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Strict Liability in the English-American Criminal Law

Park, Kang-Woo*

The most important characteristics of the English-American
criminal law is the strict liability which admit criminal liability for
who did not have mens rea (intent, knowledge, recklessness or
negligence) for his or her illegal acts. The strict liability has been
criticized for result liability from the viewpoint of doctrine of
culpability in modern criminal law. But strict liability in modern
English-American criminal law has been contributing for effective
enforcement and punishment of the public nuisance offences, public
administrative violations.

This paper aims to review the development of the strict liability in
English criminal law since nineteen century. Many cases and theories
are examined which allow exemption from responsibility for who prove
his or her diligence or no-negligence about his or her acts. This
constructions of English criminal court can give many helpful insights
to solve the similar problems which arise in the interpretation and

application of many Korean Administrative Enforcement Codes.

FAlol 1 9AMY, Fu P, W2 Ao}, T

Keywords : espionage, espionage aiding, national secret, military
secret

* professor of Law, Chungbuk National University, Ph.D. in Law



