                               Criminal Law-Saleh Ahmed
Criminal law defines criminal offences the foundation and authority that controls regulate and put the society and country free of criminal activity Large or small.it charges offenders' trial for suspected people and organize to protect the security of the individual. According to criminal justice system that allows the acts to arrest, prosecution, and imprisonment. State determines acts of criminal codes to punish. Crime is that which committed by individuals morally not right, its varies between minor or major offence. The way criminal sanctions imposed on offenders to give them retribution for the harm that caused and expiate the moral guilt rehabilitation, deterrence punishment is given between serious and minor offences to protect the intrigrity of the society. Criminal law covers the cases that leads by the state or government against an individual that harmed another person or the public. With the time changing criminal law keep changing depending on ethics values and morals. The main fact of criminal law is to always bring justice to those intentionally caused harm to others and to protect the people. 
The first written criminal law example came from Sumerian people now known as Iraq around 2100-2050BC.
The police is the main regulatory body to enforce general powers, this comes through TORT actions.it is difficult to compare the two bodies in precise, as Tort is personal enforcements and crime is an offence against the individual victim from the public.
The general understanding of the criminal law that the crime is itself an act that morally wrong, the harm caused by their conduct the proportion of the guilt, sanctioning the offender to simply retrify them from their act punishing them not to do that again. According to the writers such as Cesare Beccaria (Italy), Montesquieu and Voltaire of (France), Jeremy Benthem (Uk), P J A von Feuerbach (German) the original purpose of criminal law that crime can be prevented.
Morality and the Law: legal prohibition is always not same as morally and emotionally taken decision came up wrong answers. A known act of morality committed majority of the people's eyes is wrong but no legal penalty in this case, a young girl swam too far from the shore and struggling to keep up from drowning, a man observes the scene and do nothing to save the girl while it would not harm his safety, instead he is taking picture of the drowning girl so he could put this in the national magazine. The girl drowns. Everybody would agree that the act the man done should be crime for she should be charged, morally this act cannot be tolerated but legally he did not commit any offence.  
Various sources of criminal law: Statues: which is granted and voted by the legislative bodies which is the Parliament (Terrorism Act2006).assault is an offence of any act that is intended to cause fear in another person otherwise an act that causes another person to apprehend immediate and unlawful violence. Queen V Phillips (1971) apprehension of the injury and make people fear freighten.Assault always does not necessarily need physical contact to happen with the person being assaulted.it does not require any physical contact another person so he could prove the offence.it must need to be proved that the act was done intentionally or recklessly and that the act made the other person apprehend immediate and unlawful violence. Was it the intention influenced direct or indirect. Direct intention normally deduced from actions or surrounding evidence Moloney (1985) golden rules no guidens on meaning, the defendant shot his stepfather. From the case what we learned that they had a good relationship but on the heck of drunken incident shot was fired and not knowing it was faced to his stepdad killing him, mental state is necessary to look in specific intent. According to indirect intention Dpp V Smith (1960) Mens Reus for the murder is intention to kill or cause GBH where the intention could be established where a reasonable person would have contemplated the result. With reckless intention G and Another (2003) recklessness has resulted dividing opinions for subjective recklessness tease or objective recklessness test.Under the (1971) criminal damage Act S1 where the offender knowingly take the reckless subjective act Brady (2006) clearly shows that affected the natural thinking by consuming drink and ecstasy, from his action he caused grievous bodily harm and did so unlawfully, other element of maliciously either, whether he jumped or fell as he couldn’t keep his balance.it was reckless thing and was no need for taking that risk reasonably objectively.in objective recklessness Caldwell (1981) on it says some work was done by a person for this hotel owner somehow fallen out with him eventually got drunk and set fire on the hotel which was put out before any serious damage done none of guest were injured. The defendant was charged with S1(1) and (2)a criminal damage act 1971he recklessly destroying the property of another person but was not intention of mental element regards to endangering life, he was guilty of charge, after appeal recklessness intention of mental element referred to S1(2)(b) was a matter of specific intent beond actus Reus. Intention does not relate to motive YIP CHIU CHUING(1994) in that the defendant come to agreement with a undercover officer in Hong Kong to give 5kg heroin to smuggle to Australia in return for this he will be awarded us$16000 in reality the officer didn’t even flown to Australia for a cancelled flight instead the defendant was arrested and charged drug trafficking contrary to Hong Kong panel code, but he appealed on the ground that no conspiracy has not at all taken place because police officer never thought of traffic the drug requisite Mens rea of intent as through all this he was in constant contact with both country's police force.in the case both did not intended to stop the drug to be smuggled but in reality, conspiracy did exist.
Intended GBH to any person: Taylor (2009) a stabbing was taken place for support of GBH there was no evidence was found.it requires intention not simply to wound. Therefore, the liability was substituted. 
Fagan v Commissioner of metropolitan police (1969) where the said Vincent Fagan was convicted of assault actual incident for parking and putting car wheel on Pc Morrise's feet. Arguing about the case was no genuine intent to make it an assault until he shouted to move the car from his foot, he then didn’t move it resulted intentious assault, time before he moved the wheel of the car from his foot does not make Mens Reas is present may be an Actus Reus. There were no internal elements of guilty act were not present neither external elements guilty mind was present, prohibited conduct, prohibited consequences circumstances, prohibited consequence's causation must be established for actus reus, same way highest level of blameishness ,knowledge of intention,Recklessness,gross negligence, strict liability for Mens Rea.
Assault occasioning actual bodily harm s47, OAPA 1861: who so ever assault any person and thereby occasioning actual bodily harm shall be liable for imprisonment for five years. Whoever committed an assault or Battery result of that other person suffered actual bodily harm, the Mens Rea for assault occasioning actual bodily harm/battery has to be proved.
Wounding and inflicting Grevious bodily harm (C V Eisenhower 1984).the defendant a minor, shot multiple rounds from an air gun at a group of people one pallet hit the victim who is also a minor in the face. This ruptured internal blood vassals near the victim's eye. The court found the defendant not guilty of wounding's determined that this charge required that these be a break in the continuity of the skin, that is the whole skin and not Marely a Skratch to the outer layer.it stated that it is not enough that there has been a rupturing of a blood vassal or vassals internally for this to be a wound under the statue because it is impossible for a court to conclude from that evidence alone that there has been a break in the continuity of the whole skin.in the absence of statutory definition the serious bodily harm has been defined but injuries must be more serious than actual bodily harm this does not required to be life threatening. There is no need to establish the assault or battery has happened. Malice 
S,20 unlawful and malicious wounding or inflicting Grevious bodily harm without intent.
S,18unlawful and malicious wounding or causing Grevious bodily harm with intent to cause Grevious bodily harm. Assault is often referred to as an umbrella term when what has happened is a battery. 
Common Law originated from the simple rational practises in the people in England can be traced to Normans conquest (1066)ad.it operates by Judges, derived from custom and Precedent. With legal reform of king henry(ll)on 12th century, called Common for was same for the whole country.
Murder is a common law offence as it has developed by the courts and is not defined by the statue, and procedural ones such as court processing rule derived from the inherent of the court. Homicide is under Murder or Manslaughter 
European convention of Human Rights (ECHR). European Union and International Law (Human rights act1998). Main role of ECHR is interpretation and Evalution. Article2: right to life, article:6 right to a fair trial.
Society knows the main purposes of criminal law, serve, and protect the society, criminal law can perform its basic functions, to serve and protect the right of the individuals and to safeguard of weak against the strong, law abiding from lawless and peaceful from violent. The country imposes certain rules of conduct, sanctions for their violations and force for protecting the system. If people were angels no criminal procedure would be necessary.
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