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had beaten up the deceased. The C.C.P.U members called the police
who later came and arrested him and took the deceased to Solwezi
General Hospital. In cross-examination he denied having beaten the
deceased.

FINDINGS AND DECISION OF THE LOWER COURT

The court below analysed the evidence and found that the evidence of
the appellants cannot stand in the face of the evidence of the ﬁfst
prosecution witness who clearly saw what transpired. The court
reasoned that since the appellants gave an excellent account of what
happened that evening at the bar and as they walked to their
respective homes, there is no way they could have been very drunk as
alleged. Further, the court noted that the claim that they were very
drunk is a mere attempt to avoid the consequences of their actions.
The lower court further found that the nature of the injuries the
deceased suffered at the hands of the appellants, and the weapons
used (bricks), are such that the appellants had intentions to kill or
cause grievous bodily harm to the deceased. The appellants were
subsequently convicted and sentenced to death by hanging by the High

Court presided over by Mr. Justice T. I. Katenekwa.
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GROUND OF APPEAL

Unsettled by their conviction and sentence, the appellants filed one

ground of appeal couched in the following terms:

) The learned trial court erred in law and fact when it
arrived at the decision that there were no extenuating
circumstances to necessitate a sentence rather than
death despite there being evidence in support.

APPELLANTS' ARGUMENTS

In support of the ground of appeal it was submitted that in arriving at

its decision, the trial court did agree that the appellants had drunk beer

on the material day save that they did not reach the stage of incapacity
to fail to appreciate what they were doing. It was submitted that in
their defence, the appellants stated that they had been drinking from

17:00 hours up until 23:00 hours when they' were found by the

prosecution’s first witness outside the deceased’s house. That the

whole scenario did not make logical sense, as such it can only be
attributed to persons that were drunk, and that the appellants’ degree
of guilty was morally diminished.

Regarding the issue of extenuation circumstances, we were referred

to Section 201(2) of the Penal Code! which states that —
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“(a) An extenuation circumstance is any fact associated
with the offence which would diminish morally the
degree of the convicted person’s guilt;

{b) In deciding whether or not there are extenuating
circumstances, the court shall consider the
standard of behaviour of an ordinary person of a
class of the community to which the convicted
person belongs.”

It was submitted that given the facts surrounding this matter,
extenuating circumstances were present as the appellants were
drinking beer, and that they were drunk, which set of facts did diminish
morally the degree of their guilt. Further, it was submitted that with
regards the standard of behaviour of an ordinary person in the
appellants’ class of community, that is, a community of drunk persons,
it is reasonable for the appellants to qualify for extenuation
circumstances.

We were referred to the case of Kanyanga v The Peoplet where the
Supreme Court guided that Section 201 should be read with Black’s
Law Dictionary Eighth Edition by Bryan A. Garner at p. 260,

which defines extenuation as:

“Mitigating circumstance, means a fact or situation that
does not justify or excuse a wrongful act or offence, but
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that reduces the culpability and this may reduce
punishment. A fact or situation that does not bear on the
question of a defendant’s guilt, but that is considered by
the court in imposing punishment and especially in
lessening severity of a sentence.”
It was submitted that the facts in casv do reflect that the two
appellants drunk from evening until the night. It could be inferred in
favour of the appellants that they were indeed drunk which reduced
their culpability and must thus reduce their punishment. That this does
not excuse the wrong by the appellants but that it should lessen the
severity of sentence and thus fall within the definition of extenuation.
On the basis of the foregoing submissions, we were called upon by
counsel to allow the appeal and find that there were extenuating
circumstances in the case at hand and thus sentence the appellants to
a lesser sentence rather than death.
RESPONDENT'S ARGUMENTS
On behalf of the respondents, the learned counsel supported the
conviction and sentence. In her written submissions, she argued that
intoxication as both a defence and extenuating factor, does not suffice

