Mens Rea element of a crime - intention
        The concept of Mens Rea, which is Latin for “guilty mind”, is referring to the mental act of a crime(Taylor, 2018). For a crime to be proved it needs to meet both Actus Rea, “guilty act”, and Mens Rea(mental act) elements. According to legaldictionary.net  Mens Rea element of a crime makes the distinction between the act itself and the act together with the guilty of the mind to act. To determinate the Mens Rea element of a crime you have to find out what the person who committed the crime was thinking and not what a ordinarily person should have had though if that ordinarily person would have had committed the crime. Taylor(2018) is mentioning that actually the jury, the Court, is looking to find this specific thoughts of the defendant on regards of the crime he committed. To decide the liability of a crime on the Mens Rea element we need to take into consideration the intention or recklessness of the mental act. We will refer further just to the intention of the mental act, deciding if there was intention to commit a crime or it was just the knowledge that the crime might occur. We will take into consideration some points of view from people who studied the law and from the point of view of the law itself and, after that, we will be discussing some specifically cases where we can point the intention element of Mens Rea for the liability of the crime.
       According to the law( legislation.gov.uk) section 8 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 a Court or Jury does not have to prove that a defendant should have imagine the results of his act as a natural consequence, a Court or a Jury needs to prove from all the evidence that the defendant direct intended the result of his act(s) to be the crime. Depending on the evidence, Macdonald(2018), the direct intention could result straight away after checking the evidence. As a very simple example could be: Carlos comes to David with a gun and puts the gun to David’s had, says “Adios, amigos!”, and then pull the trigger. This is a very clear evidence of direct intention of committing a crime, but not all the cases are so clear to see the real thoughts of the defendant while committing the crime. Are cases when the direct intention is not to commit a crime, but even if the defendant knows it might happen, he does the act anyway. For example: Barry wants to burn out the house where his ex partner Paula lives with intend to burn and kill Paula. Until he manage to burn the house, Paula’s son come in the house to visit her. Barry has direct intention to murder Paula, but not direct intent to kill her son, too, even it is most probably that this could happen, too. 
        Macdonald(2018) talks about two types of intention: direct intention and oblique intention. Since direct intention is quite easy to determinate from the evidence of the facts shows, oblique intention, also known as indirect intention, needs to be very clear proved as being outside the main purpose of the actions. Sometimes, oblique intention might be confused with recklessness, that’s why when we look at the oblique intention we have to decide that if the decision to go forward with the crime had a specific intention, a conscious intention. 
        Taylor(2018) divides intention of a crime in two: direct intention and indirect intention. He explains that the difference between the direct intention and indirect intention is from the point of view of actually willing or wanting to do the crime, direct intention, and not necessary wanting or willing to do the crime but knowing that defendant actions will go to the crime and he decides to do it anyway.
        Child(2017-07) (proquest.com/ ) talks into an article, in the Cambridge law journal, about a future intention of the Mens Rea, like a conditional intention. As an very clear example of a future intention is intention to rape a person. Defendant had intention to rape that person from the first moment defendant met that person but defendant wants to have some contact with the victim first, to gain from that victim some trust for him to be able to perform the act successfully. It is related to the victim consent, too, to decide what the real offence was, but we can take into consideration that the defendant had the future intention to commit the rape conditional to gain the trust of the victim.  His intention was not to develop a relationship with normal consent for sex, his future intent, as element of Mens Rea, was to rape.
        Going forward, presenting some cases, we will try to discover more the Mens Rea element on liability of intent to commit the crime.
R v Woollin 
            “The defendant lost his temper and threw his three-month-old son onto a hard surface.
              His son sustained a fractured skull and died. The defendant was convicted of murder.” 
                                                                                                                      (plus-lexis-com)
        Even if the intent was not murder, the Mens Rea element was to cause harm, since his actions show the willing to cause harm. Thinking it might end tragic, the defendant decided to do it anyway. Indirect intention of  mental act was to cause harm as the facts prove it: a bigger force into a smaller force against a hard surface.  
A (children) (conjoined twins: surgical separation), Re 
         ”The parents of conjoined twins appealed against a declaration that the proposed operation 
          to separate the twins would be lawful and in their best interests. The Court of Appeal,
          Civil Division, held that the least detrimental choice, balancing the interest of the twins 
          against each other, was to permit the operation since the doctors could  help one twin,
          while the other was beyond help.” (plus-lexis-com)
        The doctor intention was not direct intent, the intent was not to commit  murder, the intention of the doctor was to save a life from two lives in danger, knowledge that one life might end, he medical proceeded forward ending the life of the one from the twins. To decide the liability of murder, the Judge might be influenced by the Code of Medical Practice.
R v Steane KB 997
         ”During World War II, Steane, an actor living in Germany, was arrested and coerced into 
          making broadcasts on Germany’s behalf by Joseph Goebbels. He was subsequently    
          convicted of “doing acts likely to assist the enemy with intent to assist the enemy” by a 
          lower court.” (lawprof.co)
        Anthony Steane mentioned that he was forced to make broadcasts by Gestapo officer, beating him badly(one of his years was partly broken) and threatened to send his family to concentration camp(Tailor, 2018).  In this case the direct intent, guilty mind of  Mens Rea is not met, his intention was to defend his family. In other circumstances, without any pressure, his free will or free intention it wouldn’t have been to broadcast for the enemy.   

R v Moloney 

         “The House of Lords, in setting aside a conviction of murder and substituting a verdict 
          of manslaughter, laid down guidelines on the appropriate direction to be given to a jury 
          on the mental element necessary in a crime of specific intent. It allowed the appeal of a 
          man who fired a shotgun cartridge, which hit his stepfather from a range of six feet, killing 
          him instantly. Both had been drinking heavily and the defendant, a serving soldier declared 
          he had no idea in discharging the gun that it would injure his stepfather, to whom he was 
          deeply attached, and it had been intended to be ‘just a lark’ to see who could outshoot, 
          outload and outdraw the other.” (plus-lexis-com)
        The intention of Mens Rea is not met in this case, it was not the intention to kill, not even to discharge the gun. The defendant can be charged of manslaughter since the victim death occured, but not crime,since the Mens Rea element is missing in this case.
        After all we took into consideration above, we can conclude that finding what it was in the defendant mind during committing the crime or before can very clearly decide what was the intention of  action of Mens Rea. We have to take into consideration just the defendant thinking during committing the crime and not what a ordinarily person should think. The intention it can be proved by the evidence shown which can indicate straight away a direct intention, which is the most simple and easy conclusion, but also can indicate indirect intention or conditional future intention.
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