that he knows he could hurt someone with the broken glass and then acts on his words by lunging at Simon and dealing physical harm to him. A case example is that of R v Bollom (2003), in this case “the defendant inflicted various injuries upon his partner’s seventeen-month-old child, including bruises and cuts. Whilst the injuries per se did not merit a charge of gross bodily harm under s. 18 of the Offences Against the Person Act, at first instance the judge directed the jury to consider the young age of the victim, resulting in the defendant being found guilty under s. 20” it was said later on in the text that the crime was raised from “ABH to GBH” but later on was changed again back to “ABH under section. 47” due to the fact that the “injuries sustained by the victim likely occurred over a prolonged period of time, rather than in the course of a single event, as would be necessary for a finding of GBH”. (LawTeacher, 2013)
Karim does not have any defences available to him for the crime of burglary as the men’s reus and actus reus were proven as well as the fact that he had complete control over his actions at this point in time, this Is shown through when it stated that Karim wasn’t drinking and he took the anti-depressants after he had purposely entered the off limits room even after seeing the sign saying “NO ENTRY” and stole the top. For Karim’s defences voluntary intoxication could potentially be used as a partial defence for the specific intent crime GBH in court as non-prescribed drugs are counted within voluntary intoxication, with the voluntary intoxication defence Karim could get his specific intent crime to be reduced to a basic intent crime instead such as in this case assault or wounding instead of GBH, however Karim must prove that the offence would not have been committed if not for the medication. The two other defences that could be argued to be used would be that of involuntary intoxication and automatism, firstly however neither of these could be applied to the burglary charge but the GBH is different since with involuntary intoxication non-prescribed drugs such as the anti-depressants offered to him, however due to Karim being reckless this cannot be used. The defence of automatism could not be applied either because for this defence their needs to be proven that there was a complete lack of control however it shown in the text that Kari could still think and had control over his movements that this defence cannot be used.
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