in this case. She reasoned that the defence of intoxication is not

available to the appellants as they knew what they were doing and
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consequences thereof. That the appellants went to drink on their own
volition and no one forced them to drink and that from the evidence
on the record, they were not so drunk as to affect their capacity to
reason.
We were referred to the case of Tembo v The People? where the
court held /nter alia that:
“Evidence of drinking, even heavy drinking, is not
sufficient in itself, nor is evidence that an accused person
was under the influence of drink in the sense that his co-
ordination or reflexes were affected. To constitute
'evidence fit to be left to a jury’ for the purposes of s. 13
(4) there must be evidence that an accused person's
capacities may have been affected to the extent that he
may not have been able to form the necessary intent.”
It was submitted that the appellants’ actions took them out of the
ambit of Section 13 of the Penal Code and that is why the defence
of intoxication cannot succeed as required by the said section.
It was contended that intoxication may not be argued as an
extenuating circumstance no wonder the trial court did not consider it
because the appellants’ drinking did not affect his moral culpability or

affect his reasoning to reduce culpability. It was argued that an

extenuating circumstance is something which lessens or dilutes a
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person’s guilt because of a good excuse. It was contended that in the
present case, there is nothing to dilute or lessen the appellants’ guilt.
We were called upon to uphold the decision of the lower court.
HEARING OF APPEAL AND ARGUMENTS CANVASSED
At the hearing of the appeal, learned Counsel for the appellant Mrs,
Lukwesa, the Acting Deputy Director and learned Counsel for the
respondent, Mr, Sakala, State Advocate informed us that they would
both place full reliance on the filed arguments. We are grateful for
their submissions.
CONSIDERATION AND DECISION OF THE COURT
We have carefully scrutinized the evidence on the record, the
arguments by both counsel and the judgment of the lower court.
The issue seems to be whether intoxication in the circumstances of
this case could afford the appellants extenuation.
The learned trial court considered the issue of the appellants having
been drunk in his judgment. He had the following to say at page J15
(page 68 of the record): |

“Clearly, that they were able to attempt to run away to

my mind clearly shows that though they may have drunk
beer they did not in any way reach a stage of incapacity
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or a stage where they could have failed to appreciate
that which they were doing.
Am fortified in this conclusion by the answers given by
the second accused person in cross-examination when
he said he remembered everything which happened that
evening how they walked from the bar and got to their
homes. This shows that the attempt or rather the claim
that they were drunk is nothing but a lie to try and avoid
the consequences of their actions. And I accordingly
dismiss it as such.”
It is worth noting that the learned trial court found that the appellants
were not drunk. The learned trial court convicted the appellants,
proceeded to consider whether extenuating circumstances existed and
found none.
We wish to point out that there is a difference between intoxication as
a defence and intoxication as an extenuating factor. The threshold of
evidence required to establish the defence of intoxication is higher and
must meet the reguirements under Section 13 of the Penal Code.
Whereas intoxication as an extenuating circumstance may be available
where there is evidence of general drinking or drunkenness even if it

does not rise to the threshold of intoxication as a defence. The two

must thus not be considered at the same level.
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9.7 The appellants told the trial court that they had been drinking beer
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from 17:00 hours to about 23:00 hours. PW1 when asked during
cross-examination if the appellants appeared drunk, responded that at
the time he was separating the fight he smelt some beer. The learned
trial court considered whether the appellants were drunk and he found
that they were not. We find no reason to interfere with this finding.
In any case, it does not follow that whenever an accused drinks beer
or takes part in drinking alcohol, then automatically extenuating
circumstances avail to him or her. The Supreme Court in the case of
Jose Antonio Golliadi v The People?, Supreme Court Appeal
No. 26 of 2017 stated that:
"We must emphasize that trial courts must be wary of
finding drunkenness as an extenuating circumstance in
every case where the offence is committed at a drinking
place or where the accused claims he was drinking or
was drunk. Itis important to consider the peculiar facts
instead of applying drunkenness as an extenuating
circumstance in every single case which would lead to
injustice.”
In fact, the appellants in this case told the trial court that the reason

they denied the deceased access to their tin of chibuku which they had

was that he (the deceased) was drunk. This refusal was both at the
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bar and at or hear the deceased’s house. This is what led to the
misunderstanding. Their own evidence presupposes that they were in
a better state than the deceased. It is strange that they later sought
to claim that they were very drunk.

9.10 The learned trial court was on firm ground when he convicted the
appellants and found that no extenuating circumstances existed.

9.11 We find no merit in the sole ground of appeal and we dismiss it

accordingly. We confirm the convictions and sentences imposed on

each of the appellants.
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