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The origin of the concept of common law can be traced back to medieval England, which was the time when regional norms and practices were acknowledged and upheld by the legal system (Holland, 2018). Over the course of time, these traditions became more standardized, and judges started handing down decisions based on precedent rather than relying purely on regional practice. By the 16th century, the common law system had established itself as the dominant form of legal procedure in England, and it was ultimately exported to other countries in the British Empire, such as Canada, the United States of America, and Australia.
It is up to the justices in common law systems to determine how the law should be interpreted and to reach a verdict based on the circumstances of each individual case. This is accomplished through a process known as reasoning from precedent, in which judges extract the most important details and legal principles from preceding cases and apply them to the one they are currently presiding over (Neuberger, 2010). Using this method helps to prevent arbitrary decisions from being made while also ensuring that the legislation is consistent and easy to predict.
In contrast to common law systems, civil law systems have a tendency to have more centralized decision-making, with judges and legal scholars being responsible for interpreting and implementing written codes and statutes that have been enacted by the legislative branch of government (Friedman, 2015). There is less leeway for courts to exercise their discretion or to deviate from the written law in civil law systems because these systems are more structured and rigid.
It is common for civil law systems to have a more centralized decision-making process, with judges primarily applying the law as it is written rather than creating new law through judicial decisions. Civil law systems are founded on written codes of law that are enacted by the legislative branch of government (Van Hoecke, 2014). In contrast, common law systems rely heavily on judicial precedent and interpretation, with judges creating new law through their decisions in individual cases that serve as binding precedent for future cases. Common law systems are characterized by their reliance on judicial precedent and interpretation. This makes it possible for the law to be more malleable and adjustable as it develops over the course of time in response to the shifting priorities and expectations of society (Cotterrell, 2017).
The attempts of judges in medieval England to establish uniformity and predictability within the legal system can be directly attributed to the development of common law during that time period (Milsom, 2017). The use of precedent by judges as a method for conflict resolution resulted in those judges' judgments being gradually adopted as legitimate sources of legal authority. The principle of stare decisis, also known as the doctrine of precedential obligation, became an essential part of the common law system over time. This principle ensured that lower courts were required to abide by the judgments of higher courts. This contributed to the development of a more standardized corpus of law that was based on the reasoning and analysis of the law (Grear, 2017).
As time went on, the common law system developed a concentration on individual rights and liberties, as well as an emphasis on due process and the rule of law. This became the defining characteristic of common law (Holland et al., 2018). This can be seen in seminal cases such as Entick v. Carrington (1765), which established the principle of habeas corpus, and Donoghue v. Stevenson (1932), which led to the development of the contemporary law of negligence. Both of these cases are considered to be landmark cases. The common law system has continued to develop and adapt to changing circumstances, with judges playing a key role in shaping the law in response to new legal issues and social developments. This evolution and adaptation has occurred despite the fact that the common law system has been in place for centuries (Munro, 2016).
In actual practice, the common law framework has been utilized in a broad spectrum of legal domains, ranging from criminal law and contract law to tort law and personal injury law. For instance, judges in criminal cases look to previous cases to determine the appropriate punishment for a specific crime. They also take into consideration the gravity of the offense as well as any factors that could be considered aggravating or mitigating the situation (Law Reform Commission of Western Australia, 2016). When it comes to interpreting the provisions of a contract and figuring out the rights and responsibilities of the parties involved, contract law relies on a legal principle known as precedent (Elliott & Quinn, 2017).
In the common law system, which is predicated on previous judiciary decisions and other precedents, one of the most important legal strategies is known as "reasoning from precedent." According to Lord Neuberger (2010), precedent operates by analogy. This means that judges identify the important facts and legal principles from previous cases and apply them to the current case. This helps to ensure that the law is consistent and predictable and prevents arbitrary decisions.
In the English Legal System, interpreting statutes is another important legal technique that must be utilized. According to Elliott and Quinn (2017), regulations are the most important source of law in the UK, and Parliament is the body responsible for enacting these laws. In spite of this, the language that is used in statutes is frequently vague and open to interpretation, and it is the responsibility of the courts to interpret these statutes in light of the purpose that was expressed by Parliament. This requires a process known as statutory interpretation, which includes determining the meaning of the words used in the statute, in addition to the purpose of the legislation and the environment in which it was enacted.
In the common law system, which is founded on the principles of evidence and precedence, the process of finding out the facts is extremely important. Judges are the ones who are tasked with figuring out the details of a case, and decisions that they make on matters of fact are typically not open to further review (Moorhead, 2016). When deciding matters of truth, judges are required to consider the credibility and reliability of the evidence that has been submitted to them, which may include the testimony of witnesses, documents, and physical evidence (Freckelton & Selby, 2013).
It is possible for the process of fact finding to contain intricate matters pertaining to the law and evidence. For instance, judges are responsible for determining whether the evidence presented is reliable and applicable, and they may also be required to render decisions regarding hearsay, confidentiality, and expert testimony (Simester et al., 2017). In addition, judges are required to evaluate the significance of various kinds of evidence, as well as their reliability, and to reconcile evidence that contradicts one another (Moorhead, 2016).

There are numerous cases that demonstrate how the common law operates in actual situations. For instance, the House of Lords established the principle of carelessness in tort law in the case of Donoghue v. Stevenson (1932). This principle has since become an essential component of the common law system. In a similar vein, the House of Lords decided in the case of R v. Brown (1993) that consensual sexual actions that caused harm or injury could still be considered criminal. This decision, which has since become a landmark in the field of criminal law (Foster, 2018). The case of Entick v. Carrington (1765), which established the principle of the right to privacy and the necessity of warrants in searches and confiscation by the state, is another illustration of the common law in action (Greenawalt, 2018). In a similar manner, the United Kingdom Supreme Court overturned the common law doctrine of joint enterprise in the case of R v. Jogee (2016). This doctrine held that a person could be guilty of a crime committed by someone else if they were present at the scene, had foreseen the possibility of the crime, and had participated in it in some way. The doctrine was overturned because it held that a person could be guilty of a crime committed by someone else even if they were not the person who The judgment has been hailed as an important step forward in criminal law and exemplifies the adaptability and versatility of the common law system (Gallagher & Horder, 2017).
In conclusion, the common law system has been instrumental in the development of the English Legal System, and it continues to be an essential component of the legal strategy that is utilized by justices in the United Kingdom. The courts ensure that the law is implemented in a manner that is both fair and consistent by drawing reasoning from previous cases, interpreting statutes, and conducting fact-finding procedures. Although there are significant distinctions between the common law system and the civil law system, the adaptability and versatility of the common law system have enabled it to develop and continue to be of use over the course of history. As a result of this, the common law system continues to be an essential component of the legal environment in the UK as well as elsewhere.
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