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Ground 1: 

1. The preparation of an injection containing heroin is not a substantive unlawful act in the context of 

constructive manslaughter because it does not immediately or inevitably augur the death of the 

deceased, is not an implicitly dangerous activity and does not fulfil the mens rea requirement of such 

a homicide. 

2. Words that encourage the commission of a self-injection cannot be used as a basis for a constructive 

manslaughter conviction.  

Ground 2:  

1. Informed adults of sound mind are treated as autonomous beings, able to make their own decisions. 

Injecting the heroin was the victim’s autonomous act which relieved the defendant of criminal 

responsibility. 

2. The defendant may have encouraged and/or persuaded the victim to take the heroin but did not 

cause him to take it. Therefore, since there is no causation, the defendant cannot be held liable for 

the victim’s death. 

3. Upholding the conviction would be stretching the principles of causation and constructive 

manslaughter and confuse the reasoning of the courts in this area of law. Thus the conviction should 

be quashed on the grounds of public policy and thereby promote judicial certainty. 
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The Appellant submits that the appeal should be allowed. 
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